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ABSTRACT

Soviet studies in the‘West has moved from an aréa—stgdy approach to
the use of comparative frameworks to examine the Soviet Union. With the
aéceptancelof fhe,comparative approach, mod:ls designed to explore Soviet
government became common. Thi; paper reviews the major models that have
been applied in the field of Soviet sthdies: the totalitarian, bureéucratic,
Kremlinological, intereét group, and modernization models. The hasic
premises of each model are presented and discussion abdut the model is

summarized.

Terms used by Alexandr Solzhenitsyn, Ardrei Sakharov, Roy Medvedev, and

"Andrei Amalrik to describe the Soviet system are discussed. Déspite differ-

_ences in ideological positions, these four dissidents describe the Soyiet’

v

Union in similar terms, tending to emphasize totalitarian and bureaucratic

features of the regime.’ ’

A compérfson of the writings of Soviet dissidents and models developed
by western social scientists reveals Eoth similérities and differences. The
: v ] ' . s

terms used by Soviet dissidents to describe the Soviet regime are not in

contradiction to the conclusions of many western social scientists. However,

“there are distinctive differences between western and Soviet writings, especi-

~

ally with recard| to purRsse of writing and methodology. Whi]g western

social scienfists generally employ compérative methods of analysis empha-

L

sizing simi Narities between, the Soviet Union and tQF West, dissidents stress

totalitarian feautres of the Soviet regime. Thercd is a definite lack of

objective study by dissidents who are so emotionally involved in the issues

.about which they are writing. "It is the scientific approach and use of

comparative methodnlog, which makes western writing on the Soviet Union so

"different from Soviet political literature.
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INTRODUCTION

A curren: debate in the field of tommunist studies in western
countries focuses on the relationship of communist studies to the aca-

demic disciplines. buring»the early»years of the development of commu-

nist studies, investigation o Soviet and East\European governments was

genéra]ly cgndUctéd'wifhin the boundaries of area studies. This approach

viewed the communist systems as unique. Because of this belief that

communist systems were not comparable with other systems, and in order .

[

to answer ‘the needs of the western governments who were unfamiliar with

communist regimes,'the'area study approach feceived‘suppoﬁz and became
Verf popular.
ft is widely recognized that the dominance of area studies was a

z C . -
valuable and necessary-contribution to the development of communist

.o ' . ‘e .
studies. = However, there are several problems |den§|ﬁ|ed with that

approach. Although area study does allow one to amass data in various

fields, it tends to study the communist system as abstracted- from the
_ . , - T

international arena, and it stressesxthe unjqueﬁess of the SovieQ'Union.'

i One of the major weaknesses of the area study approach waé its failure

to raise questions about.communist systems; communist governments were

—=

_accepted on the Easis bf.th;ir ideology, and very little critical analjsis
was in}tiated. .Scholarshfp tended toward an'indiscriminate,co]|ection
of\data or tq an.exbosffiéé'éf f%eorgt?ca!_considgrations; #or{ﬁépy.
years, the area éﬁidy apprQaLh‘Tsolated itselfvfrom'}éthOdoiogféal
édvaﬁces in the academic deCiplineé,‘cfeafing'a significant Qap, which

o .

Ny
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'ys” been referred to by Walter Jueur as a"communiqétions gap“.2

.

Scholars began to recognize simila-'ties beteen communist systems

and non-communist regimes and to admit a growing diversity in the commu--

<

nist camp.3 Consequently, ne&\frameworks and approaches were needed for

analysis of communist go&ernments. Turning to the discipline of politi-

cal science, the scholars of the area studies began to _orrow concepts

from comparative analysis. Concern for methodology resulted in an effort

to draw communist studies into a comparative framework.

The incorporation of communist studies into comparative studies

-

. ‘represented a definite attempt -to merge communist studies with the dis-

o

cipline of political écienée, rather than allowing it to remain on the.

u7
a

“ edge of fhe discipline, as had been the case with the earlier area
4] : T e
studies approach.. As a result of this move, there has been an attempt

to apply the tools'developed by political.scientists to the field of com-

"munist studies. This was done in,order\fo oObtain more objective, more

y e

.;éliab]e resufts, and tbvdeal with the mass of data and descriptive ma-
ter}a} that Qas garnered with no particular metho& or e;posed to no par-
ticular systemati; anafysis. “
However, the adopiion and applicatioh of tools and concepts be-
' - longing tb'tﬁe discipfine of'polftical science hav; caused, confusion and
difficulty for sbeciqlisf§‘§n.;he'éommunist ffeld. Thése scholars have
not always been familiar with-or trained in the use of these terms.
Conseduently, theré is much diversity=in :the fiefd of communi#t stpdies
today, and mﬁch ?nefgy and brain pdwer are wasted in debat}ng‘céncep;s\
’aﬁd terminology that have been ﬁisundersfqéd and inéorrectly applied.
Amoné the concép£; borrowed from §bmparatiVe‘political analysis,

there are three in particular that are often misused: model, theory,

«
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and ideal type. Although this , aper deaAs primarily witthodels of Soviet
government, a brief discuesion of the three terms is“necessary in order
to clarify their usage in.further'analyses.

FAIthongh the definition of a theory debends on ‘neJcoqtext in which
it is defined, this term can be- descrlbed as, folles "I is a theory

x“ "x

relative to the context, if and only nf T |9>a\§§§\of pnopos«t:ons that

(depends on the context) is'(was—‘mcht have been, and s0 forth) not

N

" known to be true or to be false;but belleVeﬁ to be semewha plausible,
DS o
potentially explanatory, relativety: fdhidamental, and somewhat integrated.''
. . 5 . . N ’ .
A theory is composed of assumptions and statements as well as ceneraliza-

‘ons (which may be empirically tested) about the system or phenomenon

being described. ¢

Al though, as one author‘points out, an ideal type and a theory are

simi]ar in that both are meant to serve as an |nterpret|ve or explana-

tory schema embodynng a set of 'general empnrncal ru]es?p Yich establish

r

'subjectively meaningful conﬁéctions between different aspects of some
Y- . P

kind of phenomenon, such as rational economic behavior, a capitalistic

,soeiety:..or the ]ike“,s‘there are qualitieé of the ideal type which are

unique from those found in the theory. Consider, for example, Stephen =

.wasby's definition of an ideal ‘type, which underlines the capacity of an
}deal type to serve as'a_hasis for coMparative‘measurement'in order to

_determnne -the degree of development in a given sttuatlon or country.

’

He states that an ideal type is:

.a loglcal construct the purpose of which is
to identify clearly, by sumpllfylng, sngnaf:cant

pects of an event or ipstitution. The ideal - H
type, al though ”never faund in reallty, being

eal precisely in the sense that it is an ab-
stractlon, accentuation, and extension of rela-
tions found in soci al life",6 provides us with.



‘

a usefu] baseline against which to judge and ex-

plain phenomena. Sometimes the ideal type is re-

ferred to as an ''extreme' or ''polar' type, parti-
' cularly when used in pairs or apposites.

UHfortunately, the term ''model' has been one df the concepts most
ab. g By researchers in tﬁe communist field. There fs no general agree-
‘ment on the definition orﬁﬁse of a model in ;ithér the'discipline of po-
litical science or in that of communist studies. In the discipline of

political science, however, there seems'to be more consensus on the mat-

ter as scholars attempt to demonstrate the origins of the model in the
9

R ‘
physical sciences and to point out the benefits which accrue to the
. AN [ . .

social sciences in adgpting this method of analysis. One example of a

more or less generally accepted approach in political science is given

by Peter Achinstein in his work, Concepts of Science: A Philosophical
Analisis.8‘ He distincuishes between three kinds of models.
S . -

Firstly, he describes the representational model as a three-

dimensional physical representation which is not symbolic of the origin--
S

4

“al, but rather a reproduction of it.
Secondly, there is the imaginary model, which is based on assump-
tions of the proponentlbf the model, although the designer of the model

is not necessarily committed to the truth of these‘assumptions. The’

e

"purpose of t moc  is to show that a given described condition is
- o
~plausible if c_itain conditions are previously fulfilled;lo

It is his treatment of the third .or theoretical model, - howevér,

‘

which is most significant to the sc ial sciences and provides a building
tool for polftical analysis and investigation. He notes five points

concerning the theoretical model, which, when éxamined, reveal its char-
-acteristics and ‘use: ' P

v . N . M
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“of these factors. .o a

The theoretical model is a set of abSUMPLions ¢« cerning a qiven

object or a system.

The objeét Or system examined is given a structure or compositicn

which is intended to explain obvious properties of the object or

system--it is an attempt to determine the essence of the system

or object, to go beyond the mere cataloguing of observable char-
. V‘ .\

acteristics and discover the causation of discernjble traits.

The theoretical model is designed for a definite purpose, and in ,

order to accomplish this purpose, the model is a simplified version"
B .

. -

of reality. This explains why there is more than one model of the -

same phenomenon. -In order to facnlltate explanation of different
functions and propertles of the object or system the gbeoretical
model is delaberately less complex than rea]iﬁy, desugned to pre-

sent the most |mportant features of the object or system The

P
~model is a means of finding order in the chaotic complexjties of

the every-day world, of 'separating the significant from the

- 11 . . . . N
milieu'. Since it serves as a guide to indicate significant re-

searci,, the model is a valuable tool of research in the social
sciences: Thus it is generally designed to account for and deal
with the most significant factor(s) of the, real situation and re- )

present the main relationship(s) which results from an interplay

[

The theoretical model is designed within the boundaries of a gen-

eral theory.- General properties‘or,;heories of behavior which
'S . '

~

have beeh more or less proven are taken into account. Such a

model does not buuld castles in the air, but witﬁin the boundaries
C
N

/

A
<J
N
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of ‘tablished v~k the i~ ract - on ot con: | s and charactcrf
istics i iimited.

(e) Finally, Achinsteié A5sc: s thot the the vretica) model n_; &
formulatéd on the basis of a- anaiogy betwe -~y i?é;givon\object'or

system and another sbject or syst . being'examjned,to‘the object.

12 _ ‘ . : .

‘

Cr system being designed.

This treatment of models clearly shéws the de}ivation of this coﬁ-
cept: from the physical séiences,_and also brovidcgia strfc; inkcrpretaj
tion of their function and use. . Another definition; adabt;d'to the so-
ciél sciences yét 4ncorporatlng the malnﬂpo:nts of Achinstein's work }5

advanced by George Graham in his-book, Hethodc‘ggica] Foundatibnérfbrv

Po]itical Analysis: "A model is an abstraction of reality that is devel-

oped for presenting systematically the most important relatlonshtps ih_a
situstion being describeqg."!3 Thi's def:nnt:on as well as Abh}h§téin’s,

clearly underlines the purpose and advantages of employlng a mddel

2

social sciénce regearch

It {s generaliy accepted tgat a modellproviaésva_f:?mebo}L<fg}
analysis, allowing the researcher to systematically deal with the neces-~
séry data. Use of a mode facnlltates the processnng of quaﬁtvtat:ve
material by simplifying relationships from reality and making :h;m readi-
l; understandable. Thehemployment of‘a model in anéLysis helps- the re-
searcher’to set out h}; assumptions and biases in an attempt to give a
néasuré of objec;Jvity to the investigation being carried out. Such
systema;ic treatment of information and data helps to avoid cloggtng re-

search with.perscnal values.

q

T~
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These are some of the advantages to he gained from employing models
in social science research. [t‘was with the'intention of embracing these
benefits that scholars in communist studies began the construction of
models. While the discipline of political science usually employs a
.more rigid defintion of.a model, scholars in commUni;} studies adopt a
wider definition of the word, and often the definition varies according
to the personal interpretation of the author.

Alex Inkeles offers-a concept of a model which is véry broad:
""...most social scientist. apbroach the subject they are studying with
some kind pf conceptual scheme which we may call a model. ]A His definition"-

b
is so unstructured that he refuses to consider any model as either right
or wreng, but classifies them mérely as richer or poorer.ls, This.
definition of a model seems to be no more than an identification of the

perspective (biases) of an author, |pd Inkeles does not deal with the

conscious formulation of a model on t part of the researcher. While a /

4

model may facilitate identificatiop 6F lases, this is not its exclusive. -~

characteristic.
' . “ . .
In contrast to Inkeles’ description of a model as a representation
of a piece of the truth A]exander Dallin describes models as flctlons
He insists that a model is designed for thg/ana]ysus of immediate events
and is not necessarily structured to account for future developments. In
his presentation, he ignores what some students regard as one fun;tion of
a model--a car ''to predict. Instead, he asserts'that‘iﬁWe too easily
forget that m-dels z -2 necessarlly fictions and are va Jable as heuristic
devices, not ¢ ‘iri -s of the Soviet system, and arc¢ not endowed w]th

nl7

predictive attri. _s.
e

£
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Frederic Fleron advances this Sdmewhat ambiguous definition:

Two theories whose laws have the same form are
isomorphic or structurally similar to each other.
I'f the laws of one theory have the same form as
the laws of another theory, then one may be sajd
to be a model for the other. ! :
[Emphasis in the original], -

In a book designed to clarify»the confusion over concepts, Fleron has
onl* contributed to/the muddle of terminology. ?or example, his critij-
cism of the tota]it;rian mode | is based 6n the premise that, according
:to his strict interpretation, this so-called model might not even be a
. médel. He wastes much‘space and energy playing with this idea, althougH
he seems io have confused the distinction between a model and a theory;
"Hjs conclusiqn that "all mddels are thgories.if, but not all thcories are

w19

models't. ‘ihvolves a reyersai of terms and concepts that are geﬁerally
established.?? , | -,

It is évidéﬁt, even from this small sampling, that there is much
confusion in communist studies over thelﬁse of the term “model”. It is
avter;fthat is widely used but which fails to have a common ly accepted
meaning or application. The models of Sovijet government, which are exam-
inéd in the fdllo:?gb chapéers, are based on differing concepts of a mod-
‘el._ However, the térws thagzthe authors use to describe the.Soviet Union.
. are clear, and they .all employ the framework ofva model to poiﬁt to the
characteristics they feel are essential to understandiné the system.

In this stuay, the terminology used by western politicél scientists
to describe“the Soviet system will be compared to the writings of Soviet-

dissenters on the same topic. An attempt will be made to determine the

similarities and differences between these two bodies of literaturs-
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THE TOTALJTARIAN MODEL OF SOVIET GOVERNMENT

Intro ‘uction

The totalitariéﬁ model, the first model applied to the Soviéf
governhent,'has had much influence in the development of communist studies.
It dominated area studies of communist systems for almost twenty years.
Even when many élternativé médels of Soviet go?ernment.Werevformulated,
there were st;Il scholérs who insisted on the viability of this model and .
the bossibi}ity of revising it. Thi§ chapteriwifl examiné the .development
of the totalitarian modelvrepresenting'the arguments advanced for its use
v in fhe’st y of the Soviet Union and by discussing arguments for abandoning

N the ‘
' \fhe model . g/_

2

"Early -Development of the Concept of Totalitarianism:

The term '"totalitarian'' entered intovpopular usage in the late 30's
and early 40's, some ten years after Mussolini's first use of the word in.
a speech on June 22,-]925.]A;The word soon éppeared in western scholarship.

The 1939 meeting of the American Philosophical Society devoted a

?

- L : el 2
symposium to the discussion of the totalitarian stite, where the

’

phenomenon of totalitarianism was investigated from{bbth'philosophic and -

descriptive points of view. Published results of these proceedings attempted
;o . . . ‘ ,

to explain the rise of totalitarianism with reference to a number.of forces

and movements of .the twentieth century: industrialization, the rationalist

attack on and the subsequent decline of religion, and the rise of social

mobility. o - T )

_ 11,




According to Fritz Marx,‘editor of the proceedings, the crucial
quéstion.at this time in history becomes: ”Will‘enlighténed considera-
tion of individual self-interest Enanslate itself autonomously into a
public morality firm enough to give promise of political stability?“3
He views the appearan;e of totalitarianism as a negative ;Epfy to this
question. He claims that maﬁ, gncoupagéd to deQelop his individualism,
needed the security\of totéiitarianism invap eré when ‘faith and the
former security of the church were undermined.

The work in the Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society s

‘is significant not only because of the early date‘of.the'dfscussion, but

also because this discussion dealt with‘mahy of the features of totalitarian-

ism which bec the main characteristics employed in'describing

‘

totalitarian¥sm. - The main points of the Society's work appear in the works

‘of Hannah Arendt, Carl Friedrich,‘and Zbigniew Brzezinski.b

Marx states that ideo]ogicél proclamations are the pillars of the

Soviet totalitarian system. ‘Yet, even at this early date, when many western

tom

political scientists accepted the’ideofogical proclamations at face value,

Marx identifies many of these statements as propaganda which the Soviet Union

f

Tfs far from achieving. He states: 'In fact, it seems today entirely probable

that. the transition [dictétorghip,of the proletariat] will freeze into

“permanency."''

Marx underlines the ihportance of the smali elite group which controls . *

“the totalitarian society and the iecessity of the single leader who

represents the unity of burpose. rx points out that the Jeéder in the
regime becomes an embodiment of stability, helping to banish the fears of

citizens who are unable to cope with the twentieth-century emphasis on

individualism. A strong leader appeals to the people of the tegime and
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.reinforces the unity of the country. Marx also emphasizes the Communist
A
Party's role in the totalitarian regime: "The Party is the dynamic force,
&

determln'ng the general dlrectlon of State act|vuty "o His discussuon
deals with Party organization and its attempt to control allvsedtors of
the nation's activity. He concludes that a significant gap results between
the Party organization and the Workersr

\ It is lrontc that even |n this prellmlnary work thCh preceded the
deVelopment of the tota\\t ian model, the problem encountered by the
partxc:pants of the symposium was one still plaguing dlscu5510n of totalit-
arianism today--the problem of defining ”totalitarianism". Herbert Heaton,
'at the close of the Symposium on the TotalitarianvState,'COmments that,
none of the‘papers presented had really forwarded a clear definition of
tota]itarfanism.6 Herver,his own discussion doef little to‘c}arify the
concept. .Having read Heaton's article, one is left wrth the impression
that totalitarianism is thetconcept of an a]]-contro]ling State.7 ‘Yet, the
author does not elaborate on this point and leaves the reader with an . |

T w

inadequate definition‘of the term.

’

Early deve]opment of the investigation of totalltarlanlsm was

profounddy lnfluenced by Hannah Arendt's work in the area. Heﬁ.massive

stuy, The Origins of Totalltarlanlsm,8 was cited by Robert Tucker as

d of thgory in the first stage.”9

‘a cuiminating synthesis of this entire tr
Arendt's approach to the subject does not lffer drastlcally fram

tha* tea:. -~ Har-} scholars who partncnpated in the Symposium_on the

Total™ . - woof he Amer|can Phl]osophscal SOClety H0wever Arendt
'Qpresent : more deta;]ed and exhaustlve descrlptlon Her discussion
of totz7ig- - 170 under’; several charactéristics of totalitarian

politics.



~her discussion OT\:;ys topic:
: : ' N
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The most obvious of these themes is the concentration of power .

in the totalitarian regime. The following extract conveys the essence of

e

It is in the very nature of totalitarian regimes
to demand unlimited power. Such power can only be
secured if literally all men, withoyt exception, 35
reliably dominated in every aspect of their life.

Power is concentrated in the hands of the ruling elite to control
the masses, according to Arendt. Terror becomes the basis of the
totalitarian system and the means to annihilate individualism and achieve
o o Nl - e 12
ideological goals. Arendt describes this process as '"'"merciless''. =
- Arendt's style and choice of descriptive words is criticized as

being journalistic. Her work is cited as a blatant Cold War piece."Bobert

Burrowes, professor of New York University and reviewer of her revised

work published in‘]966; very bluntly,stétes that, .. .Arendt is not a

'

social scientist.”]3 -Burfowes‘suggeSts that her formulation of a thesis

from the Nazi experfence and its application to Soviet Russia is. not valid.

oo

. - . )
He accuses her of disregarding data and of seriously marring her presef-
tation with moratistic attitudes. This charge may not be unfounded.
6onsider,‘f0r example, Arendt's description of .the emergence of

totalitarianism as a process whereby ''radical evil has emerged in connection

with_a system in-which all men hévé\ﬁscome equally superfluouéﬂ”]h She
“also refers to a "totalitarian virus”.is\\\» :
. R . . o : . o

. . . 16 : X . '
ment of its own ends. Therefore, Burrowes points out that Arc-dt's

.
s

Arendt assumes: that totalitarianism is a. new, unique: form of

government which has developed new political institutions for the achieve-
- N . 7

work cannot be used in comparatiwve analysis with other non-communist writers.

Arendt's_examination of totalitarianism is somewhat blurred by her

-~ = ]

I

2
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reluctahce to clearly define.thé tefm. In her introduction to Part Three,
written for the revised edftipn published in 1966, She is content to
repéatedly substgtute the tgrm ""total dbm%nation” for "totalitarianism''.

N

She prefaces many sentences with "Totalitarianism is..."

in order to
describe the characteristics of;tﬁe tefm; vet, she is unablie to condense
her rambling treatment of the subject}into a.concfse; clear preéentgtioq
of the concept. This Qeakens_her work and leaves theirgader}with some

~ vague notign of different aspects of totalitarianism, buf,dnable to give
a sYnop§?s;of Arendt's treatment of the topic without‘launching into a

lengthy account of the corsequences and impiications of totalitarianism.

The Totalitarian Model of Friedrich and Brzezinski:

. The concept of totalitarianism in Soviet studies is usually. assqci. ted
with Carl Friedrich and Zbigniew Brzezinski's formulation of a syndrome of -

six factors which, taken together, isolate _ne phqhomenon of totalitarian

4

dictatorshib. The six factors composing the syndr;he are asufollowszb an
officia: ideology; a siﬁgle party typically dominatedkby one man; pélice
. ) “ N
co:trpl and the use ofvtérrdr to maintain this control; a monOpoly Af afms
and‘armed forces; a monopoly éf.comﬁunications; and a centralfy'contf 1led
economy.18 “This totalitarian syndrome is usedvby Friedrich and Brze inski
ag a basis for exémina;ion of the political processesvin‘the<Soviet'Unionﬁ
Zhe originai totalitarian model’cohstructéd b9 Friedrich and Brzezinski’
relies very heavily on-ideology and on. the attempt of leaders ih’the Soviet
“Union to implemeht th?s ideologfca] doctfine.l According to this‘model;‘the
émérgénce of the totalitarian dictatorship in the Sovief Union was fﬁe -

result of evolution from a combination of circumstances and not the result

of conscious deliberate plans on the part of those who later emerged as
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dictators. Afte; the creation of the new regime the concentration of
power in the controlllng group facnlltated the maturatnon of tota]n—
tarianism. ‘ )

Friedrich and Brzezinski are Qary of attempting to explain'precisely
why totalitarian dictatorships emerge. Indeed, they admijt their
iaadequgé;—in tackling this problem. They suggest that totalitarianism
emerggsiﬂgon é breakdown of ideology subsequent to the revo]utidn
which has promised the restoration ofysociéty. Because ideology paleé_
in the facé of realify; tactics of the government shijft in an attempt
to maintain the declared ideology of,the.movemeht at all costs. From
this e%planatidniéf the maturation 6f tota]itarianism, it is obvious
that the authors,consider ideology to be one 6f the most impértant,'if‘
not the most important, factors of the syndrome.

In this modej, emphasis is also placed upon the power concentrated
in the leaders of the regime, ;he'use of this power tp maintain théir“
Position, and the impact of ;hié power on the individual and on the
spcietyn--Police tohtrél, monopoly of éommhnicafions, and the use c¢-
force to attain ldeologlcal goals are stressed, The regime is port zyed
as belng dependent upon the use of po and cOercfon,‘which is unré-»
.strained by anything or anyone in&@he siciety.

The impact of the demands of the_tdtalitarian regime lS discussed

in Totalltarlan Dictatorship and Autocracy but is more CIearly>depicfed

in Brzezinski's book, The Permanent Pur.‘ge.]9 This book, which is really

the companibn ] to the first edltlon of Totalltarlan chtatorshrp

-and Autocracy, has fal]en into d.scredlt Vts main thesis that the

<3

r

purge was an essentlal and _permanent- ‘tactic of the totalltarlan regime-

has been proven false by‘hustorlca] developments. Nevertﬁeléss, the



book is helpful in understanding a society ruléd by a totalitarian
government.

Brzezinski points out that this political system requires the total
compliance of all citizens with established standards. Stating that,

. the totalltarian citizen cannot have a loya]ty above that to his
state and the party whlch dlrects it, ”20 Brzezinski declares»that the
totalitarian regime reduces man's rdle in society to that of a mechan-
‘ized response to state demands.

Yet the appeal of the regime, in Brzezinski's aizessment, lies in
its provision of an escape from the turmoil and uncertalnty of the
‘ twentleth century He repeatedly stresses this pount:
For it ho]ds out the vision of man frn,p from ihe
. absorbing and ‘shattering conflicts of Western
society, from the contradictions and crises of our
~age, from the price which liberty and democracy, as
institutionalized in our time, seem to extract from
people. Totalite arianism holds out a glittering and,
to many, arpealing conception of a society in which . -
man is not torn by conflicting allegiances,.in which
-he does not suffer from insecurity, in which he
belongs to somethlng very tangible--the State the
Nation, the Party, the Leader, the ldea. 21 .
On the basis of the totalitarian model, the authors predict very
. ? \ |
~“little further evolution of the Soviet political system. Although there’
may be a Iessening of vio]ence, and the regime may give the appearance
of becomlng more stable, Brzeznnskl warns that such a deVelopment
< '
should not be lnterpreted as fundameﬂl@lyghﬁﬁgg. The authors forecast
that the dlctatorsh:p will continue and will become'“moré'total, even
‘ . . 05 .

though the rate of intensification may slow down."

“The totalitarian model was revised by Friedrich in 1965 and was

répubTished under the same. title, Totalitarian Dictaforship and

7



AutoEracx.23 The second edition adheres to the basic tenets ef the
original work end, on the whole; there is no drast}c revision or change.
Friedrich justifies this unaltered rendering of the topic‘with the _
xg_follownng explanatlon "At present the Soviet Unlon still exhibits all
the er;terla of .totalitarian dictatorship, even though the extent of
terror haybgn some respects have dropped... Zh Despite the addition of
chapteréﬂon autocracv. the jnchial nrocess, and totalitarian.expansion,'
;the essence of the original'work remains unchanged. ’The tote]Ttarian
syndrome is,stiil used as ‘the backbone‘for examining the Soviet Union.
The basfs of.the work rests heavily on ideological considerations and
the power and coercion of the regimeare :liil emphesized. This revised

model also predicts a continuation of the trends established in Stalin's

 time-~total domination of all aspects of the life of the ordinary citizen.

-~ ' \

biscussion of the Model

The totalltarlan model has. provnded a basis for further study of
the political system of the Sovietﬂunion. This provocatlve model has
initiétedvanalysis and discussibn, thereby contributrng to an under-

‘standing of a s?stem’considered'to be (at the time the ﬁodel first
emerged)eso different from and challenging to the western democratic
mode] It accompllshed this in part by presentxng new perspect:ves on
the relatlonshlp between autocracy and totalltarlanlsm and by delving -
into an examtnatlon of the -theory and practlce of totalrtarlanlsm.

- However, durlng the reign of the totalitarian model in Soviet

»
P

studies, 25 this model encountered many criticisms and nncnted much

debate in the,field. It is worthwhife to review these criticisms in

‘

order to develop a feeling for thef| evolution of Soviet studies and in

o
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ofder to determine the‘attitudes of scholars in the field who
eventually constructed numerous opposing modelsn

One of the major criticisms ofJQracticall§ all who encounter the
totalitarian model is that the latterbemphasizes very heavily.fhe role of *

ideology and the desire of the leaders to attain ideological goals.

- v

of coﬁrse, it should be noted that at the time the model was constructed;
.there wés little els~ heside ideolégy on which to build a concept of'the
Soviet political system.26 The Soviet regime had only existed since
1917. Therefore, in_tryihg~tq analee the differences between thé
Soviet system and western politics, it was only logical to accept that
motivatiég which the regime itself deﬁlared'as mot important--ideolegy.
It cannot be denied that ideology is a core issueuof Friedrich o
and Brzezinski's presentation. One revieQer, Frederick Barghodrn, states
that, "Friedrich and.Brzezingki seem, on the whole, to regard 'ideology'
as the most important element in totaliférianism.“27 Yec{ Aespite the
fact that ideology occupie§ much of the discussion iﬁ tge book, the
actual relationship of ideology to everyday Iife‘in a totalitarian regime
andkthé tfgde-off‘betweeh the pqr»'it of the gdals\of the;leaders and -
the po@er c§nsiderations of the rc = are’themés not adequately
considered. This leads Robert Burrowes, one of the mos t comprehensive
reviewers of the wbrk of Fried;icﬁ and Brzeiinski, to stéte tHat, "The

principal shortcoming of the original edition of Totalitarian Dictatorship

and Autocracy is the absence of a solid core of theory.“28

.

- Their indeterminaﬁe, weak treatment of the relationship of ideology
to totalitarianism results in confusioﬁ, and subsequently distorts their
presentation. The examplehof this Qéchrs in the afscussiqp of the iﬁpact
.of totalitarianism on the ordiﬁary citizen. Friedrich and.Brzezinski

.
> .
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observe that the totalitarian regime offers meaning and secuiity to
the people. However, the authors do not consider whether this offering

.

is unique to totalitarianism and they do not attempt. to determine whether

'

this kind of security was available in the pre-totalitarian stage. Also,
they late% stumble in £hcir analysié with what.appears to be a contradic-
tion of their former assertion regarding the security offered a citizen in
a totalitarian regime. They deélafe that constant change and striving
for advancement and progress within the regime strains the inhabitant of
the totélitarian system: "The totalitarian citizen in actuality thus

leads a highly nervous life. He is .constantly striving to meet
unattainable §oals. He lives in a constant state of animation. "2 This
contradiction is useful in illustrating the paradox in the ideo]ogicél
certainty oﬁposed by everyday striving to accommodate constant chahge.
But, it also shows a basic flaw in handling the topic.

Another criticism of the totalitarian model is that it is unsuited
Q. comparative analysis. Because thé‘to:alitarian model is designed to
explain only the differences'betWeen communist regimes and‘those in the
West, the médel is inadequate in accounting for similarities between the

>

tems. Alfred Meyer points out that the to:alita&ian model treats
: 3
communist systems as unique and gfbups together many incongruent systems.

two sys

He states:

One of the reasons w~ . [the totalitarian
model] is of limited - ulness is that it is

a residual category, lumping together a

variety of mass mobilization systems simply.

because they are néither constitutional nor

traditional. Residual categories burvey .falsed
~notions of sameness where in fact there is
'heterogenity. Moreover, the concept of

totalitarianism implies that the systems to
“which we apply the term are unique. But this

notion of uniqueness, | think, is an ethnocentric
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myth which conceals innumerable precursor
systems in the Western World. 30
A. H. Brown, in his article ""Policy-Making in the Soviet Union'",
emphasizes the same point in the following statement:
It Tthe totalitarian model] also brings into
sharp focus thg differences between the Soviet
political system and the political systems of
Western Europe. It does nothing, however, to
indicate the points of similarity.31!

A very interesting criticism of the totalitarian model is discussed

in a recent publicatioh, The Russians, byHedrick Smith.32' In a colorful

account of Russian society, he points out thét the totalitarian model
does not discuss tﬁewhuman element in its depiction of Soviet socfety.
With a flair €br iggntifyfng'and describing the mood of the Russian
people, he notes an attitude in Soviet .society which is overlooked in‘
the totalitarian model. He writes:

For the notion of the totalitarian state, per-
haps useful for political scientists as a bird's
eye view of Soviet society, misses the human
quotient. It conjures up the picture of robots
living a regimented existence. Most of the
time, it is true, the vast majority of Russians
go through the motions of publicly observing the
‘rules. But, privately, they are often exerting
enormous efforts and practising uncommon
ingenuity to bend or slip through those rules
for their own personal ends. "Slipping through
is our national pastime,'" a_woman lawyer
smilingly commented to me. '

Smith believes‘thagythe totalitariah model does not accommodate
th?s measure of rebellion, and it is thereby missing a véry‘significant
factor in the makeup of this society.

The“totaljtarian mode ié-also criticiZed for being pessimis:ic

and extreme in its presentation of the political system of the Soviet
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Union. Barghoorn says that Friedrich and Brzezinski view Soviet society
to be re a madhouse than a society". Ernest Pisko, in‘his article

""On the Future of Soviet Dictatorship', also iden.. ies an;overly

pessimistic forecast which foresees the Soviet government becoming more

"total" and, in the international sphere, increasing the possibility of

35
war. .

The gloomy overtones of the tota]itarian model are mainly a product

of its predictions. The original model did not alléw for change or the

p055|bl]|ty of deve]opment 36 And, by the tlmg the second ed|t10n of

Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy’appéared'in i965, events in‘Eastern
Europe plainly illustratedithat changg/does occur in communist systems and
that the western perception of comhunist:regimes as moﬁo]ithi; was no
longer applicable. Also,ift is evident that since the pro- 5 of de-

Stalinization, terror and its use have decreased in Soviet society.

Consequently, the important question of the relationship and
interpretation of the six facEQrS to each other is raised. Therefore,
definition of totalitarianism in terms of a syndrome is also criticized.37

Burrowes comments. on this method of defining totalitarianism:

Unfortunately, a syndrome of ldentlfylng
characteristics is not an. adequate substitute
for an explicit connotative definition; in the
medical sciences, from which the term is
borrowed; a syndrome identifes an otherwise
defined pathology. The result, in the case

of Friedrich and Brzezinski, is confusion and
vagueness as to the essentlally distinct
nature of totalitarianism. The conceptual
problem their approach creates is somewhat | -
that created by an attempt to convey the mec
ing of an automobile solely by a descrlption
of its parts .3

"
o
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There is some attempt to réctify this problem fn the second
{ .
editién edited by Friedrich who supplements the syndrome of six factors

with his definition of totalitarian dictatorship as "an autocracy based
upon modern technology and mass~legitimation“.39 This is obviously an
effort to compensate for the rigidity of the original model by diluting the
‘term "totalitarian' in order "to make the model applicable to recent
developments. The result, however, is a further weakening of the
presentation of the model .

Consequently, there is much confusion over the definition of
totalitarianism. Frederic Fleron, in his article, '"Soviet Area Studies
and the Social Sciences,'" points out the uncertainty in defining the. term.
He states:

oo should like to raise some crucial questions
which, in my opinion, must be resolved if we
are tobe able to salvage the concept 'totalij-
tarianism'. Does totalitarianism differ from
totalism only in terms of. ‘the MEANS [ emphasis -
in the originall employed to achieve goals?
Are Friedrich's and Brzezinski's six traits
really defining characteristics of 'totalitarian-
ism' or are they empirical generalizations

about'totalitarianhaystems imp}icitly defined
‘in' some other way? - :

‘ Upder the onslaught of-such cf{tic]sms,vit fé hg}aly sufprising
thatfboth'FriedricH and Brzezinski revised their views sd@ewhat.on the
Soviet political system. Friedrich, even in-the post '65 period, had‘a
;tendency to cligg to the.model-Of revi§ed totalitérianism as stillll
applicable to analygis of‘the‘Séviet Union. ReStat}ng the original"
syndrome? he names the following three factors as characteristic of.
tofalitarianism: _a totalist ideology; a single party committed ;o ‘hiz

[

_ ' . Vs o
ideology with the Party usually being led by one man; a fully developed

2]
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sccret police with monopolistic control of mass communications, operation-,
“al weapons, and all organizations (including ecoromic enterprises).
Significant by its absence is ;he fgctor of terror, which played
such an imiaﬁfént role in the origLnal\moéel. Friedrich admits that this
factor;hég'beﬁn bven-émphasized in the model and he states: ”WE,‘too, a

. : ) . ©
on’ the basis of numerous writings in' the 1940's and 1950's overestimated -

the long range sighif{cance of .this feature, even though\we never gave it
the prominente which.fhé writings of cold-war jo;rnalfsm fnsisted upon.'!
Yet,~Frié?rich is still very defensive about.the retentionrof this factor,
insistingﬂthaf the form of terror employed in the‘Soviet regime has been
subtly changéd into different forms of prop_aganda.l*3 He assérts that |

there is now reliance on psychic terror.’”. Because the regime is now

ke

securely established, it is possible to d! :pense with overt terror, and
substitute propaéanda and group pressure in order to maintain the regime.
However, he also insists that, in this situation, ideology is still

influential.

The fact that the rulers of totalitarian regimes
are engaged in revising their ideologies is, .
., therefore, an indication of the continuing
& ipf]pence oﬁhideology, and not an argument
against it.

_ It appears that Friedrich is directly reacting to the criticism that
the original totalitarian model was too heavi]yvbased on ideology. In rebly, '

.-he claims that ideolbgy'is importaht,,and he even predicts that the
\ A

'

significance of ideolog§ may increase. In an attempt to balance his
. : i '

argumént, Friedrich points out that rulers,shépe and remodel their ideology ,

4

thereby proving that ideology is not only necessary, but also vital to the&.-

maintenance of the regime.
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The revisions in this article are much more dramatic than that of

Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy in 1965, which is not a significant

re-working of the first edition. ~The factors of the syndrome are revised

to accommodate the different form of terror being used. He does admit

TN &

that there has been a loosening of controts, alfhoﬁgh.he emphatically

’ N e

points out that this cannot be con ldered a movement to llberallzatlon
'Also his interpretation of the concent of totalltarxanlsm is a major
revision. He now accepts that totalita ganism is a relative category
and it is possible not only to speak of totalitarian regimes, but of the
degree of totalltarlanlsm and even of'totalitarian trends in. non-
totalitarian regimes. Friedrich defines this trend as 6”T1ows

A totalltarlan trend may be said to exist . .

whenever one or another of the features of the

totalitarian syndrome appear. One of them a

monopoly of operationally efFectlve weapons,

seems to be fairly unlversally in the hands

of modern governments. By weakening the

institutional structure and the belijef system -

of a pluralistic constitutional order, it

paves the way for a Eotalltar1an takeover, if

conditions are ripe.

- This concession concerning the definition. of tota]ntarlanxsm makes
it applicab . to almost any regime. It v;rtua]]y reduces the usefulness
of”the term in analysis because it abandons an explicit meaning. From hi§
quotation on totalltarlan trends given above, Friedrich reJects some of
the dlStInCthe characterlstlcs of totalltarlanlsm For examp]e, although,
“in the.original work, the authors are hesitant to state exactly how
totalitarianism occurs, |t is obvious tham the comblnat:on of the six
factors of the syndrome marks a tota]utaruan reglme : Fr:edrich{s

admission that one of the factors may signal the beginning of the .birth of

-t ‘ . . -
totalitarianism even in a pluralistic society introduces several questions:

‘



"3

26

What is the relationship of ideology to totalitarianism?; Because a total
ideology is definitely missing in a pleralistic society, is it bropé} to
label the apbearance of one factor of the syndrome in this environment
 as a totalitarian trend?; How can one ‘tell when conditions are ripe for a
~totalitarian takeover in a pluralistic society?
It would appear that in an attempt to de%end the honor and
applicability of the totalitarian ﬁbde1; friedrich hqs éctually‘rgised more

questions than he has answered. It is, at best, an inadequate defence.

J

¢ " 0On the other‘hand,‘Brzezinski, co-author of Totalitarian Dictator-

e

’ ship and Autocracy, reconsiders his original adherence to the totalitarian

mo&el; evaluates obvious changes in the Soviet Union since deFStannization
and recognizes the development of the Soviet Union:l'6 In'én interesting\\
analysié of‘this devefopment,whe’divides.sdviet history into foyr

df;tinct stages. The'l9]7-28’perjod is analyied as the time of con;o]i-
dated power .in the Party;_thFQears between 1928 and 1941 are deécfibed
‘as the Stalinist phase; the breékthrough of totalitarianism, and ''the .
all-out effort to dest;dy the basic institutions of the old orqef and to

Ly

construct at least the frémework for the new'. The ‘years between 1945
and 1953 are viewea by Brzezinski as not unlike the precediﬁg period;
'a[thpugh'duriég this peribd) Stalin concentrated his power in the seéret
‘police, state]bureaucracy‘and the Party. It‘is Brzezinski's treatmenpv
of the khrushchev period which ié significant, and he describes it as
... a cértain maturatiohfjand'social'pcqeﬁtance-vof the new orde.r."l*8
The ground fof mhe.fegime éad been'effectiQely ploughed and broken by
Stalinist tactiés; and;vas a result, the use of overt terror and “coercion

kg

was no longer necessary.

I

Brzezinski's peréeption of the Soviet Union underwent discernible



2]

change. In an article entitled "The Communist World in a New Phase', he
states:
It is no longer a personal, autocratic totali- A
( tarianism. Increasingly it is a political system
& characterized by bureaucratization and emphasis

on professional bureaucratic skills.

He describes the Soviet Union as '"'a regime of;clerks“sl and, in his analysis,

he underlines the bureaucratic nature of the political system where power

and authérity are concentrated in the hands of a narrow elite.

,a

Brzezinski is still reluctant to Eecognize the possi?i]ity of
change being provoked from the grass roots of sociéty, However, his former
unwavering prediction that this situation is impossible alters. He

suggests that:

There is still some disruptive potential from
below in.Soviet society, particularly among some
of the younger intellectuals, the peasants, and
the’ non-Russian nationals. These groups could
.perhaps be stimulated into a violent reaction
against the system in the event of a breakdown
Within the leadership.?2 o

The differing views’qf»Friedrich and Brzezinski are representative
of the conflict which arose in the field of communist studies»regard?ng
the totalitarian model. - There is no paucity of materialion-this.issue, and

writers have aligned themsélveé into several groups. A.H. Brown, in his

work. Soviet Politics and Palitical ScTence,53 discerns three possible

stances of wr}tefs with regard to the totaiitarian model. Firsfly;.there
are those who reject the concept as uselesslaﬁa‘irre]evant. Secondly,
.there is a group who.considers that the toté]itarian-mode] is appropriéte»
.in analy§is of thg Soviet Union. The third éroup regards-totalitariénism

54

vaé an ideal type.

4

-
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As convenient as these groupings may be for wnderstanding the
diverse views on totalitarianism todéy, it must be rc;ognized that these
groups are notfmUtua]ly exclusive and that there are problems with

. P
categorizing some of the more significant writers on t-- totalitarian

mode] .

%he‘arguments of the first group, who reject the modef are discussed
above in the presentétion 6f the criticisms of the totalitarian rﬁodel.55
Leonard‘Schapiro,sums up this-attack by-identifyiné three méin«trends in
tﬁé works of the anti-total;tarian writers.56 .

The term '"'totalitarian' was orig}nally designed t0‘sfarkly point.
oqf the dffferences between commﬁnis; and we;térn systems; As a resﬁlt,
some.writers think the term is defi&edvfrom the Cold War entality. |
Aiexanden‘Dal"n expresses thfé'opinion in his writing:

---there remains the troubling circumstance that
one finds an empirically observable congruence
between the political temper of the times and
the general thrust of dominant interpretations
by specialists on the USSR. With some remarkable
exceptions, not many. specialists dealing with
Soviet problems...have been entirely immune to

- the dominant currents of public opinion, public
policy and public mood. 1t will not do to dismiss
this as an accident or anti-fact. The kindest

~rand | believe often correct way of looking at
‘this congruence is to posit that the same things °
that generate changes in public outlook and
policy--presumably new data or events--also

. stimulate ¢hanges in the ‘experts' professional
orientation.57 S ’

The second accusation of the anti—totalitarian group is. that the
model is historically limited and cannot account for changes in the Soviet

Union since 1953. For example, Hannah Arendt, in thé introduction to the

1968 edition of her book,Totalitarianism, states that although there are

features usually associated with totalitarianism that still appear,in the

7
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Soviet Union--domination of one ‘leader, the. presence of the army and

their COntrol'ana monopoly of -armed force, the evidence of a kind of

purge still exercised in the system58-—the system can no longer accurately
be described as totalitarian. She concludes: ‘It luoks as though

59

nothing has changed, while.in fact everything has changed.' ln her‘

analyéis, the totalitarian era was equivalent to Stalinism, and it
ended with his.death.60 o

i The third argument of this anti—totalitarian group is:that the model
dwells on the relatlonshnp betWeen the ruled'and the rulers, and is |

therefore outdated in its approach. lt does not allow Hange

resulting from social and economic forces.

Benjamin Barber supports'this third point of view, - aimi 7 that the
concept of totalitarianism is nothing more than a revived fori » ~atism
threatening the rights of the individual. He concludés:’

The unhappy truth is that the classnc liberal
paradlgm conceived in terms of an abstract dualism
between the atomized individual and the monolithic
state has never been very useful in concrete
analysis, and is almost entirely without

- relevance to the problems of contemporary politics;
yet despite overt rejection by most political
scientists, the model has been covertly revived
in the concept of totalitarianism (in the statist
element), perhaps because its pertinence to totalism
has been largely unrecognized and its morlbund 4
conceptual gntecedents thus mostly overlooked ..
or ignored.

A2

The second group of writers are those who consider the model adequate
and necessary in the examlnatxon of the Soviet Union. For example, John

Armstrong defends the conceptrofvtotalltarlanlsm. He admits that

v

“"'totalitarianism" has many varied meanings, but he insists that, '''xhe
% :

‘concept. of a pecul:ar ldeologlcal drive for Remaklng human nature is
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hardly dispensable, if only as a starting point for investigating jts

-

deélining force in the Soviet system, "
Len

Patrick 0'Brien, fnﬂa; article “On;the Adequacy of Totalitarianism?,
also‘Qchnds Lotalitariaﬁism, ana diLhO;gh hg récognizes the debate '
over f%g,validity of the'term_émployed as a model, he is loath to
abandoﬁ.it altogether. , | ;

...the term totalitarian is still apposite, not, .
it must be stressed, as a model for academic
gamesmanship, but as a descriptive category to

assist the Western student of politics in
depicting for himself the nature of human experience -
in societies in which the démarcation Iine between
"public' and 'private'' statements and actions is
frequently blurred r non-existent.

This is.not a particularly strong argument.fpr retention of the
térm. HerQer,vit ié indicative of the tenacity with which some writéfs_
cling }o tHe concept of tota]jtarianism. They aésert that de—Stalinizétion
and tHe basié_charaéteristics of totalitariahfsm still appear in the
Soviet Union today.
lf isv{nté?esting to note that all adherenté»bf fhe t;zélitaffan
hbdel have accepted.révisiéns.‘ There afe numerous examples'of thi§6h
but géﬁerélly, revisions follow the pattern established by Friedrich in
his article fTota]itahianism;~Recent-frends“;65- Thgse writers recognize
sdme‘change,in the Soviet Union since %he days 6f,Stalin-¥eithef é
change in thé form of terror being used or‘;hange in»tﬁe‘leadérship.
But, th¢y'say that éhange is not signiffgant enough to warrant abandonmeﬁt'
. of the totalitarian model. ' '_ .
Othér.writérs wil]ing to accépt_the adeédacy'of the tofalitarian'
mpde] qualify their ;cceétancé'by app]yiﬁg this model to thé era'?fA

Stalinism-in the Soviet Union. Robért Tucker'is one .such person who

concludes:
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But are we now to discard the concept of
totalitarianism as an obsolete or obsolescent
category in modern political, scnenceZ

~Considering it an essentiel part -of our theoretical
equipment, | for one would not like to see this
happen.66 '

_ i .
He proposes that this term is useful for examining the period of

Stélinism, but he sugaests that the post-Stalinist period is a post-
o . ) 67 oo L

totalitarian system.

Arendt's opinibn is much the same, although she is mucH more
vociferous about rejédting}the validity of the-totaj?tarian modél in‘the
post-Stalinist period. Indeed, therevafe few scholars who completely

_ reject the use of the totalitarian model in communist studies. ' This

A}

reluctancg'to'enfirelybaBandon the notionvof tota]ftafianism has led to
the third school of‘thougﬁt which Erown cites as those who declare the
totalitarian model as an ideal type.

Jer?y Wjatr and Adam Przeworski, in an early publication on this
topic,-outline.tﬁe case for using the o}iginal totalitarian model as én

idea]'type. They propose that: . o
. « o

The case of totalltarlantsm should be considered
‘separately. The use of the word 'totalitarian' to
describe one clearly defined and well-stabilized
polltlca) regime obscures both the basic" ideological
and socio-economic differences among the varicus
'totalitarian' regimes, and the fact that '
totalitarian-phenomena appear in various political.
systems, under_ various conditions, etc. But if '
we use the term to describe an |deal type, we
may then analyse totalltarlag tendencies and/or
elements in varlous reglmes

o

They consider that use of the totalitarian model is constructed upon

the notion of the monolith. This obscures_ény differences among the
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mémgers'of the Soviet bloc. Wjatr and Przeworski describe the

totaiitarian model as an ideal type in order to discuss Soviet develop-

ments. %

éi}H. Brown also identifies the muddle in communist sgudies over the
totalitarian model and proposes the-construction of an ideal type as a

means of clarification. He justifies his point of view:

Just as one can compare any particular
bureaucracy with its ideal type, so particular
states can be examined in terms.of their deviation
from or proximity.to a totalitarian ideal type.
This is why the features of totalitarianism are
best presented in stark and extreme form, for the
alternative of constantly modifying what the concept
connotes so that particular states which one has
in mind--such as the Communist states generally
or the Soviet Union in particular--remain within.
the bounds of totalitarianism is both scientific-
ally pointléess and politically misleading.69

Brown points out that scholars in the cqmmuniét field originally

Bl
,

perceived the Soviet Union as a totalitarian state. When it became
evident that changes had occurred in the Soviet Union, rather than using

new tools for analysis, writers modified their view of totalitarianism

9

to make it applﬁcable. Brown sees the solution to this dilemna as the

N,
o

construction of an ideal type:.

...an ideal typical totalitarian regime might be
specified as one in which there is a monolithic
party led by a dictatorial leader with total power
over the political, economic and social institut-"
ions of the given society. Such total control

can only be achieved where there exist (i) a body

of theory which professes to explain both history
and contemporary society, thus providing a frame-
‘work .ipto.which all social phenomena can be f.itted;
(ii) a political police force employing terror on

a mass scale and thus bringing about an atomiza-
tion of society; and (iii) the technological means

to impose central control over an entire country
(having in mind speed of transport and communications

v
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modern mass media of information, and the “
technical devices available to twentieth .
century security forces). ./

Yet, after examination of Brown's formulation of the ideal type

offtotaﬁltarianism, a8 question, ,How does this description differ from
° Y . e

the original totalitarijan model? must be raised. If we accept Brown's

\

formulation‘as“a here restatement of the original totalitarian model, then
we must accept hijs impli;ation ;hat the work‘of Eriedrich and Brzesinski
was not a modei, but an ideal type.

It is_gleron who‘illustrates the confusion’fdllowing cdhsideration

of the work of Friedrich and Brzezinski as a model when it may have been y

-

only an ideal type. He states:

‘Since there isvery little in the way of an
empirical theory of totalitarianism, it seems
premature to talk of constructing modelsyof
totalitarianisms. One might wish to gonstruct
models of something else in order to suggest
hypotheses about totalitarianism. For this
reason, it appears strange that Friedrich and
Brzezinski refer to their work as developing a
MODEL of totalitarianmism. 0f course, .they refer -

r\V in other places to their work as a theory of
totalitarianism;d Clearly, they are not constructing
a model in the present usage of that word. It
is possible that they are merely using ''model"
and “theory“.synonymously. Closer analysis may
indicate that they have neither 3 model nor a ' *
: theory, but really an ideal type of totalitarianism
\ another construct to w?ich the term '"model!
is sometimes applied./

of course, Fleron's discussion of models, theories and idea] types
is clouded by his .inexact treatment of model and theory.. However, his -
présenfation of totalitarianism suggests that it be interpreted as an

ideal type and the totalitarian 'mode]' cannot be considered as 3 model.

1
" e
because jt does not exist i. reality. v s
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Obviously, the concept of totalitarianism is an unsolved qhﬂsfion
that\still plagues scholars of communist studies today. [t has been a
major concept of Soviet studies, notably in the early years when area
studies were popular. It has emphasized the differences between communist
and western regimes. It served to draw attention to tEe ideology of the
communist staies ana to the power centralized in the haﬁés qf a few
leaders who desired to direct all the energie§ of the state and its
citizens to the furthering of this idéologyf

The model domihated the field during the Stalinist era, and it
was only after de-Stalinization and the concurren; introduction of new
concepts in western politiéal‘sgience analysis, that alternative models for
the Soviet Union were considered.

Despite the appearance of alternative modi]s, however, discussion
on totalitérianism is still prevalent today. Those who reject its
usefulness are countered by é still-significant group who chafge that the
tofalitérian model may be gucces§fu]]y revjsed. PerhaEs the solution to
this debate existg in accepting the recommendatién of scholars who wish -

to reclassify the totalitarian model as an ideal type, making it

historically,applicable to the Stalinist era of Soviet development.
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Chapter 111

COMPARATIVE MODELS OF SOVIET -GOVERNMENT

Introduction

With the appearance of criticism of the totalitarian model, a search

began fdr néw approaches in the field of communist studies. The call for
.a comparative perspective in communist stdﬁﬂps was raised invthe>|960‘s,
notably in the sécond half gf‘the decade.' Dissatisfactién with the
totalitarian model increased, ang many scholars regarded com?arative
sfﬁdies as a viable new approach to accommodate obvious changes iﬁ the
chmunist sphere. In addftion, the ogcurrence 6f ;hé behavioral revolu-
tion in the social ;ciencegswas aﬂ&ontributing'factor in the shift to
the comparative approaﬁh. As the main disbipljnes changed focus, empha-
sizing empiricism, expjanation of the bghavior of systems, and estéb-
lishment of general theoreticaj brehises,.so, too, communist studies
'éveﬁtually téok a'fa]tering step in fhis direction.

It cannot be'denied,that:the'beﬁavioral revolution in communist
studies was delayed §ohewhat._ Rudélf Tokes, editor of a special issue

of Studies in Comparative Communism devoted to the examination of the

Séience of Communist.Politics; notes .that behavioralism began”fo have an
[mpact in communistAstudiés-jusﬁ as it was béginning tp lose momentum in
po]}tical science. He states: “During the ‘next ten years [mid-sixties

to mid-seventies] tHis movement has refoughtvgverﬁgbattle of the 1940's

. and 1950's, by 1975 arfiving at aboﬁt the'same pOinf as had the 'motherl
discipline' ten yeérs ago."

41
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Thq‘concépt of comparative studies, a]thqugh now being re-examfned
and debated, is still, very attractive to a large group of scholars in
“the communist field. Despite Rudolf Tokes' assertion that comparatiVe

communism "*has failed to become an established subdiscip]ine“,3 the

«}
following argument of David Finley, in his contribution to the Sympasium

on Copmunist Foreign Policies, is representative of the conviction of
Cmany wrters:

Comparative method présents, it seems to me,

. some unique advantages to these ends, advantages
that we can and should exploit. For theory-
building, systematic comparison allows differ-
ences of consequence to be correlated with differ-
ence of process and circumstance. ' It allows us
to identify crucial variations of structure and

. Pprocess and to separate. them from incidentals; this
to a degree of confidence which the case study, no
matter how refined, cannot logically be expected to
do. Through comparative study we can obtain bases
for generalizations. At the same time, comparison
implicitly puts to the test attendant temptations

- to deduce from principle which have so long been
imprisoned in stereotypes. Further, because of
their different ages and the different problem-
clusters facing wvarious Communist states, com-
parative study can suggest the developmental
probabilities of Communist foreign policies, so
far aa domestic-pojjtits determine or condition
them. : ’

As a result of this quest for a comparative approach in communist
studies, a number of models.émp]oying comparative frameworks were
'~ designed to study ‘the Soviet Union. This paper will examine four

deels commonly used in Soviet studies: the bureaucr&tic, Kremlino-

logical, interest group, and modernization models. The bureaucratic

>

model emphasizes the similarities between the functioning of the Soviet
system and that of a western corporation or bureaucracy. While the

Kremlinological mode emphasizes the existence of power struggles. in

<
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the ruling elite of the Soviet Union, the interest group model focuses
on several groups in Soviet society which are related to the formulation
of policy. The modernization model identifies several features and

pattgrns.of development in Soviet society that are.sim{lar,to ;hos;\found
in western societies as iqfustria]ization and economic development were
pursued.: The basic ténets of each model will be presented, fb]lo@ed by\\ ;
a brief summary of- the acgdemic disc@ssion about the.model as-applied to

the Sovfet Union.

The Bureaucratic Model

AL The Model:

'

- One writer Qho has suggested a biureaucratic .model of Soviet polftics”
is Alfred Meyer. Reacting to the totalitarian model and its emphasis on
thé Un:quenés§ Of"thEVSQVl:t_Systéh, he attempts .to find an alternativé

pdel. He presents his reasons for choosing thé~b§reaucratic~model in
he Foilowing passage: ”

Like modern b gaucracy, Commugistic rule is
essentially anAftempt to impose rathonal manage-
ment over sacfal life by means of compllete organi-
zation: Yhif attempt -leads to the eméfgence. of
structural\forms, political processes,| psycho-

- ' logical adjfigtments as well as malfunctionings
which make Cogmunist systems look remarkably
similar tc bureaucratic organizations in) other
parts of th¢ wdrld.> ‘

Meyer's oft-quoted btatpment--''...the "SSR is fbest understood as a

large, compléx bureaucracL cohparable in its structfire and functioning to

giant corporations,armies}, govexoment agencies and similar institutions...

in the West“é——constitute. the undexlying theme which he expands and

)

explores in his work. Describing the political stfucture of the Soviet

Union as authoritarian and \controlled b} an elite, Meyer suggests that
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. the Soviet Union's political system functlons similarly to that of a
modern bureaucracy He finds several trends in the soc[gﬁy which
‘ceinforceithese bureaucratic tendencies. ,qu examp]é, Meyer cites
the bUﬁeaucratization of power as a cdmpensatioﬁ~for the Stalinist
terror tqctics and the growing dependence of Party officials on techno-
Cra?%vz‘ These tendencies in the system contribute to the bureaucratic
nature of the politicaf system and .the insurance that these patterns wfllv
be.projectéd in future devélbpment.Bv
Meyer points Sut that acceptaﬁce of_the bureaucratic model has two
main imh]iCations which are relevaqt for the completion of His depiction
of thevsbviet Union in buréaucratic terms. Rejection of the notion that
the Soviequﬁion is developing the characteristics of én open society is
the first impiication of accepting the~bureaucratic description of the -
' . . y
Soviet Union. Because of centrafized control, standards, patterns of
organiéation, and what Meyer describes as a uniform set of yglues, Meyer
| méintafns that the Soviet society ca®hot be.cfassified as open. He
statés that,“The bureaucratic ethos is incomparably stronger than the
Iibertarién.”9 Se;;ndly, Meyer declares that adherence to the bureau;
cratic model dlctates FEJeCtIOn of thé totalltarlan model as exclusively
descrlpt|ve of Sovuet government. 10 Critical of the toté]itarian'model,
“he suggests that bureaucratizatiop is the essence of the Soviet system:
‘The méin reason,ohowever, th | prefer the
bureaucratic as against the totalitarian mode
of Communism is that the latter, if at all ade-
quate, probably applies to Communist systems only
for a limited period of their development, a period
of growing pains, of system-building, a period

devoted to the "primitive accumulation' of both I
the means of. producttoﬁ?and the authorlty to rule.
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Allen Kassoff's essay, '"The Administered Socié;y: Totalitarianism

12

Without Terror', also contributes to the literature on the bureaucratic

model. He recognizes that many of the ﬁonvehtional patterns of analysis
for the Soviet Unioﬁ are borrowed from the Stalipist period and are ﬁo
‘longer‘adequate. Consequenfly, he proposes a’concept of the administered
society which he defines in the fol]owing\terméz

The administered society can be defined as one -in
which an entrenched and extraordinarily powerful
ruling group lays claim to ultimate and exclusive -
scientific knowledge of social and historical

laws and i's impelled by a belief not only in the
practical desirability, but the moral necessity

of planning, direction, and co-ordination from
above in the name of human welfare and progress

He supports this descrlptron by duscu55|ng examples of socnal

stratlflcat|0n, educatlonal pollcy, controls in industry and agrlculture

>

youth organlzatlon{ llterature and art, and sociology. He emphasizes'
that, although Khrushchgy's chénges after de-Stalinization appear .to be

reforms, they are actuaTiy necessary changes whose initiation was designed

to maintain and increase the power and control of the administration. For

example, in education, Késsqff'cites thé new provisions that require‘."
applicants for higher education fo have worked or served in)the armed
forces as:

.quite coﬁsnstent with the: ethos of a system in

whlch the official emphasis is on treating people
as aggregate resources and elements of planning

rather than individuals whose voluntaristic _ 2
impulses ﬂl]] be sufficient to keep the system
runnlng ,

Describing the search for -order and co-ordination in Soviet society

as ''a kind‘of compulsive's dream of beehive ord orojected upon an

15

entire society', Kassoff -states that such compulsion tends to form a

e
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new ideology, pgrhapé even a replacement for the old Bolshevik ideology.
He states:

e If it [the administered society] lacks some. of
the romantic appeal of barricade-storming, it is
perhaps no less revolutionary in its consequences,
‘ rveyors insist that they will nat rest

Jocieties have undergone the transfor-

atTon~to/superorganization. |Its potential impact

on an audience, say, of hard-pressed political
eaders...may be considerable, for the idea of
tbtal co- ordunatlon must tempt many of them as the
afswer to problems and frustrations of economic
backwardness and the awkward necessities of ‘coping
with. competing political interests. 16 '

Another write; who portrays the *Soviet political system in termin?'
\ ology similar to that emp]oyed by Kassoff and Heyer is T. H. Rigby 17
ldentlfytng:the three modes of co-ordinating society by contract, by cus-
tom, or by'command, he aescribes the Soviet Union as an organizational
societyhbaged on command. .He _ _s this as a trend ésEablished in pre-
reférm Russia, but one that did not ripen Qnti] the twentietH century;
'According to Rigby, several factors cdntributed to the deQelopment of an.
g}ganiiational society: the original character of the Bolshevik movement;
the ideology with it?vall-encompassing goals; the history of the country
during‘thé early years after the revolution when surviyal nccessitated
- command; and Stalin's‘obsession'with assuring personal control, which par-
él]e]ed thg rise in'thé‘Party's domination over everyday life. Coﬁse-
quently: o |
| .by the mid-1930's there was no sphere of social
aCthlty, from retail. sales to |nterna1 security,
and from farming to the arts, which was not di-
rected by a chain. of command culminating in Stalin.

Soviet SOCéety had been welded into one Iarge orga-
nization. -

b
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Admitting that Stalin's death initiated ;hanges which stimulated
the market forces, Rigby insists that this trend has been reversed siace
the leadership of Khrushchev. Indeed, Rigby declares, ""The Soviet\Union
is the most long-lived and one of the most -highiy developed of twentieth-
century 'organizational societies' ul3

Thesg fhree articles present the main éore of the argumenf and te-
nets of the bureaucratic model. Although these three authors apply dif-
ferent deSCFlpthe terms to illustrate the functlonlng of the Soviet sys-
tém,‘there is a SImllarlty in their approach.u Meyer describes the system
as '"bureaucratic't, Kassoff uses "administered society'', and-Rigby adopts
”orgahizationa]“, but théy all emphasize bureaucratic 6rgaﬁization in fhe
Soviet Union. Meyer véry cleariy'establisheé an analogy between the west-
efn model of Eureaﬁcrécy and the Soviet'system. Kassoff and Rigby deflne

their terms more carefully, stresstng co ordination and planning by a

hierarchical chain of command.

B. Discussion of the Model:

/

Di ssion of this mon4 is definitelv not as ‘animated as that asso-".
C|ated with the totalltarlan mode . However, the bureaucratic model has
initiated some debate over.its validity. Some of the most_éignificant com-
ments aSout Heyer's work are made by the author himself. Hﬁch Qf hfs writ-
ing seems to be a neactioﬁ to tﬁewtotélitarian model, and Méyer attempts

N
to formulate an alternative ﬁédel'tq fill the gap created by the rejection
of the totalitarian model by many scho!ars.z'O However, he is reluctant
,torcompletely abandon the nbtion'of totalitériahism Indlcatnng that the

_bureaucratlc and the totalntarlan models are comp]ementary, h'e st tes that

'they highlight different elements of the Communist wor]d'and may well be



v tics of totalitarianism in society. Consider, for example, the following

~
.

.
~

applied joint]y."21 Meyer's discussion does not seem to explain the

relationship between the bureaucratic and the total ian mode]l; indeed,
at times he entwines the two notions so that his presentation of the

bureaucratic model depends upon the presence of some of the characteras-

(‘ '

‘
{

statemént in which he endeavors to clari‘y his treatment of totalitarian-
ism:

Those peolitical systems are totalitarian which seek

Jto politicize all human endeavor and plan all human i
relatlonshtps In such systems the outside abserver
detects something like creeping coercion, and silent
transformation or perversion of all beliefs, values,
attitudes, and patterns of life according to a |
preconceived design. In effect, this amounts to the ‘
extension of bureaucratic principles of crganization,
decision-making, and contro] over all aspects of

human existence.22

.

Meyer seems to be ?ndicating that bureaqcratization is an intrinsic
part of'totalitarianism. His notion of the bureaucratic model depends
on the existence of features of-totalitarianism in the Soviet Union.
As ide from,these shortcomings; criticismsvof'writerskand scholars:
on théVtopic of -the bureaucratic model revolve around two main points.

Firstly, it is malntanned that the snmllarntles between the Sovuet

Union and the West identified by the bureaucratic mcdel are over-emphasized

Consequently, presentation of the Soviet political system through the

bureau&ratic‘deel fails to acknowledge some of the basic differences

LY

that exist. ~Secondly, many scholars conclude that the bureaucratic
model has Qery limited usage.
Patl Hollander arques that similarities between the communist

political. system and the western bureaucratic‘examplatare superficial.
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In his article, "Observations on Bureaucracy, Totalitarianism, and
the Comparative Study of'Communism”,23 he suggests that communist
bureaucracies are radically Hiffcrent from western models and that
there is little understanding to be gained from application of the
bureaucratic quel to the Soviet Union.zb He suggests that we must use
‘the model carefully and that we must .ask, ''What do thege comparisons
accomp]ish?” in order to determine whether fhe comparison is superfluous
or relevant.

L.G. Churchward, in his aftic]e ""Bureaucracy--U.S.A. : U.S;S.R.“,ZS

describes this problem in the fo]lowing manner:

Does it really help to understand Soviet politics

if we ... compare the CPSU, or even the entire U.S.S.R.,

with an American corporation? Surely the purposes and

range of .activities comes out at the point where the ,ole
« of an ordinary party member in the CPSU is compared

to the role of an ordinary shareholder in an American

.corporation ... These two roles are in fact so

different that they are not strictly comparable.26

John Armstrong Hés undertaken a study of the similarities and the
differences between Soviet and West Eyropeéniadministrative behavior.27
bHe divides theif'characteristics into three ‘groups: (a) essentially
similar charécteristics; (b) factors in‘Soviet“admiﬁistration which’
explain differencg; froﬁ Western European administrative behavfor; and
(c) charécteristiés determined by hodernization,bﬁt {nfluenced by |
éommunfst doctrine.28. Such a study is valuable bécausewjx*iilustrates
the admfhiétrstive Similaritiés between-the_Sonet Union and the weétern
modgl, yet recognizes that'it is inadequate to il]ustrate only the

similarities; therefore, an attempt is made to present some of the

differences.»

23
-



) v
-z»;@%ﬁ
3 oayte
IR

e

. 50

The second criticism of the bureaucratic model is jts limited
usage. Hollander speaks faVorab]y of the bureaucratic model, recognizing

that it stimulates discussion of similarities between American and

Soviet systems. Yet, he thinks that bureaucratization should not .’
necessarily be the main focus of discussion, and that it is consequently

a limited tool of analysis:

What | am suggesting is that we can and should
recognize and study the differences between Communist
'societi2s without falling back on the bland,
homogenizing approach toward all modern societies,
Communist and non-Communist alike, implied by the
bureaucratic model. Little is gained if we
exchange one set of over-simplifications for
another .29 .

The bureaucratic model has definite limitations, which, according to
Meyer, arec found in such areas as education for participation .in the
system, opportunities féi upward social mobility, and we]fare measures. }f
These factors cannot be ;ccommodéted in the model which igniores the

importance of non-bureaucratic features in the regime. L.G. Churchward

concludes:
' ' ' S .
Clearly there is much to be 1&4rned from a com-
, parative ‘study of American and Soviet bureaucracies.
~“  Much still remains to be “done. Neither system is
uniformly or fully bureaucratic. In. some ways very
distinctive features of both systems are essentially
non-bureaucratic. '‘Hence to.-regard either or both

Systems as simply bureaucratic is inadequate. ‘

Employing the bureaucratic model, which relies heavily on the western

model of bureaucracy, tends to present a picture of the So

as an alt-encompassing bureaucratic organization that is

d more or less efficient. - Studies such as the one by|John Armétrong

4

>duce some of “he problems of administration in the Savi nion.
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These problems include: overloading of vertical commahd channels,
inéfficfg;; formal communicatio;s, and friction between line énd staff
administrators.31 Thus, the description of the Soviet Union as
efficient bureaucracy is questioned. Professor  Jerry Hough

discusses this view of the Soviet Union as a complete, co-ordinated

system:

Despite the frequent tendency for Westerners to
speak of ''the' party and of "its" functions and |
"its'" relation to the state, the different levels
of the party hierarchy have strikingly different
functions and relationships to the state apparatus
; SO - .. 32
and cannot be discussed most fruitfully as a unit.

The perception of the Soviet political system presented by the
bureauc}atic mode fs‘somewhat incomplete. The parallels it drays
betweeh the Soyief government éhd western political administration are
superFicial,'based upon an énalégy that does‘not truly.représéné the
state of affairs in'Soyiet Russia. The'bureaucratic model not only
éverlooks sighificant differences between the westerngmode]'of bu;eéu—
cracy and the 6gcurrence&9fbbufeaucrétic features in the Soviet Union,
.but it also is unable to acéount for nén-buregucratic features such as
veducation% Perhaps most significgﬁt]y,,the suggestion of the bureaucratic
”mode] that th- Sovfet Union isva well—rqn,”efficient unit may obviously
be cﬁal]enged. | “

In an hiﬁtorical:context, tﬁe bureaucratic model could be considéréd
-.as a Product_of'réaétion to the totalitarian model and its excessive ..
emphasis on the uhiquehess of the cémmunist system. The model introdueed
a new era in which scholars Qére willing fb accebt~~iﬁaéed, even emphasize--

likenesses between the Soviet Union and western governments. Therefore,

-l
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despite the criticism that the bureaucratic approach obscures some
important differences between the systems, the introduction of the
0

bureaucratic model! heralded the disintegration of the perception of

the Soviet Union\as a unique country diametrically opposed to the West.

The Kremlinological Modei

A. The Model:

@

AKremlinology, described as a méahs»of idenfifying‘reaiity behind the
elaboraete facade in th Soviet political system, focuées upon bower-in
the régime and on the elité who poséess'this perr. It analyzes esoteric
‘communications tordetermine the réai situation in the Soyiet Union.
.Arthur Adams, }n his article “THe Hybrid Art of Sovigtoiogy”, oﬁtlines

Kremlinology in the following terms:
Kremlino]ogy is anothnr spécial technique used
for plumbing the less knowatle areas of Soviet:
life. 1t relies heavily upon the art of breaking
the code of Soviet jargon, but its attention

centres primarily upon the power 'struggle at the
w . top levels of the party and state leaders.

As western scholars sought to discover the actual situation in
the Soviet Ugion, the use oi Kremiinoiéé? to penetrate ''the eiaborate
smoke-screen around the inner workings oi Krémiiﬁ poiitic's“BI+ became
popular. TT H. Rigby; in his‘artic]e "Crybto-Politics", identifies tﬁe
origin of.Kfem]inoiogy after Worid,War I1. The problem of succession to
Stalin wasyexplored‘by searching the official So ° oress for éiues to
fhefidentify of .possible future leaders. -Thus tk ri:= of Kfemiinolpgy
was directly related to intra—ieadership confli~- v* was a technique of

4.35

investiga%ioh eaggr]yvexplore

J 36

as Michel Tatu,” "~ but fascination with this approach quickly spread to

It initially attracted such journalists



academic fields. The popularlty of Kremilnoiogy rested in_its attempt to
explain contemporary developments and to predlct future events

The study of Soviet politics is especially susceptible to Kremlin-
ological-based studies because of the nature of this country's political
administration. The scope of actIV|t|es subject to state direction, the
closed nature of the society, and the exustence of pseudo-democratic
institutions are factors which tempt scholars to use Kremilnoiog|Cai tactics

Several Journainsts and scholars feel th t the Kremiinological
approach definstely has a co;trlbutlon to make the study of the Sovset

Union and can be employed as a valuable tool of analysis. Sidney Ploss,

in his book Conflict and Decision-Making in.Soviet Russia, points. .out

that empirlcal data for studies using KremlanIOglca] techniques are
available. He asserts that 'a proved'reiiability attaches to the jargon
-of Communist_discourse“37 which may be used to determine ailgnments in the
leadershlo when examined careful]y in conjunction wnth‘issues, careen
Ratterns, and leadership.

| According to Robert‘Conouest,‘the Kreml inological approach is Vaiid
because it accountshfor_reaiities of power in the Soviet pO]icy-making
process. Conquest also asserts that Kremllnoiogy portrays d:fferences
between political cultures in the East and in ‘the West. Furthermore, he
thinks that this approach is important because it provides for ‘the role |
of Tuck and the accidentai, factors whlch are significant in reality but
often over-looked in poiitigal,schemas. Conguest also points'out the

uae of the Kremlinological model "in prfdiction of future events, 38 In
fact, he cntes examples where predlctlons based on Kremlinoioglcai

studies have,been accurate.sg

Lonquest admits that Kremiinoiogy,cannot provide any iron rules



"ology has failed miserably, foilowing ""one step'behind "Tife itself’

w

of prediction. However, he asserts that Kreml inology does contribute to
meaningful discussion of forces which shape political events. He states:

Kremlinology...is merely the assertion that faction
and dlvergence exist in Russia as in every polity,

and the formal determination to discover or deduce

as much as possible about it byha conscientious |

study of the relevant evidence, .——\5\\

B. DiscuSéion'of the Model:

The Kremlinologtcal model aroused much discussion among scholars.
The movement has lost much of its moﬁentum since its blossoming durlng the
time of Khru?hchev and his domlnance Nevertheless, there are a few
survivors, like Conquest,,who'continue to extol the virtues oF‘the

Kremlrnologlcal approach

Major dlsenchantment W|th this model resulted from questioning its

capacity to predsct events in the‘Soviet Union. Despvte Conquest s .

assertion that Kremllnology was a vrable and proven basis for predlctlon

—.of -some events, such sCholars as Rigby point out that, at times, Kremlin-

',, |

Eric Hoffmann , in hls study of the “Methodologlcal Problems of Kremltn-

- ology", declares that |nadequacyvof prednct«on results from concern with.

predlctlon rather than the development of a clear method for generaliza-

tions and Formulatlons of conCIUSIons §2~ _T Y '

Thus, the ltack of a clearly eXpounded me thod fn Kreﬁiinology is
criticised. .For example,Hoffmann questions»the capability of empirical
SFUdY‘tO PdeUCE general laws for use fh the social sciences. The assertion
is alsokforwarded that the Kremlinological method of cenclusion and/or‘

prediction is inherently biased and includes fundamental aSsumptions

which are not outlined or admitted. The matter that the Kremlinologigt's
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task is hampered and restricted by the problems of &eterminihg the validity
of available data is also r‘aised.l+3

Alex Nove points out that Kremlinological-based predictions are
cften inadequate because they place too much emphasis_on the whims
of leaders and on ehange itself. He states that the chofcés of Soviet

leaders € as limited as the choices of leaders in western countries.

Finafly, there is the criticism that the focus of Kremlinology is

.misdirected, that it tends to simplify all events as a power struggle,

thereby lgnorlng other conqlderatlons |n the formulatlon of pollcy
H . . /
Hoffman asks whether the drive for greater personal power is the only,

+

or the most lmportant factor lnf]uenCIng the behavior of Soviet poli-

4 . : S e
“ticians. 5 In an attempt to raise the matter of the possibility of

Kremlinology over-estimating the differences between the East and the
West, Nove queries, "Are real issues and doctrinal statements in the

USSR subordinated.to the power struggle in some special sense which does

L6

not apply elsewhere?!

It seems that the Kfem]inoiogical‘model may be vieWeé as a transi-
tional approech valuab]e because of its contrlbutlon «O criticism of the
totalltarlan model.- Perhaps it is most sngnlflcant because of the founda-
tion it laid for development'of’the conflicgvschool and the interest

. B ¥
group model. Kremlinology is viewed by both Linden and Rigby as the fore- =
runner of the conflict school. The Kremlinological model represented a
definite rejection of totalitarian schools of thought and attempted to

compensate for the lack of. recognition of factionalism in other models.

'Eventually,_thns recognntlon of factlonalnsm ‘was developed by the conflict

school, which attempts to present a more general picture of Sovret polltlcs
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than the Kremlinological model depicts. Linden describes this develop-

ment in the following passage:
He [tﬁe Kremliho]ogist] thereby contributed a
key element in the outlook. of the conflict school,
which sees the emphasis on factional politics in
the Soviet leadership as more in tune with broader
. themes of Soviet and Communist history. At the
-same time, the conflict school has moved beyond
the initial Kreml'inolagical tendency to play down
~ the policy dimension of Soviet Bylitics, that is,
the question of power for what? : -
Although some journalists and scholars still show an attraction for
Kremlinological-based investigation, it is an approach whose former
popularity has faded. Like the ‘bureaucratic model, it islsignificant in
Soviet studies because it "attempts to account for features whichgcould
not be aécommodated by the totalitarian model. At one time, it was
considered a valuable approach in determining the behind-the-scenes reality
of power ih'the Soviet Union, but the attention of scholars has now turned

to the formulation of alternative models. ' -

The Interest Group Model.

A.. The Model:'

The notion‘that there is not total agreenznt within thé Soviet
leadership elite with regard to forhulation of policy was a key element in
the Kremlinological mvode].l*8 T acknleeagément of diffgring opinion
among' the rﬁfing elite éoop fostgred-the possibility ¥§at perhaps,groﬁps,
more or less similar to intereé; groups found in'western democrétic |
couﬁtriés, cou]d also bé identifiedlin Soviet po?itics.>-Th?’que$tjon.
became a popular theme of investigatiqd not only as correspoﬁding bases’
for~£ast-We§t comparisions were sought, but also as it»became apparent

that significant changes were being made within the system. As a‘debaxe

) J



ove; the role and strengths of the leadership in the Sovigt Union
emerged,l49 western scholars seemed tb,divide into two schools of thought.
The conflict school in;the West récognized that the period of a totally
dominant leader had ended, and that the contribution of Pa;ty officials,

"~ civil servants, scholars and educators tgrthe Soviet pqliqy—making process

50

should be stressed. On the other hand, there existed a group of western

observers who stressed the stability of the Soviet leadership and, although

they admitted that struggle and conflict occurred during a succession

crisis or in transitional periods, they were reluctant to identify factional

struggle as a continuous and underlying characteristic of the Soviet

51
political system.

<
Zbigniew Brzezinski and Samuel Huntington were two of the first

authors to incorporate some of the premises of the conflict school inl

their work,Political Power:vUSA/USSR.‘ In their chapter on power and’

policy, the authors state that no real distinction betwgen the pfocesses
of policy-makingvénd’the processvof%acquiring bower is made in the Soviet
»Unjon. They declare that policies are suBsumed by the succgssién struggle
in which each‘leadekship.faction appeais to different gfoups for support
until a given group is victorfous. An attempt is then made by this group
to gain the support of other groups. Despite recognition of the existénce
of friction among groups, the authors do not‘deny thaf ihe central
" leadership contro}s and‘maniﬁufafés these groups.

Brzei}nski and Huhtihgton outline a hieraréh; of interest groups
,existiﬁg in tHe SoQiet Union:  amorphous social forces; speCiFIc interest

groups (i.e. from the intellectual community); and policf groups from the

'military ard industrial spheres. The functioftng of thgs&'groups is
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|
hampered by liftle (or no) means of interest.articulation, as well as
By their sﬁsceptibility to manipulation by the‘leadership.53
As a result of supressfon of interest groups in the Soviet Union,

political bargaining actually occurs among the central leadership behind

closed doors, a process T. H. Rigby has described as crypto-politics.

He states:

- On the analogy of other non-liberal démocraticQ
states, we might reasonably hypothesize that

? ‘//r\ conflicts of interest and aspiration in the Soviet
(\_

Union, denied a special political sphere of
Operation, tend to .give a political coloration

to protesses ostensibly executive and administrative
in character, tha is, to generate a distinctive
crypto-politics. [emphasis in the original]

Outlining the phases of the policy process in the USSR, Brzezinski

~and Huntington illustrate the role of interest groups. They identify

the first stage of the initiation of policy as a response usuafly spurred
_ ; B [ :

by a deficiency or'difficu]ty. This stage is followed by the”persuasion
. 4 . ;
phase which is followed by the development of support. The' subsequent

decision stage is brief and deliberately designed to give the "illusion
. v -

of unity and, durjng this phase, the authoritative legitimization of a

proposal is given. Finally, of course, i; the execution whigh_entéil;,
accqrding to the author;, either adoption_or d.isto.rtion.55

it is apparené that Brzeziﬁski and Hunfington wish to establish a
place forAinteEest groups in the'policy-making,process in the Soviet
Union aqg, according to their schema, the contrigution of interest groups
to policy'formu]ation_is significant.

Another major-work ideﬁ;ified with material in the pro-conflict

school or interest group model is Gordon Skilling and Franklyn Griffiths'

book, 1nferest'Groups in Soviet Politics.sg. Like many other authors who
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adhere to the interest group concept, Skilling opens with the assertion

that interest groups do-exist in the Soviet Union:

\\\\w It is the .central assumption of this volume
that in the seventeen years since Stalin's death
the Soviet political system has been passing
through a period of transition, characterized
among other things by the increased'activity of

political interest groups and the presence of
group-conflict.57

BFtion of groups and group conflict. Skilling defines
o o

L Y '

gfbup inhe following terms:

---an aggregate of persons who possess certain
ccamon characteristics ard .share certain attitudes
on public issues, and wt adopt distinct positions
on these issueg and make definite claims on those
in authority.5 ' L ' '
He admits that the ig;éféef groups examined in his work are indeed
‘a function of the elite stratum of the society,59 and, for the sake of

analysis; he outlines two main divisions of groups--the occupational and

the bureaucratic groupST These two main divisions may be divided into the

following seven groups: ggparatghiki;/military; security police; managerial
clasé; jurists;_economiété}‘and writers.so"Although Skilling " recognizes
that a gFoup may have differences among its members, he assesses groups
as fun&amentally aligned on_common OP:upationé] interests, a factor which
leads to similar viewpoints on public bolicies.

Emphasizing that existing groups arevmoré_often informal groﬂps or-

‘groupings, he stresses that interaction among the members of the group are

less frequent than in western experience. Yet, despite this realization
. : 1 :
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that groups are not formally organized, Skilling states:

The paradox of the Soviet situation is that
loose associations of individuals are more llkely
to be tive exponents of common attitudes than
organized groups, and more likely also to assert
demands for government or party action. In fact,
such groups may come, into existence because
organized .groups, such as the Union of,Wriéers, .
do not perform these functions adequately.

Because of these characteristics of groups in the Soviet Union, the
existence of conflict in the top echelons of the leadership, who

ul'timately control these groups, has an important impact on political

<

groups. Skilling states:

Leadership conflict...will provide the framework
within which other forms of group conflict will
take place. Leadership factions will continue
to perform significant functions of arti..'ating
and amalgamatlng the |nterests of socia ars
polltlcal groups

In many cases, the arguments for acceptance hf the confiict model
aré presented in case gtudieé of po]fcy formulation in the Sbviet.Union.
-One such study is.that by Joel Schwartz and William Keech on the educa-
tional reforms ot ]958.63, Through their examination of the educational
reforms and explanation of dlscrepancy in pollcy between Khrushchev s
announcement of |ntended reforms in September ]958 ,and the flnal act .

- December as a result of dlsagreement among -the top leaders and- the subse- -
gquent involvement of factlons and anterest groups, the authors conclude
that interest groups not only exist in the Soviet Union, but definitely

“have an impact on policy formulation. They state:

i It has become widely recognized that Soviet
officials do not formulate public policy in a
vacuum, and that, indeed, their deliberations
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take into account in some fashion the needs and

demands of various elements of the society.

Further, it has been observed that social ‘

groups of various types play a noticeable, if

only rudimentary role in artéﬁulating interests
v to the top of the hierarchy.

NN
They assert that there are '‘continuous sources of dispute among
« the top leadersh'ip”,65 a premise upheld by Khrushchev's ouster in October
of 1964. From this assumption, the authors attempt to formulate some
f .

generalizations concerning the functioning of interest groups in society.

B. Discussion of the Model: ) )/ . . o

A
J
. The interest group model or conflict approach stimulated much

discussién(andﬁdebate among- scholars in the area. Criticism seemed to

fegus on either the general theoretical framework employed in the interest

group model or on the specific conclusions drawn from applying this
model. ' o ' o ‘ T

Bill McGrath and Simon Mcinnes, in their recent study " 'Better Fewer

‘ : 6
but Better': On Approaches to the Study of Soviet and ‘East European Politics", 7

raise objections to the theoretical framework used by such people as Gordon
Skilling and Franklyn Griffiths. They charge'that the model is a “pluralist
paradigm“68 which regards politics as a process of bargaining negoiiation as

the government attempts to formulate policy. McGrath and Mclnnes state:

: . -
They never manage to deny complefely the implicit
assumption that the\state is a neutral adjudicator
required §o referee the interest maximization
contest.

Sldney Ploss,'ln his article on '"New Palitics in Russna” 70 also

.discusses the theme of plurallstlc tendencies emphasnzed by the conflict

. school. In his opinion, this school offthOUght’overly exaggerates _.ese

-~

v
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factors. T. H. Rigby proposcslthat the group model has been constructed

on the basis of western political s$cience perceptions and then imposed on

the Soviet 'system, even though t are too many points of difference

between the two systems to accurately emp oy this model.7”

Roy Macridis, who contends that .the inte t group model i's nothing

. 2 .
more than a ''crude form of determlntsmﬂ,7 points out an

-t
.

approach eclipses other factors important in understand)ng Sovyet society

and politics. Proposing that the interest group model is a true or

adequate reflection of reality, he states:

Interest is the primary propelling force and
every action is based upon sharing of interest.
Power confiquration is basically the configurat-
ion of coﬁBeting and struggling interesty
organized into groups. ldeology, values, the . B,
state, the formal organization of political-

- decision-making, and the content of decisions

.are determined by the Bentleyian parallelogram
of group forces. This may be an over-simplificat-
ion, but I do not think that it does violence to
the schema of group analysis. It is interesting,
for instance, that not only concern w. :h the. )
'state recedes into the background in the writings
of all proponents of the group theory, but also
the role of idealogy, of ectra-etonomics and
non-rational motivational patterns, and of the

"% political system as an independent factor

influencing group behavior./3
e

Gne of'the general complé%nts aimed at scholars using the interest
group model ‘is that the term '"group'" is often not ade@étel'y def‘ir{ed.‘
Coﬁsaquently, there is a problem in identifying_a group in the Soviet
Union beface one is'able to determine their impact on the géyi;y-making
process. Many -conclude that th- term ""group" is nbt even applicable tc
the informal groupihgswhich'do exi-t g lne Sovief‘Union; Andrew Jaqgs,
in his article "Group Politics in -ommunist Societies: A Second Look at

the Plural§§tic Model"’, concludés‘thaf:
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...the integration of aroups is too low to be

‘ meaningful; the prev~ .y political formula

v ‘ does not recognize thic principle of social

' autonomy, and the groups that exist in the form
of structured associations are hiﬁrarchiqally
subordinated to the party—state.7

.\‘y-;

A serious handicap.of the fnterest group approach, which genérally
attempts to illustrate its gbcs$s through the use of case studies, is the:
: ]imitedJavai]ability of data to support its work. This makes it difficult

(y to test an approach which must necessarily rely heavily on empirical

AN .
tudy. Indeed, Roy Macridis evaluates this reliance on empirical data as
a definite weakness of the interest group approach and he is‘conVinced
that studying groups, their orgcnization, and their impact on decision-

making is ak apprcach that can .only lead to isolated empirical studies and

is unable to contribute to a general theory.75

Thus, the9€;{5>§néjg}ormal-group of critics dpposed to the.u >f
X A

-

the interest group modei, who form the anti-conflict school. |In general,

they declare that there is little ne vement toward pluralism in the.
4 Soviet Union. Consequently, they onclucde that the interest group model
= s inapplicable, distorting the rec '*v -. the Soviet pdy?tical'situatioh;

.

where the ]eadership»is not a filter and arbitrator for vying interest
croups, but rather a gédup fifmly in contfol of thé country.’ Theléntif
conflict school even sugéesfs that ;he‘post—Khrushchev leadership has
reinstated some of the oid'StaIinist methods in a pgr{od'they:describe -
as re-Stalinization. - i

For example, SidnéylP]oss describes the interésp group model as

e

somewhat presumptuous when, in fact,,''the posp—KhruSﬁchev leadership is

¢ y

'firmWy in'cbntro] of the levers of political cdmmand and has resufrecfed

man§ dfnbhe secretive policy-making procedures.and orthodox attitudes of a

> : . - N
.7 . . L
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bygene age.“76 He builds ‘his case around the observation that the present-
dagy leadership is rather desberately seeking stability and s =1ty to

insure concentration and céetréliiatioh of power~in the Po!itUUro.77
Khrushchev's attempt to regylarfze Fonsu]tation and his appeel to public
oeinion have been casgnaside. ~On the . asis orﬂrhese conditioﬁs, Ploss,
like many others wﬁopppose the interest greup quel; writes:

Even during the era of Stalin there was room inside
the framework of Soviet dictatorship for senior _
bureaucratic groupings to compete f-r I “'uence
and to argue about policy alternati ez ‘he re-
sultant process of closed politics wa: -omewhat
ventilated under Khrushchev as the top leader:
reached out into society for moral support for
h''s official actions and powe“ position. The
Brerhnev leadership, however, appears to share
Stalin's concern about the cohesnveness of the
system and. it has accordingly restored the more
covert forms of .politics which are far removed
from the open bargaining processes limiting
-arbitrary deeds of govegnment in the modern
societies of the West. )

The issue is raised that there {s a strong anti-group attitude in the

> * N

Soviet regime, where every atiempt is made fo separate interest articulation
79

from group structures. The basic rlghts of an lnterest groupldo not
exist in the Soviet system The fr7€ﬁom of speech dlscu5510n and

association are severely limited, making the comparison of . the interest
group model betw:. estern interest groups and-grgppings‘in the Soriet

(

_ Given the inherent weaknesses in the apprbach of the interest group

Ynion very tenuous.-

model, many scholars declare this approach to be |nadequate and they search

'olsewhere for an analytical Framewc:k which will genunnely reflect the

real«ty of the situation in the Soviet Unlon Adherents of thrs school of

thought empha5|ze that, a]though there are Slmllarltles between western
e
governments and communls; reglmes, the interestigroup model goes too
. 7‘ . " . .

M

i
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far, applying inapplicable western concepts to the Soviet Union.

It is interesting, however, that most of these scholarSj-even those
who are most vehemgntiy against the confiict'approach—~tend‘to admit that
this model has made a contribution in demonstrating the inadequacies of
the togglitarian model and in highlighting the need for an éiternative,
model. Andrew Janos, for examole, states: '

To cor_.ude then, the group concept, while not

totally rrelew nt in the context ‘of communism, . ‘.,
must be © 1ed with utmost caution as a o
device tc our research on the political wifﬂ?y
process. ‘inere is no doubt that the study of ~ -i"

group models in the Soviet Union and elsewhere

has been most useful in revealing the inade-

quacies of the earlier totalitarian model, 'yet

this does not mean that it can, ipso facto,

take the place of the latter ‘as the fundamental
theoretical construct to describe and explain .
the functioning of political systems that are

moving away from the regiﬁéntation and discipline
of the command society. 0 '

The interest group mode]; with its comparison of western intercst
groups and ‘thase groupings found in the Soviet Union, has been instrumental-
in further highlighting similarities betwgen the two systems. "Howgvéi,viﬁ

should be used with caution since™ obscyres some of the. important

differences between the Vest and the Sovigt Union. ii also has many weak-

nesses in its construction that limit'its.use.

< .
N The Modernization Model

-

“A. Tée Model: - : v .

The concept of modernization, def ned in the International Encyclo-

pedia of the Social Sciences as ""the process of social thénge whereby Tess

developed societies acquire characteristics common to more developed

societies”,sl has been widely applied by political scientists.. Most

i

scholars employing this concept emphasize that modernization is a

<7
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universal characteristic, one of the central and essential features of

society. David Apter opens his study of The Politics of Modernization

with the following statement:

The work of modernization is the burden of this
age. It is our rock. It is an objective that-
is not confined to a single place or region,

@ particular country or class, or to a privileged
group of people. Modernization, gnd the desire
for it, reaches around the world. 82

83

) Marion Levy describes modernization as ''a universal social solvent't,
a process which touches every country of the world, sooner or later
affecting their development. Consequently, this concebt, which paved tﬁe
way for a new area of investigation on a compa}ative basis, eventually
infldenced communist studies. Scholars in communist studies became iﬁter—
ested in applying a modernization model to the Soviet Union.

In some cases, the application of modernization was a deliberate
attémpt,fo integrate communist studies with thg'comparativé'approach and
to escape the‘trend of»emphaSPZing the uniquéngss of communist regimeg.

a

For example, John Kautsky, who pioneered in the field of the politics of

P

84
development, states:

By dealing with communism only-in the context of
the politics of modernization and nevé?ﬂS%paratély,
I hope to have showh that many significant aspects ////
of communism can be satisfactoria]]yaccounted
as political consequences of modernization ard wi thou
any special reference to their unique communist

- character. . ~ '

Kautsky admits that the .goals of modernization and industrialization
o :

are cloaked in the language of the ideology proclaimed by the ‘regime, but

e

he points out that this in,no~waY changes the basic aims of the country’

invo-lved.86 He states that '"Communism is a phenomenon of underdeveiopment“87

-,

BN

//\

e

vy
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and summarizes this thesis in his examination and study of the Soviet

“Union in th fo]lowing terms :

I'f prerevolutionary Russia is itself seen as

an underdeveloped country and the Communist
revolution as a revolution of a modernizing
intellectual-led movement, then Soviet policy,
too, can be seen in the context of the politics
of development rather than merely as an alien
force acting on the underdeveloped world from
the outside.

Another writer who discusscs the Soviet Union in terms of moderni-
zation and encourages the application of the concept is Alexander Eckstein.
In an article, "Economic Development and Political Change in Communist

Systems', he suggests that the given stage of economic development imposes

89

RN

ntﬁndicates that he regards the

directives on a system. Eckste

correlation between economic and political change as very significant,
although he points out that he is not asserting that economics is the

onlv factor which has an impact on politics. He writes:

I't could be said that the polity in a state is
a function of this continuing interplay between
the capabilities of the system as constrained by
\ the stage of development and the technology
associated therewith, on the one hand, and the -
demand mix apd demand intensity placed upon it, . //
‘on the other. ' . ‘ '

NS

'Aécordihg to Ecksteinu;communist countrfes are éaught in éltfap
resultiné'frbm the demand_of gconomic factors. The economic development
has taken.up-the slack in the skilled ]abo} force. Coercive and nofﬁa—
tive mob}lization appeals used duriﬁg the early stages of industrializatio

were no longer completely effective, and ‘material incentives have been

introduced to realize- and maintain grovgth.9

)
YO

J

4,
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Ectkstein &gscribes how industrialization has had an impact on many
factor i--the division of labor, differentiation of occupational and social
roies, bureaucratizagion, urbaniza;fon. decline in rural population, as
well as many other Féctors. This makes it imposgible to halt the process
of modernization, and he states that the resulting-pressure for change is

manifested in the communist regime:

Ail of these factors in combination then contribute
to rising personal aspirations of the population

at large, and of the more educated portions of it
in particular. . This, in turn, is then reflected

in growing consumer demand and mounting pressures
for sharing in the material benefits of economic
advance. These economic and social transformations
necessarily create mounting pressures for change

in the character of Communist régimes.

Consequently, the command ecohomy becomes difficult to maintain

because of thé growing*complexity resulting from industrialization. The .

cost of 'maintaining growth. and modernization is the efficiency which is
essential in order to make the most of industrialization. Communist
regimes are faced with"the dilemma of continuing to pursue industrialization,

93

vet malntalnlng the COmmuﬂlSt ldeology--at ]east superficially.

The dlverse approaches of Kautskyyﬂnd Eckstein illustrate the many
3.

“variations used by writers emp]oyung the modernnzatlon model. Eckstein,

for example, has emphasized economic factors and has |nd|cated a degree of

economic determlnlsm while Kautsky's treatment is muchﬁmore general. How~

ever, despite vitimate differences, there are general characteristics which
are identified with the modernization model: -emphasis on change and

» T —

development; the importance of economic -factors; and discussion of the

eventual outcome of modernization.
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The modernization model focuses on change within political systems.
. o
The use of this concept in analysis of the Soviet Union usually involves

the assumptign that ""communist leadership came to power seeking rapid,
radical chanhe in the societies they came to rule.“9& Consequently,

their goal was, and is, moucrnization of the regime. This goal affects

three major areas: admihistrative, integrative, and economfc.95 Thus; the
striving for change has reverberative effects on many shheres of the society.

L. . . . . 96 .
This interpretation of change in the Soviet Unlon9 emphasuzes;

initial movement toward modernization as a conscious, deliberate step by

-~

communist leaders.

r
<
When applying the\;Bdernization model, there is a definite tendency

37 It is assumed that

to emphasize ecpnbmic factors, as Eckstein has done.
once the modernization process has been set in motion, it is*difficult

to check. Thus, there fs a snow—balling effect; the flrst ‘step toward

N e

modefhizing'society fesujfé in a chaln of events that affects every aspect
of society. There can be no réversaf ahd as modernization;is pursued,

the effects on the communist socuety are such that change in ité_basic
structure fs necessary for the survival of the reglme. Conseqhentfy; the
usual lmpllcatlon‘deruved from this chain of logic is the éssociation of
modernlzatlon with social evolution' and in the case of the Sovnet society),

it;is a movement from a totalitarijan or authorltarlan regime to one closer o

~

to a.plural:stlc society.

B. ‘Discussion of the Model:

’

Dlscussaon among scho]ars following the introduction of the concept
of modern:zatlon focused on some of the difficulties inherent in this
approach. One .of the first prob]ems to be ralsed was the usual discussion

of the concept and deflnitlon of the term. A major complaint among
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writers was that a definite distinction between ihdustrialization'and

modernization was not made, and, as a result, there was confusion in

dealing with these terms. For exampic, John Kautsky points out that the

. . . . . o ) 8 . )
processes of modernization and Industrialization overlap,9 but he is

Pl

v . . ) o ; \
careful to outline meticulously his distinction between the'two terms.

He states: , ,

- Modernization may include industrialization, but
Jndustrialization does not encompass all elements
of modernization, Industrialization always involves
modernization...modernization does not always
invoive industrialization. ..

Industrialization and modernization are always ‘
associated processes, then. But while we can i
See some elements of modernization quite clearly
as the consequences of ‘industrialization, others
can be associated with industrialization only
respectively as its precondition...as the two
processes overlap, so will my use of the two
terms, and | can probably be accused of a 99
tendency to use them almost-inxerchangeab]y.

In David Apter's work, the“ijistinction bu'gen the two terms is
unclear. He defines modérnizatipn in the West as the result of commer-
cialization and industrialization. He states that, in non-western ﬁ*ﬁas,

modernization has been 'a result of commercializatign and bureaucratiza~

‘tion.]OO He explains the.felationship between these corcepts in the

fo]]owing‘passaée:

Development, ﬁodernization, and jindustriali-
zation, although related phenomena, can be
placed in descending order.of generality. Devel-
opment, the most general, results from the prolif--
~eration and yintegration of functional roles in a
community. Modernization is a particular case of
deve]opment...Industrialization,'a Specia] aspect
T "~ of modernization, may be defined as the period in -
a society in which. the strategic functional roles
are related to manufacturing. It is possible to
attempt the modernization of a given country with-
out much industry, but it is not possible to
industrialize without modernization..101



[

(%3

71
It is easy to recognize problems that arise when, despite the
distinction which tends to preface a treatment of modernization, the
n H P e H : Ton'! : 102
terms "modernization'" and industrialization' are mixed.

The intereéting comment that. the concept of modernization is often

synonymous with a form of westernization is made by the writer V. V.

‘Aspaturian. He sees this as a definite built=in bias in the mddel which

limits the utility of the concept. Aspaturian states his argument as

follows:

BeéBuse of the inextricable connettion be tween
- the concepts of modernization and w sternization,
modernization assumes a normative {mperative that
existing paradigms skirt and is not simply an
empirical concept. Substituting tHe more neutral-
sounding concept of modernization for the more
blatantly culture-bound and normative concept of
westernization, however, does not splve the '
theoretical difficulties involved; it merely
serves to obscure and avoid them in the int -sts
of rapid theoretical development. Importar
‘questions such as whether modernization is a
fate or a choice, inevitable or optional, absolute
or relative, remain unraised once westernization
is objectified as modernization and decreed to
be a desirable, inevitable, and universal phase’
of development. 103 S

William Griffith, in his contribution to Charles Gati's book,

et

The Politics of Modernization in Eastern Europe, also points ougwphaf
the toncept"of~m0dernizatibn originates in a nofion of westerniZatio;.
Afgufng that the m;dél\was born with the vision of Amerjcan—styje e
mp&ernizatfon, he liéks western}?gtion and modernization, thereby

underlining the biases in the_model.104

Different aspects of concepts of change presented in the model have’

~come under attack at various times. There is disagreement over the ]

eventual outcome of modernization among writers on the subject. Jeremy
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Azrael categorizes those involved in the dispute as ‘the libera]-democratic
school” opposed to the administrative-technocratic schooi. The liberal-
‘democraticjschool, considered to be the'majority, views liberal governments'
incorporation of the rights of individuals as a consequence of economic
deveiopmeé% and modernization. On the other hand, the’administrative—
technocratic school asserts fhatvindustrial'gfowth fosters bureaucracy
aﬁd that this éccurreﬁ;e is definitely not conducive to the growth of
individual liberties, 05

In Soviet studjes, the Vast ﬁajority of writers on fhe topic of
modernization are found 'in the first cahp of the liberal-democratic school.
They recogpize, as do Godwin, Azraél, and Eisenstadt, that the initfal
move toward modernizétioﬁ:in thevSoviét Union was nade with the intent of
thé‘Party maintaining firm control. As modernization progresses, and
Soviet leaders attempt to maintain control, there r;sults a dilemma.
The’factors of increased differentiation, stratification,‘and the creation
of specialized eiit;s in the society fosté} a situ?tion in which pfessﬁke

for continued change occurs.106 Paul Godwin sums up this phenomenon in

the following terms:

The dilemma for Communist systems is that the
very fact.‘hat they achieved the goals of the
mobilizatitn stages creates an environment less
and less conducive to monopolistic control, by
political ger -lists.10 ,

The assumption of positive social evolution is very evident in the
liberal-democratic school whose writers feel that as modernization increases

its demands on society, change will occur. Many adherents of this school

contend that one of the most important agents of change resulting from

modernizatiqd is the managerial elite who will eventually influence and-

change the_system. Jeremy Azrael, in his book, Managerial Power and Soviet

~
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Politics, challenges this premise. Although he is willing to admit that
this managerial group has had an impact on Soviet political development,

he concludes that this group exerts little, if any, pPressure for change

v

' on the existing system. He presents the following conclusions:

Far from growing at a progressive and ever accel-
erating rate...managerial power has been both
marginal and contingent, and there is little
doubt that it will remain so for some time to
come. And the probability is high that this

power will be used in the futuie as it has in .
the past, for essentially “unctional, sysiem- ~.
supporting goals.]08 ‘ R

.This conclusion has a definjte impact on the applicability of the
modernization model. Admission that specialization resulting from
modernization does not necessarily result in pluralism counters the prémise
of'the model that the crea%ion of a gro. ., " specialists wi f’%\fourage the
movement oﬁythe Soviet Union toward -a form of democracy. - x;;“’/ I

iy

It ha§ been pointed out that the belief that modernization will
result in positive social evolution is somewhat reminiscent 6thhe conver-
gence theory which emerged 'in the 1950's.  William Taubmann sees modernj- -
zation as “remiqiscent of an older and much-maligned approaéh--[the]
old-fashioned, optiﬁistic conQergeHcg theory;”109 He assesses the
convergence theory as the ffrst's;eppfng stone to the fully devéloped
concep£ of modernizaf&on. , E . e
| - The use af the ﬁodernization~model a]so‘raises the‘question of the
.relationship between econpmits.and politics. With the model's heavy
emphésis oﬁ economic factors and their pré-emiﬁence im the deQelopment of

‘ , - s A .
socicty, many wrfters have c]aimedlthat,‘in the words of Pad] Hollander,
;”thé development [or moderéization] model is little more than a sbphiéti-

L . S . . 110
cated version of economic determinism''. Azrael also»recognlzes the

asSumption in many treatments of . modernization that economic factors and/or

o

/- ’ . g
: . - . 3%
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technology are deemed dominant. He counters thls with the assertion that

a1

"“the_primacy of politics has so far been the rule in the development of
the Soviet System“,]]] and that the leadership, more or less, contains thc
ability to influence and control affairs as it has done in the past. He

does not deny the increasing complexity of Soviet society, but he/gﬁLs

)

thly that the modernization model, as the majority conceive it, is a

misrepresentation of the re1$tionship between politics and economics; He
is convinced that “Po]itgcs will continug to dominate ech0mi¢s and will
remain largely.in the hands of the c;mmitted technicians of power.“”2

The model's assumption of the unilinearity oi chay .nd development
i; slso questioned. Change is seen as a pos ve factor anc che model is
based on belief in ongoing progress;‘13‘ Howe ., rhi- pv;sﬁecé}ve over-
looks the possibil{ty of a reversal in e: i .ic growth 4and of a decline or

‘recess n in the standard of living. Indeed, this assumption of unlimited

growth was obviously formulated before the economic recession and crippling

14 " ' »

T

inflation of the seventies.

The concept of the Soviet Union as a modernizing nation does

a

emphasize certain features which the country has in common with non-
B . \ N .
Communist" countries. For example, Taubmann points out certain of these

features: the nature of contemporary technology; the system of mass
education; the rolg of cities; the development of transportation and
communications; e.support and encouragement of scientific investigation;
" and the utilization of human resources and organization or production in

. 115
a8 rational manner.

Many writers recognizé that the modernization model gives a new

perspective: to the study of the Soviet Union,]16‘ However, despite major

efforts by scholars to rework this model in an attempt to strengthen it,

‘
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there is a definite .reluctance to accept it as the principle treatment of

the Soyiet Union. Robert Sharlet concludes that the limitations of the

§ [of

model resulting from !""the current value-freighted developmental 'models’ ”117
must be recognized. Vernon Aspaturian also feels that the modernization
model should not be presented as the only madel - oun ajn development in
the Soviet ‘Union because of its painful inader"acieb.l

Perhaps the last word on this subject should be given to Robert
Sharlet{ who points out'that{ at least, the modernization M§§el is a

stép in thékr?ght direction to formulate a conceptual ffam?4ork of Soviet

polifical developmenit and to find order in the present maze of data in the
field.. Yet, the implied biases_in the model and‘tbe'definite overtones oﬁ%

‘convergence and economic determinism limit the model's usefulness.!19
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Chapter |V

DISSIUMNT PERCEPTIONS OF THE SOVIET SYSTEM

Introduction >

Stalin's death on .5 March 1953 initiated a period in the Soviet
Union -that has"generally come to be called the thaw, a term borrowed from
a book of the same title by Iiya Ehrenburg.] The book, which dealt with

the pursuit of happiness by individuals, was one example of the trend that

L

"led literature away from the traditional treatment of industrialization,

and the building of the socialist sociéty which had been common themes

- . .
hnder<the banner of socialist realism. The death of Stalin released such -
repressed energles ags ﬁ%;iez‘that in the tield of ]gtereture,'soner |
startllng works were qu&%ﬂated One literary historian of the period

., :Az '

L v

> There is no doubt that by 1955 a large part of

Soviet literature was breaking away from the
offlcual mold. The- changes were:wide-ranging ahd
various., T%ere was greater diversity of style
more inventiveness in plot, more freedom in the -

tunfolding of a story. Such dangerous subjects

~as personal tragedies brought on by St llnlst
terron were now belng tredted.

The XX Congress of the Communust Party of the Soviet Unlon and the

?

sec >t speech by Khrushchev in 1956 sngnalled the offucual beglnn|nq of

B
de- Stallnlzatlon, movement away from the tactlcs of terror and the cult of

.the perSOna1rty. Thevjmpact‘of this polid¢y on the. intellectual communi ty

was profoundf Although, as a Kremlin offlcxa] pounted out, the secret’

AN

, speech was dessgned “to let in some fresh alr” it resulted in "such a

stogmy wind...that we have to take protective measu.res?'.3 Because of the
s @ ‘ - - . i
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aftermath of steps taken toward liberalization, the Communist Party was
split, uncertain how to deal with the matter of de-Stalinization while stil]
maintaining the control of the Pérty.

By 1957 and 1958, censorship was introduced once again, but the

authorities found it difficult to totally suppress dissident writings. PR
. - ‘L»_g A

v ’ N o

Consequently, many articles and ]itqypry pieces were "written for the ﬁ!ﬁw
S

drawer'', waiting for a time when the offucnal censors would accept and N

publish such work. A brief recplte from the harsh control of prlnted
material in the early 1960's saw the publlcatxon of Alexandr SoTzﬁgﬁitsyn s

L
short story, One Day in the Life of {van Dennsovntch Thls period was

short—luved, however, and by the beg:nnlng of 1963 there was a tightening -

of censorship. ThlS ztg zag pattern of slackenlng control followed by
strict supervision was common in the fifties and sixties, and é!though
there were some interestingvbooks oub]ished in this periad, many were

_denied publication. = ‘ -
-

it

The content of the dlssent llterature began to change subt]y and by

1965 the dissent movement had taken on a def:nlte pollttca] flavor with

©

the circulation of materials supportlng human rights. This trend was -
exempllfled by the protest of lntEIIELtuaIS at the trial of Anddki

Sinyavskii and Yu]\ Danlel in 1966. The trial, in which th - men Were‘
< * T
charged with pUb%{\hlng material abroad is genera]ly marked L/ both
: ¢

western and Sov1et wrlters as a 5|gn|f|cant point in Soviet lnte]lectuej//4

-

’ =

hlst9r7~because for the flrst time snnce Stalln s consolldatton of power, "(-
open protests and support were shown on behalf of the defehdants 5

Ma. s political wrltlngs, not acceptable for publtcatlon in the ' o

»ffic” 1 Soviet pre§s, were - circulated from person to person. The term
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'samizdat'', @ word modciled on Gosizdat ('“*ate Publishing House') but

=yLindicating self public.iion because of,rejer?ion from Gosizdat, was.

i

’ "f" ‘ ) 'M e
‘;fﬁ§§pplied to the many articles, letters, and documents that were made

available through an cver~g}owing underground network. .Much of this

‘material made its way through border secfirity measures to be distributed
in the West. Consequently, many people in the West have becomé familiar
with the civil right; movement in the Soviet Union and with many of the

~main participants of this struggle and their writings. :

Typologies of Dissent

To date, most treétments of gémiédat material, both in the West and
in'the Soviet'Un}on, haveconsjsted.bf_compilations of bul]e;fns, dqcu4
ments, and articles designed to acquaint tHe reader with the basid problémsv
of the cnvn] rlghts movement, the peop]e& th:e groups_invo]vd, and the
detalls of éltuatlons lnvolvbﬂarthn violation of human rights i; the. Soviet
Unlonl The scope of the dlsseng‘gépement is l]]ustrated by the fact that
the documents and materla] offered for publlcat[on come from diverse
sggrceSQ—individua{ writers expfess?ng,religious, napjonal; and jntel]ectdai

themes. However, it is only very 1ately that the writings on samizdat

attempt to deV|se a schema to-handie the _many . ndeoldéles and factions
R SN

~

a'lnvolved in the movemapt and to nge an overVIew of the issues |nvkoed

- . “
= L

One of the first westerncwrvters to attempt a comprehen51ve typology

~of ghe Ldeo]ogxes involved in the dissent movement in the Soviet Unlon was
7 ‘s
» Robert Tokes iq his‘book, Dissent in the USSR.6 His system of cla§sifica-

v

.

tion, presented in Eféuré 1 Be]ow, 1nitiéliy identf?ies three ideo]ogicaf

7

positions. The first category he uses is that of ‘the moral absolutist,

2
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Figure 1

Rudolf Tokes' Typology of Dissent
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a position which hsual}y involves the proposal ‘of an alternative morality
by philoaophers, writers, or religious groups. The instrumental pragmatfc
group includes competing interpretations of the Marxist-Leninist ideology
,ahd fhe development of definite programs. . The anomic militants represent

programs of national identity or unusual atienation ft?@:jhe political

system.8 . \ ;
"‘ Tokes admits thacgphis classification is rudimentary, but he believes
it at~reast.indicates that, although the dissenters are‘not totally
unified, thereiare definiﬁe“patterns anthrendS'which can be distinguished.
Andref Amalrik, a Soviet dissenter, uses a snmllar approach to
examine the dissent movement in h|s artlcley; Ide0109|es in Soviet

Society.”'O His wheel of ideologies reproduced |n Flgure‘[l below,

represents.ideojoéical trends both 0ff|cua1 and unofficial, that he has .
e o “ ¢

discerned in thé Sovnet regime. He uses ‘the follgyjng categories to

provide a schema of dissent: Neo-Stalinist Marxism, Neo—Stm]inisx'Nat{ona]'

Ay

Vlsm Neo- Slavophlllsm, Socnal—Rellguous ldeo]ogy, Liberal Democratlc

ldeology, and Liberal Marxnsm

by

Another approach employed to provnde an overview of dlssent litera-

ture, used by Zev Katz in hIS study Soviet Dissenters and Social Struc—

ture in the USSR, 12 is given in Flgure ', The framework ‘he chooses for

a typology of dxssent is partnal]y guided by the dxssenters odcupacions

‘ >

or\by identification of an exnstlng group. j‘ln this way, his method of
arriving at categorles is somewhat dlfferent than that employed by Tokes
and Ama]rlk ‘Who carry out thEIA examlnatlon from the p0|nt of view of

ldeology, a factor wh:ch may or ~may not cut across group llnes. For

example, Katz4f fers the_following categories based on the existence of

.
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Andrei Amalrik's Wheel of .Ideologies

Figure |1
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groups: literary dissent, religious dissent, and national minorities,

struggle. However, he also uses the categories of the democratic move-
ment and Great Russiah'nationaliSm, philosophies which are not limited
\ !
3

to a specific occupational groupﬂ
Katz admits that his typology dces have some drawbacks and that the

given categories -are not exclusive, since some individuals fit the given

Pl

characteristics of two or even more groupings. However, Katz' typology
is sigmificant in that it not only uses some ideological stances to’

achieve the ordering of dissent literature, but &lso recognizes the

existence of dissenters belonging to the same occupational group.“+

N

Even from this small sampling of the typo]ogieséavailable and of

’

the use of various categories to classify different strains of the dissent
Y- S o

movement, the broadness of the movement and the spectrum of the theories

involved are indicated.

Dissident Perceptions of the Soviet System

— Cin e
R

This section will examine the writings of four Sovietydisgenters

~ T

discussing their statements on the kdéo)ogx of the regime, their descrip-
tions of the society and government, and their differing views om the

futufe of' the Soviet state- thgawathgs of these four authors have been -
~ -~ s, . v AT “ ., . X . e .
widely circulated in the Soviet Union through the samizdat channels. SN

L All . p \\
four have also been published in the West dnd are cbnsidered to Be backbones N
of the civil rijhts movement in the Soviet Uni&n., Alexandr Solzg;nitsyn
and Andrej éakharo&i both Nobel Prize winﬁers, have had. major roles i- )
this movement? Roy Medvedey's sthy of St:-alimsm]5 is accepted as a s

AN

valuable contribution to ‘Jiterature 'on' ‘the - Stalinist period -~

0 C s 16 .
of Sovic istory, and his book, On Socialist Democragy, is
L]
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accepted as a document interpreting the development of the Sovijet Union as
a deviation from Marxisr~Leninism. Andrei Amalriks is a playwright and

author of the political document, Will the Soviet Union Survive Until

] . . . .. S .
19847, / a work considered essential in examining the conditions in the

Soviet Union. His analysis of the content of the dissent movement js
oft n cited by western academics. .

Aside from ‘the contribution of these authors to political ljtera-

ture and theirpre-eminence in samizdat material, thes: four men represent

different strains of the spect . of 41  ant. Alexandr Solzhenitsyn's
suggestions for the future de the Soviet Union are somewhat
reminiscent of Slavophile wric - iis call for an authoritarian but

i

moral government differs dramatically from Sakharbv, who, regards the
western model of democracy &s an answer to tHg political dilemma in the °
‘Soviet Union. Roy Medvedev, a.néo-Marxist, presents a penetrat{qg,
detailed analysis of Soviet socuet?, calling’ for é return to the logy

whlch insplred the revo]utlon of 1917 and a correct interpretati)n its
/
cenets. Amalrik, a critic of the Soviet system, does not readily offer an

c’'ternative to the present system. He points out many factors which hln-

der berg'xzatlon in the Soviet Union and makes it clear that the Soviet
4

Jnion is a degeneratlng society whvch will eventually collapse if impor-

o L . S © g - —— < L . -

tant, necessary changes are not “made. His hiTos Y is-an unusual pessiZ

mism that asserts the inability of both the people and the intelligentsia

4 -

to initiate change. However, behind tHis pessimism lies a deteirmination to

supporc the goals of civil liberties an democratization.
R ¢ . _ ! .

- o

ve



A‘» Alexandr Solzhenitsyn:

Solzhenitsyn is a writer vhose career hac been frustrated by the

Communist regime. 'Despitc his prolific writing, only his novella, One

: . 8 . . ‘
- Day in the Life of fvan DeniSOVJtch,] and some of his short stories have

been published in the Soviet Union. Consequently, Solzhenitsyn has been

forced to resort to circulation of his works in his own country through

the network of samizdat.
Solzhenitsyn's own life illustrates ihe haish and strict condi tiong

. A

about which he writes and his personal experiences form the background .

Ry

S

for many of his works. For example, he drew material for his camp

stories--One Day, The Love Girl and the Innocent,]9 and The First

» )

Circ]ezo—-from the eight year period that he Spént in diffetenf prison

camps after his arrest in February of 1945 for his comments-about Stalin
in a personal letter to a friend. )
Solzhenitsyn did not submit any of his work for pub -ation until

1961; this was after the XXI1 Party Congress, when political speeches

denbuncing Stalin and which seemed to be a cé}] for more explicit

criticism of the personality cult of Stalin were made public. One Day

was offiéiéyly approved by Khrushchev himself and was printed in Novy
J . ’ . ’ .
Mir in November of 13502. The 100,000 copies were sold out within

hours. This puBTTEaﬁ}@n, a signi‘icént break. with the past in that it
. . A : ’ /‘wc » ¥
was one of the firs't published literary works to openly discuss the

years of Stalin's regime in which the camps had become an institution of
the system, was introduced by the editor of Non Mir, Alexandr.TvardOVfb

sky. TVafdovsky quoted. Khrushchev's ‘comment on the publication of One

. - . . C )
Day: ‘'We-do this so that such things can never happen agaln.ﬂ ]

-

(;-t;? .

3
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The re 1t ' ng acclaim and pubiicity that Soléhenitsyh received for
the publication Hf One Day was short-lived; political pressur.: forced
Khiru:hchev t- retreat somewhat from his pursuit of personally-endorsed ‘
,policies. Jri2ic sm of Solzhenitsyn in the press for his styje, narrow
perspective: ‘1 un-Soviet characters began to appear in January of

1963. Solzher t- /n was obviously caught in the middle of a serious

political debate i the early sixties. On one side there were those in

4

\
the Commﬁnist Party w-n récognized the need to acknowledge and deal
Qifh the past befcre . k  »slans ‘or the futufe,'while others feared
the chair of -events that suc. « move would produce. 'The'controversy over
One Day and the case presented fo "ts publication pitted against loud
protestations of So]zhénitsyn's work was syhbo]ic of the attitudes of the
Party on how to handle the sdfje;t of Stalinism.22

Solzhenitsyn contfnued to attemét to publish his Qo%k‘in the Soviet

<

. ] 23
Union, but aside from the release of Matryona's House__3 ifv, January of 1963,

he was unsuccessful. In 1965, his:novel, The First Circle, was confiscated,

along with other archives. Thjs date also marked the beginhing of close

‘ poliée SQFveillance of his activities. However,”Solzhenitsyn did not
cqrt§il his activitiesﬂbut became bolder in action.and ‘more out—spéken

i; étatements; then,biﬁ 1570, he was awarded the Nobel Prize-foé_literature.
He did Héﬁ attend thé Nobel Ceremony, fearing that during -his absence

from the Soviet Union his citizenship wbu]d be revokéd and he would be -
vgnable to return to his countiy; However, in 197h;éSqlzhehitsyn Qas
expe]]ed from the Soyiét Union for his anti-Soviet behavior. ;

Solzhenitsyn has stated in his assessment of Soviet society and govern-

ment that ideology plays an important role in the country. He refers to

»7
K3
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idcology as something ''like a red-hct electrode [that] has Seared our
. . 2 )
souls throughout all the past fifty-five years'. He states that ideo-
logy i5 a viable force in Soviet society and that it does have an impact

on the people:
ideology wrings our souis like floor rags; jt
corrupts us and our chiluren; it brings: us down
below the level of anima]s.25 S ./
‘ , (.
For Solzhenitsyn, ideology is the driving “orce behind the regime
and the motivation for the actions of the leaders. Therefore, in Sol-
zhenitsvn's opinion, thevideology of the regime is a major stumbling
block which hinders the action necessary for the restoiation of the
Russian nation. He states:
Marxist ideology is the fetid root «° present
day Soviet life, and only after we have cleaned

. ourselves of it can we begin our way back to
mankind.

“In both his political statements and his literary work, Solzhenitsyn

demonstrates disgust ior.the ideology of the system which controls men.

27

One example, in his novel Cancer Ward, is found in the character of

Pavel Nikolayevich Fusanov, a pérty apparatchik who has worked his way

_ Qp LHrough the ranks éf the Party and is fu]ly'convinceg tﬁat the ideo-
logy of the Party‘is correct. Rusanov is presented as a weék {ittle

man who, for the sake of the cause of the Commﬂnisf Earty, betrayed his
friends. _Oncé ina positfon of'gdwer, he usedwhis gtapus.for”hi; own
advancement and gloated at others from his posiﬁion»df ahthority. RuéandV
and his wifte are described_as a coupje-who "loved the .People, their éreat
People...served the People...but as the years weht'byjthgy found them~
.selves less and less able-to tolera;e actuaf human be?ﬁgs, fhosé obstinate

28

¢ eat es "Jho were a]wayslresistant.[.” By relating Rusanov's
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convérsation, Sqlzhenitsyn makes it clea: that I'isanov i;_mot{vated by
the ideology of the regime, which has poisoned his mind. Sucn charac-
ters .receive little pity and much scorn from Sélzhenigs“n, wl delivers
a scathing acecount of their naivete and blindness in failinj‘té recognize-
the negative -features of the system.

| -Solzhenitsyn views the ideology of Marxism-Leninism as a foreign

import from the West. Declaring that this id;;78§y is rotten to the

core, he states that Stalinism was not a corpuption or distortic.: of the

\ . , ‘ :
ngxist formula, but was the logical ‘conclusion of the pursuit of a
Marxist utopia. ' He charges: *»

-.-it is easy to see that it was Lenin and not 4
Stalin, who managed to implement all the main
measures against the people. And...Trotsky in

hi's proposals (he was not given the time to rea-

lize them) provided the other part of Stalin's .
programme, which Stalin in fact executed. Stalin
executed the will of Lenin 4nd the will of Trotsky. 9

7 ©

- Solzhenitsyn's writings illustrate the conditions in the society

.

which result from adherence to ‘this ideology. He emphasizes that the
Centralization carried out under the Sovijet regime has had an impact

on society and on the péople. He uncerlines that centralization has
N L4 - -

) . 30

resulted in '"spiritual murder''. He refers to the society as a.

Ustﬁfled,l suppressed sdciety”;Bl and il]ustrates these conditions in-

N

his work-. 'Foqfexampje, in his novel Carcer Vard, the inefficiency
: 3 :

resyltin rogﬁhgag;a]ization, the overburdened staff, the unbaldnced

PO

supply of matexjals resulting from a command economy are strong themes.
Thus, Solzhenitsyn demonstrates that centralization hémpers the
“functioning of Soviet society. -

Solzhenitsyn is also concerned with the structure of Soviet

v / ; . ,
society. .Many of his works deal wijth the common folk and his

-
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presentation of this stratum of society is disdainful of tHe ordinaiy

worker who has allowed himself to be pulled down by_thé regime which.

surrounds him. fh his short story Matryona's House, for exaﬁ%de, the
ordinary workers are presented as a drunken, greedy, self-centred lot
{ . .

who contlnually cxplont Matryona a saint-like martyr who uncomplainingly
accepts fate. Matryona functions as an antithesis to the |mmoral|ty

. 32 . ) .
of the villagers. In this -story, Solzhenitsyn seems determlned to
point out the faults of the ordinary working class.

This tr... Is presented again in One Day, where the hero of the

story is a prisoner who, despite his cruel surroundings - in a labor
camp, maintains his integrity. This character, Shukhov, clearly believes
in an ethical order where goodness, humanity, truth, and honesty rule.

Solzhenitsyn contrdsts his attitude with many others in the camp who have,

N . . . 33

in his opinion, become as dishonest as the system which oppresses them.
’ y H 1 P 1" ||3L’ P H
\ Solzhenitsyn's article "The Smatterers '™ makes some interesting
1

comments about the lntelllgentsna and their relationship to the society.

P .

He points out that under Stalin's rule the ranks of the lntelllgentsna
< ‘ '
have swelled to include the quasi—intellectuals and the bureaucrats.

Consequently, the word “|ntel]lqent51a” fails to have any real meaning’

today. 35 In his oplnlon the intelligentsia have betrayed themselves and
the society by letting themselves be absorbed into this amorphous mass

now referred to asy;hgvintelligentsia and by smbmitting to the regime. He

s
¥ N
¢

states that, in many cases, the intelligentsia are as passive as the
. . . . . ) .. 36 :
ordinary folk in working toward change in the society, and that the

intelligentsia have betrayed the tradition of the Russian intelligentsia

37

of the past. ) Solzhenitsyn déclares, ""We [the'inte1ligent5ja] have got

’



T .
\\' V/ ’ . . -

what we deserve.  So low have we sunk..." »
\\

K Soizhcnitsyn, having expressed his analtysis oi the Soviet society ‘in
this manner, continues to.assert that a wide schism between the people

and the government exists. He describes the relationship between the

»

people and the government in the following manner: ''| have deliberately

expressed this as a sort of fraction with the system pressfng down on

39

society from above."”” - The dominante of the government is maintained,
. i . o

according to Sol.uepitsyn, by the totalitarian terror of the regime.

This is clearly illUstrated in his works. Aside from his writings which

describe the systém of camps and the repressive measures which attempb‘tof

silence those who oppose or .do not conform to the system, such works as
Cancer Ward, set in the post-Stalin period, demohstﬁate the grip of tdrror
< . o .
. . : —

wH#ch still enslaves the people. Sotzhenitsyn calls the system an

authoritarian regime which demands the submission of all people:

. . a .
The tsarist regime was a type of authoritarian . ~
& _ system of which there have been plenty for several

R centuries,in every country But the Soviet
) regime ranks as a totalitarian system such as
\\‘~\,‘___,J//afﬁ\_‘\never‘existed anywhere on earth before. These
. , " regimes bring incomparable pressures and fears to
. bear on humanity because they destroy people in -
enormous numbers.. And in additjon they tear out_
our souls--they want to subjugate our souls and ™

4

not just our bodies. - . .

o
b .

According to Solzhenitsyn, the Communist regime will continue

to oppress,the Russian people.until the.[deo]ogx is eradicated totally
- . - . / .

PR
;

- from politicélaaqd social - life. For So]zhenltsyr the ideology must
be cast aside and rep]aced by a return to an ethlcal order to gutde

society.' This theme h exaor nds d 4g3|n and aoaln in Solzhenitsyn's work,

The polltlcal concepts whlch he suggests as a possub]e path of future .

L
deve]opment for the Sovnet Unlon are perhaps most concnse]y advanced in

r
AL

R - &
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Chapter Hinety of The First Circle. a chapter which was released by Solzhenit-
- o ) : ,
' o _ i . . 42 .
syn a}¢cr his .expui .ion from the Soviet Union. Nershin, a character who
is considered to reflect Soi_henitsyn's own political views, stressecs the
neccssi;» of a return to morality and the nco for an authority capable of
rQling“the country with respect and love for ‘the people. And the comment

'

that Nerzhin makes about the West voices the opinion tiat Solzhenitsyn.v
has forwar?ed:

As for the West, it has grown too self-complacent, ..
values its abundancc and comf. t, its material :
well-being, mﬁre than anybody else's freedom or
even its own.'3

~

Solzhenitsyn insists that the Russian people m t look to their own
past for the answers to the future, and not the West, whose path of dcyel-
opment is alien to the Soviet Union. He condemns western political

Ryl

dévelopmeht‘and‘inslitutions as unsuitable for the Soviet Union. He in-
sists that the ideology of' the present regime, which he evaluates as a

pillar of the system, must be eradicated before any positive accomplish-

P

ménts can be made by the Russian nation. AHé rejects Marxism-Leninism as

a forcién ihpor; which nurtured and justified the Stalinist era. In his
examination of the preéent-day social and po{itical order which has
résulted from adherence to this_ideo]ogy, Solzhenitsyn strongly emphasizes 
the centrélizat[pn.of the regime‘in all aspects‘of“life. ACent%alization

has created an insensitive,. inhuman system that is alienated from the com-
id " ~ :

mon people. He portrays the society under the regime as divided into

three main strata: the ruling elite-who are so far removed from contact

with and sensitivity to the needs of the people; the common folk who are,-

for the main part, a self-centred lot who have allowed themselves to be
| ”®

pulled down by t?ﬁ'regime; and ‘the intelligentsia who have permitted .

rd ) -
;/~
e

/

S
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themselves to be absorbed into the ‘class 'of bureaucrats.and technocrats,
thereby surrendering their effectiveness and voice for chanqe in society.

Solzhenitsyn continues. to cliné to the hot  of ‘moral regeneration of the -
. “ ~

i
’

)

Russian society. D : /
v L 7,’\;‘.‘.‘ X "ﬂt -, - f
!

L . ,:‘i:W(; * ’
B. Andrei Sakharov: R "\\“‘.

Lo .

i A ey ey
ot R R

) Gl - R .
Andr~i Sakharov, who devoted almost twenty years of his life to
&y o

scientific investigation and-achieved the distinctive title of father of
. o -

Y

the Soviet H-bomb, becaqF involved in active dissent against the Soviet

L . &

regime.in the sixties. He has stated in an interview, "l developed a moral
consciousness gradually in the 1950's. | suppose the turning pbint came
when | sent a letter of protest to the Government against our atomic tests
. bih : o ; . . -
_in 1958... Sakharov began to show an interest in humanitarian.con-

. ’ N .
cerns and in the goal of peace in the period of 1957 to 1958 when Soviet
L

military strength matched that of the United states and the:frightening

-possibility of an arms ra;é\facedwthe world. However, all protests that

he made, even personally.to Khrushchev, were ignored. In" 1962, Sakharov

_vigorously protested a planned atmospheric test that would have had a -

significant numbers of victims. He was again ignored. He considers.this

eyvent as a watershed in the kindling of his consciousness and in the

'

dévelopment of his attitude to the Soviet government. He describes his
reaction when his objections were lightly turned aside:

The feeling of importance and fright that seized
me on that Jéy has remained in my. memory ever
since, and it has worked much change in me as |
-/ moved toward my présent attitude. 5 ,

In 19647 Sakharov took a further step in demonstrating his noncon-
formity by daring to broach in public the subject of the state of biologi-

.cal studies in the Soviet Union, an area which had been repressed for
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N

many years. Again, he appealed to Shrushchev, this time in a lengthy
memoranddm to the Soviet leadc . Becoming acquainted with other citizens
who also protested the coriitions in the country, Sakharov signed joint

cemmuniques which called for the recognition of the brutalities of the
Stalinist era and the estal'ishment of civil rights.

The publicaticn of his book Progress, Coexistenc. and Intellectual

- Freedom 46 in the western press and its circulation in samizde. in the
ngict Union had a profound impact on Sakharov's lifestyle. As a regult of
the reclassificatign of his security pass, he was t;ken off secret assign-
ments and his access to research projects was painfully limited. He was

> U
demoted to the position of senior researcher at ihe Lebedev lnstituie, his
salary was drastically»reduced, and his preétige diminished as hz was

3 ~
attacked in the Soviet press.
[

~

" Yet his campaign to illust?ate the injustices of the‘regime inten-
sified. At é 1970 ! te;national’Conference'on molecular physics held in
Mbscow,.Sakharov took the opportunity during an interval to write the
following on the demonstration blackboard:

ACADEMICIAN ANDRE] D.  SAKHAROV IS IN THIS

AUDITORIUM COLLECTING SIGNATURES FOR A PRO-

TEST AGAINST/ THE PLACING F ZHORES MEDVEDEV

IN A .PSYCHtATRIC HOSPITAL: 7 Mo
- his is but one exééple of h%s support of persecuted political -
prisoners, and he activeiy campaigned for the release of people such >
as Valentin Moroz, Yuri Jrlov, anc Genergl P. Grigorenko, who had been .
impriséned for voicing their digsatisfaction with given éonditimns and
the desire for civi! righgs. He also expre.sed protest at fﬁe plight éf

such groups as the Jews, the Crimean Tatars, and the Baltic Eermans who

were deniqﬂ\fhe right to move back to their original homelands In all

s

R BN



hocampaigns, be omade an cttemnt to cali world-wide entio to these

-«

(S

problems in the Soviet Union, deter~ines tnat 'the fa-ade © srosperity

48

and enthusiasm not cor eal from the wor d *hio real picture of things.
In 1978, Sakharav, V. N. Chalidze, and A. N. Tverdokhl - took a

concrete step t) dchicvg this goal in formation of a Human.Rights

Committee, which was dedicated to work to obtain guarantees of human rights.

I't was a bold step that cost {' “idze his Soviet citizenship during a
lecture tour of the United States, Tverdokhlebov his pusition, and brought
increased suspicion and repression of famiiy for Sakharov. However, des-
pite'these conditions and (e cortinuous threats, Sakharov continues
his work for the -ea!ization of civil richts in the Soviet Union.
\ : L . 49 : . :

Sakharov's work, including his two books, various interviews,
memoranda to Soviet and-world leaders, and short articles oublished
abroad focusing on the theme of restrictive conditions in the Soviet

. . . . ~ . .

Union, reflect his growing disenchantment with the regire and his
determination to publicize the human repression that occurs.

Sakharov notes, in his writings, that thecre has been a change in
his attitude toward socialism. in his much-publicized interview wi-h

450 : . .
Olle Stenholm, Sakharov states that, during the early stages of his
career, he thought that he understood socialism and considered it
basiczlly good. Eventually, he declares, he came to the stage where, "'l
couldn't make out whether theﬁe was anything to it but mere worcs and

51

propagarnija for i-ternal and international consumption." He describes

his skepticism about socialism and rejects it_as a 'new theoretical plan...'
" i
for the better organization of society . He asserts that there are

positive features of Soviet saciety, but that these result from general

i

—————
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creativity of the people. He discusses soveral features found in con-
/ .
Ltemporary Soviet society which are directly inherited from the rule of
the dictatorship.  For example, a factor which he stresses repeatedly is
the lack of freedom in the countrv and the “servitude and compulsory
. 57 . . -

conformism" which is expected, and demanded, from all citizens. He
cites specific repressive measures such as the standardization of the
press and the suppression of intellectual life. Even though the intelli-
gentsia arc oarticularly afflicted by the policies of the regime, the
entire society is subject to the persuasion and fear instilled by the
System of warnings used in the country for those who deviate from the

58

official line.

gni-able elements of terror still )

\
\

upon the fear of the people to Y

]

Sakharov is insistent that re

exist aid that the government r

-
maintain order. He states:

The era of terror--when tortures and special
conferences threatened everyone, when they
seized the most devoted servants of the regime
simply for the general count and to create an
atmosphere of fright and submission--is now, .
behind us. But we are still living in the
spiritual atmosphere created by that era. Against
those few who do not go along with the prevalent
practices of compromise, the government uses
repression as before. Together with judicial
repression, the most important and decisive role
in maintaining this atmosphere of internal and
external submission is played by the power of
the state, which manipulates all economic and
social control levers. '

. <

Sakharov also stresses that, as a result of this regime‘which ma in-
aits vself through'the use of terr - erc are stild many thousands of
it 2] prisoners in Soviet camps and psychiatric hospitals; He has

demonstrated the monstrous‘zéeatment'ofhtheseVpeop]e by making public

A .
Feports of the torture and harsh conditions to which political prisoners
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arc exposed. He is concerned that the entire practice of detention and

’

mistfeataent of prisoners has been continued from Stalinist days.
x//;\“What are the consequences of these conditions in the Soviet society?
akharov states that basic.chahge hag not\and cannot occur because of
"the ménolith we have created which is so fossilized and so oppressive on
the life of the whole country”.6] He characterizes the-SQviet Union as

""a society on the dec‘line”.62 in his book, My Country and the World,

Sakharov states that underneath the surface of this societvas a '"'sea .

L 6 . .

of human mlsery”,3 that expresscs itself in alcoholism which has assumed

the dimension of a national problem. He analyzeé drunkenness as ''one of
the symptoms of the moral degeneratién of a society that is sinking ever

. > . . . ., 6h

decper into a state of chronic alcoholic poisoning

The govéTnmehtlstructure, Sakharovhasserts,’has been affected by the

reluctance and failure of the leaders to make fundamenga&\ngnges iﬁ the
R
system. The machinery of government has become cumbersome and bureau-
. 65 o . . -
cratic. In reply to the question of an interviewer, What concrete -
shortcomings do you see in today's society?', Sakharov replied:
- In lack of freedom, in the bureaucratization of
government, in Tts extremely irrational and also
terribly egonstlc—-that is, class- eQOlstlc——ten—-
dency that actually aims only at preserving the
system, maintaining a good appearance to concgzl
a very unpleasant, internal state of affairs.

Sakharov declares that the regime is based on a system of privilege’
and. in his postscript to the 1971 memorandum, he refers to ""the hierarchi-
cal class structure of our society, with its system of privilege" 67
Developing this theme more extensively in his interview with 0lle Stenholm,
Sakharov describes fhe-vacatjon, medical, career, and supplemental pay
privileges of the\eTite as well as their access to closed shops that

)
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stock quality items not normally carried elsew.

Sakharov's perception of the Soviet regime may be summed up with
reference to two extralts from recent publications in the West. The first
. . - . . 69
is from his Nobel Lecture Address delivered in absentia | He expresses
the opinion that the Soviet Union, as well- as China,. have emerged in the
twentieth ce-*ury as "hostile totalitarian ‘empires with excessive power
vested in a single party and goveri.ent having authority over all aspects

of the lives of its citizens and possessing a huge expansionalist poten-

tial...”7o

The second statement is from Sakharov's book, My Country and the

World. In an attempt to demonstrate the reality of the Soviet system
which lTies behind the elaborate facade, Sakharov used .the following
description:

In my opinion, contemporary Soviet society can
be concisely characterized as a society based on
statebcapitalism; that is, a system differing
from contemporary capitalism of the Western type
by virtue of complete nationalization, a Party-
State monopoly of economic affairs--and therefore
in cu;fure, ideology -and other basic aspects of
life. ‘ :

Despite the urgency for reform and Sakharov's desire to take steps
to establish democragy in the Soviet Union, he emphasizes that the process
must be gradual. In order to avoid the upheaval and disorientation that

would result from dramatic and sudden change, he advocates maintenance of

-continuity:

.there must always be some kind of continuity
and me kind of gradualness, othnerwise there
~would again be the terrible destruction through
which we passed several times and 4 total
collapse. ;hus, | of course, am inclined to
gradualness. | am a liberal or a 'gradualist',
if you please.’“

a7
<K
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Sakharov turns to the West, proclaiming his fun

western-type democracy as ''the only true guarantee

7

human values''. 3 He stresses the necessity of "the

in public affairs, the rule of law, and the safeguarding of basic human

rights...“7h

In his writings, .Sakharov underlines the misery and hardship of the
Y - < .

o -

Soviet people which have resulted from ‘the pursuit of socialism. He

=
declares that the ideology of the regime, which has ceased to have-any
J . y
SRS l - :
meaning, iSxsed aswjusﬂrfication_for'the‘actions of the leaders who are
’ AN . . ‘
involved in power politics. This leadership employs authoritarian and

totalitarian measures to maintain control. Sakharov charges that, in

essence,; there have not been any changes since the Stalinist era.

s ' ’
Repeatedly emphasizing this point, he describes methods used to contr
the people and the elements of terror still }ecognizable in society.

Indeed, Sakharoy's description of the system is very close-~almost identical \
v . ! =

"--to Friedrich anderzezinski's original formulation of the totalitarian
model and their definition oftdta]itarignism in terms of six factors: an
offiéia]éideOIOQy; a single party (typical]y dominated by one man); police
control and the use of terror to maintain control; é monopSiy of communica-

‘tions; a monopoly of arms and armed forces; and a centrally controlled

economy.75 Sakharov deals wigh each of these factors in his work and
his discussion of the system revolves around illustrations of these;factors.
- L{(;’y

He emphasizes totalitarian aspects of terror and -control in the regime
and the crushing results these features have oﬁ*Thg/ﬁégple. o
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C.  Roy Medvedev:

Roy Medvedev, formerly a member of the Communist Party of the

Soviet Union, has made important contributions to ‘samizdat. He is not

. ) ;
to be confused with his twin brother, Zhores Medvedev, the biologist, :ho

is also a Sovict dissenter. Roy Medvedev's writings reflect his versa-
tility and «ompetency with various tepics. Although not trained as an
. PN

. \\
historian, he has taught history, worked as a research associate fn the

. b
vocational training.

Hedvedev became in%erestgd in encouraging reform from within the

Communi?S&Party in the post—StafiH periodi In the years fréaET964-]97O or

1971, he &dited a small publication called the Political Diary.76 This
j0urnaf, which probably had a readership of one hundred, was presumably

designed for those in positions of authority in the Soviet Union and.

offered digests of the official press as well as some reproductions of

samizdat. Apparently, Nedvedey was attempting to foster critical

-thinking among- Communists and stir support forlliheré]izapion.77 Albert

Boiter, a writer for Radio Liberty and author of an article which Summar-
L ] . .

ized and analyzed the available twelve issues of the Political Diary,

/

states:’

The Political Diary intellectuals are also
thoroughly "patriotic, interested in making the
Soviet .Union a healthy and strong society at
home and increasing its influence abroad.
They are against dogmatism, neo-Stalinism
- and anti-semitism. The struggle against the
, rehabilitation-of Stalin and the revival of
N Stalinist practices in any form is an over-
riding concern; documentary material which
serves to undermine the position o6f the neo-.
Stalinistg appears to enjoy priority in the
jouknal.7 , ' .
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Publication of‘the journal was suspended in 1970 or 1971, feportedky

because of. Medvedev's disinterest.79

In the atmosphere of liberalization of the XXI! Congress of the

.

Communist Party, Medvédev began his\wo;k, Let History dege.ao‘ However ,

by the time thé>§tudy was completed in 1968, many Party members had re-
evaluated how the period.of Sta]inism ShOU]aibe dealt‘@ith, and were .
encouraging a tighteninélof commahd over society in order to check Fhe
increasing patterns of nonconformity. Consequently, Medvedev's book,-‘

T

which discussed Stalinism as a deviation from socialism, was never

. /
published in the Soviet Union. !

Increased censorship and control in other sectors aof society
re;ulted.in a period generally referred to asfre-Stalihization. During
this timé,’many positive agpect§ of the Stalinist regimeAwe‘e Iéddgd
while the négatiVe features Bf_Stalin's leadership were dis reetly émitted.'
#or examp{g? issué #2 of the magazihe Kommunist in‘i969’ﬁ esentéd memoirs
of Soviet éommanderé who described Sta]in's favoréble,c arac;érist{cs.
This issue also carried articles by other ‘authors who Qarned Qf the
danger of furfher critic}sm of the era of Sta]in.sl Medvedev. wrote a
scatang réply entitléd ”l§.the Rehabf]itatioh of Stalin Possible Today?”82
in which he firmly counters the érguments presented in Kommunistdéna
describes the biunders;';istakes, and cruel shortcdﬁihgs of Stalin as a
leader. "He asserts fhat,evefypne must be aware of the truth about
Stalinism so that the Soviet Umhen can recover from the horror of

. /
that period and procead to build a socialist democracy.
i . N . . 83 .
-Medvedev 'declares himself to be a Marxist, - and he interprets

Marxism as an on-going proceés, as 'a science that should be developed

and enriched by new ideas and theories,,while propositions that prove
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& ) . . 84 .
to be obsolete, one-sided, or even-wrong must be dlscardeg“. In his

~ -

view, Soviet development has been nothing more than'a deviation frém
Marxism-Lenianm. He poihts to the many shortcomings in the Soviet
state and declares that open discussion fs needed to correct Fhe
straying of thg Party from a true interpretation and pursuiﬁaof social-

85

ism, Medvedev states in his book, On Socialist Democfacy:

In the last forty to forty-five years, the
deviations from Marxism and Leninism have been _
so extensive that without penetrating scholarly
anu political study, without the free play of
different points of view, the party wiéé never
be -able to get back to the right road.

Indeed, Medvedev describes the present-day ideology in the Soviet:

Union which is-fed to the masses as 'a stultified, dogmatic, distorted

N

From this Marxist perspective, Medvedev offers a detailed analysis

of Soviet society. He.is quick to point out, as many other w¥iters of

'samizdat, the centralization.of the system. " Because of this phenomenon,

Medvedev believes that the social structure of the Soviet Union is not

' 88 .
really very complex. He is-reluctant to resort to the use of class

.

divisions in his analysis of society, stating that, "As a general rule,

there are no clear cup,divisions in society,”89 and that thereé are usually
too many people between classes for the usaof the term "class'' to be
sui tably applicable. He a]go admits that conflict of interest exists.
between different groups but that it is not really 'significant and
sression of these ;onflicts\is almost nénjexistéht...[and] Qirtually
Cre cconomic and social life of ,our vast»country is run from a
90

centre. » . o

=7 2c¢ev stac. chat the majority of Russian society is passive and



apathetic. He declares:

The political passivity of our population 'below'

iS...obyious. People have learned to .become
_//;44e t /and have acquired sdch a sense of guilt,
© that no individual dissenter--not even small

groups of dissenters-~can give rise to a mass

movement capable of bringing about real

political change. :

He finds this lower stratum of society rifled with a growing sgNse

,of frustration anddissatisfactic.. because of the nature of the regime-

Medvedev maintains that the Soviet Union has made great strides in tp®
area of economic, social, and cultural rights since the Revo]ﬁtion, put

he insists that the country is "still very backward when it comes to the

93

whole complex of civil and political rights''. Even though steps haVe

- been taken to erase shadows of. Stalinism, many traces of that era stii]

N . N

reﬁain today.

The iptelligentsia have, in Medvedev's-view, undergone chanée i the
post—Revo]Qtionary period." H¢ asserts that the inclusion of engineer? and
technicians }n this éategory hasAincfeased‘theﬁnumbers of intelligentéig
but has also alteged the cqmposition'ﬁf this group. Although éamittiﬂg that
this development has g?veé‘fhe intelligentsia a “gfeatér’role and sigﬂifi—

cance“,9h Medvedev is reluctant to assign them the role of political
Ieaders.hip.‘95 .

“;In his discussién of the‘naturejof the'SoViet governmeng, Medved®v
emphasfiés very strongly the bureauciatic features of the regime. DenQun-

cing bureaucracy as '"'the most serious obstacle to the advance of Soviel

96

society,

he states that bureaucracy is cumbersome, blocking the proSress

of the country. Bureaucracy is in opposition to the -apid economic,

scfenéific, and technical progréss-being pursued.’97

- . = T
I3

:Mengdév feels that
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bureaucracy
l
include-a lack of considgration for |
~

is also reﬁponsible for s

N .

Although after the Revolution

112

econdary trends in socjety ''that

ndividuals, a profusion of red . ¥

‘ - ) . ‘ L . : " 8
,‘tape,’thc primacy of. form over .content, and ineffective leadershlp.”9

'

, the brganizafion of the Soviets

was democratic and every attempt was made to avoid bureaucratizaﬁion,

‘Medvedev claims that it was not lon§ before bureaucratization began to

penetrate every area of Soviet 1jfe.
~under ‘Stalin:
VA

ivity was cultivated not

initiative
N . suppressed.99 -

In his opinion,

o

LS

During the years of the Stalin cult the:poWer
of the state belame an autonomous force.

Pass~ >
only' among the masses,

‘. .but also within the ranks of the Part .and all
) from below was disregarded or

:

4

¥

The phenomenon of bureéucraky*ag? the leadership isolate the

2

govérnment from the people. Medvedey

elite whom he calls 'the Soviet establishment', 'O

¢
all members of this elijte are '"dnited
01

privileges.

the leadership as totally unified
within tHe Party must be recognized.
the leadership and aifferent philosoph
favor the return to Stalinjst me thods

>

Bu:; Medvedev assesses the preSent lea

b4

of ihtroducing change:

The system of leadership
become established in our

recognizes the existence of a ruling
According to Medvedev,

by 2 mass of material and other’

However, he states that it would be misleading to present

and the existence of factional struggles

There are a variety of opinions within

N . 4
ies among Party members, some of whom

while others support basijc re.form.]02

dership as ineffective and incapable.

and management that has
country is incapable

of solving, quickly and correctly, many problems

of importance for the fur
society. Moreever,
of this system tends tob

ther development of

the administrative apparatus

ecome isolated  from the

.’ -
this process increased

7



113

masses and is often inclined to take important
decisions on the basis o@z&;s own interests as

an apparatus rather than on the basis of society's
interests as a whole.l0 -

The government iS‘gparacterized‘by a hierarchal arrangement with

 ”the absence of accountability from the top dan.”'Ob Medvedev asserts
that ékfﬁéugh'the leaders are aWare of domestic ﬁroblems, they attempt
to stiffé'any existing proteét. %édvedev'thus depicts the‘Sbviet
government as an unwieldy: top-heavy bhreaucracy thag‘is unresponsive not
"only to the needs of the pébp}e but also to the needs of the séciety wheré
change is necessary in order to maintain éociél, economic, and tebhnfcél
progress. |

From his analysis of the Soviet Union) Medvedev advances theories
about the possibility of accommodating change in the future. He fejects the
likelihood of change introduced by the masses or the intel]igentsia,
insisting that initiative must originate from within the leadership of the.
P;rty. He notes that,pressures f?om the internatfoﬁal community/may help
set the prOperlatmosphere for change, bdt he insféts Haf, in theaend,

. ""'the main, the substantial change can be achieved onlv - the country's

internal f’orces.”]05

He acknowledges that chqﬁg;~;111 not occur automatically and,
l_\ k ,

that it should result from a carefully/initiated plan. Medvedev/hopeé

that the people will participate in the development of such a plan: *

Of course | know that democratization cannot
come about automatically and have no illusions
about the difficulty of the struggle. But all
‘the same, it is-wrong to exclude the'possibility
of an alliance between the best of the intell -
gentsia supported by the people and the most
forward-looking individuals in the governing

apparat. '
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Medvedev.adamantly believes that this change, which must take
place, is not a rejection of the socialist society, but rather a
re-examination of the development of contemporary soclety. Gradually,

steps for reconstruction must be taken. He states:

We can proceed only from the possibilities of a
society which exists in the USSR, and which is
‘ "neither a state—capitalist’society, 3s some allege,
N nor -a society of 'developed' or 'mature’ socialism,
as is alleged by others. We can only’ proceed from
theisocial consciousness which has already been
formed among our people, and which will not turn
either toward ancient Orthodoxy or towards
capitalism. . The overwhelming majority of Soviet
citizens are unquestionably in favor off the
socialist path of development for our society...
There is, therefore, no real path of development
in the Soviet Union other than the perfection,
in- theory and practice, of socialist society,
no other path than that of transition from
primitive bureaucratized variants of socialism
and pséudo-socialiSm to socialism with a human
face. ' '

v

v

- . Roy Medv.dev is a self-declared Marxist who favors reform from
within the existing system. He describeslthe present fegime as a
'cehtralizeq bureaucracy. In hisveva]uation, the basic’con%radiction in
socigty will'eventuaily dictate change: ereaucracy stifieé change. The
government islled by a éroﬁg onéhort-sfghted;men Qho are presentjy

'i ihcapable of introducing the necessary’ change, but Medvedev- hopes tﬁat
thi'S IeadefShiP Qill eventually be fdrced to introduée reférm désigpeq to

. consfrdct a truly socialist saciety ¢ T?S/§$?;t Step to this recoverY,
o : L~
Medvedev Claims,is open discussion .in the regime which Mow restricts and
méni;érs all activitigs{’ B
Medvedev's analysis qf the Soviet Union is somewhat feMiniscent

of the tenets of the modernization model. He emphasizes economic and

technoc}atic trends which will eventually ‘dictate change in the society.
. T o o - : 1,
BT : ) |

.
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ln Medvedev's opinion, economics and modernizing factors wil]l determine

the future development of the country, turning it from a bureaucratic dic-
tatorShip-idlo 8 soclal{st democracy. This is a premise usually associated
with the western model of modernization applied to analysis of the Soviet

Union.

D. Andrei Amalrik:

Andrei Amalrik is a Soviet historian whose educatian was interrupted
by his expulsion from the University of Moscow. Amalrik refused to revise
his Mastersl thesis, which had originally stated that the ea;}y Russnan
state owed a great deal to the Normaqi_for the development of its culture
and civilization. This statement, denounced by authorities es anti-Soviet
and as tarnishing to the glory and independence of the Russian state, left
Amalrik unable to work in the field for which he had been trained. Follow-
ing a perlod‘of part tlme and temporary JObS which sometlmes included un-
skilled labor.p05|t|ons, Amalrik was arrested in ngﬁlé65 for anti-Soviet
activity resulting from,hle liaisons with foreign correspondentsl under-
ground Soviet writers, and.others whose reliability‘wa_ questioned by the
state pollce This charge, dropped durlng.legal proceedlngs was replated
by the parasite charge because Amalrlk had’ not been holding a steady, so;;
cially useful JOb. Sentenced to two and a half years of exile on a kolkhgz
in Siberia, Amalrik had served about helf of this term‘wpen, t’" ~ough the
efforts of his—friends and of'his lawyer, the parasite charge was cancelled
and”he.returded to Moscow.

However, in spite oF'tpe oensurehof the regime,.AmalriB dld not halt

his activities. He continued to w te and live as he pleased, with no

thought of conforming to the usu ife-style of workers in the Soviet

]
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Union.  n 1968, Amalrik and his wife picketed the British Embassy in
Moscow, protesting the supply of arms to Nicoria in the Riafran War.

. N ' .
Consequentiy, he was observed by the Soviet potice until his arresg in

May 1973 when he was sentenced to three years oif hard labor. He was
%inalﬂy expelled by the regime in July of 1976.
Irik does not-involve himself in the squabble over idrologies,
. 4 3
a popular topic among dissidents. Of the four Soviet authors(ﬁiscyssed

in this section, Amalrik.and Medvedev are somewhat similar in style and

both attempt to present concrete detalls and analyses. Amalrik appears

to strive for a measure of objectivity in his - -‘i‘ing, to present an
e =

undistorted picture. Even in his personal story, Involuntary Journey to’
L. 108 . 7 . . : )

Siberia, his presentation remains somewhat detached and he devotes

much attention to the attitudes and actions of the regime. HOWevef,

unlike either Solzhenitsyn, Sakharov, or Medvedev, Amalrik aligns himself

with no ideological stance, letting his work rest indebendently on its

own merijts.

Amalrik has "N two books and various articles which have been

widely circulated in the West. His books, Involuntary Journey to Siberia

and Will -the Soviet Union Survive Until 19847, offer some very interesting

comments and opinions about the present-day situation in the Soviet Union

and about the role of the democratic movement n the future development

n

of the country.

In his book, 1984, a result of his observations of and experiences
in the Soviat regime, Amalrik describes ths Soviet government as a
bureaucratic, stagnant machine that crushes society beneath its weight.

For Amalrik, recognition of the bureaucratic nature of the government is

.

essential iﬁ*understanding events in the Soviet qugn. Power is

- .
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nove s thought as an assoult O the it own prerogatives,

Yet Araliik declares that the elite are passive, their oLy noern

. - - . - ! . .
ts survival and the preservation of their | vileaad and powertul position.
\

Consequently, the rulers operate in an arbitrary manner, Lased on the

3

immediate needs of the regime. Amalrib describes the resolting crisis in

the fellowing manner :

In order to remain in power, the regime must /
change and evolve, but in order to preserve
itself, everything must remain unchanned. 10
Jespite tais crisis situation, Amalrik charges that, '"There are
. . { . )
only isolated and unco-ordinated atiempts .al a@mergency repairs by tinker-
. . . . . RS S U . .
Ing in various ways with the bureaucratic machine. “Heanwhile, the regime
pursdes survival, and operates in the arbitrary mannner designed to achieve
this coal.
A consequence of t'is phenorenon of arbitrariress in Soviet

sbciety is the operation of the dic al system, a target for Amalrik's

dissecting examination and criticisr. |a his book, involuntary Journey to
Siberia, Amalrik describes his own persona' experiences with the judicial
system when he was cauc - its machinery. Amalrik outlines the

process through which he .. rives at the painful realization that his trial

-r

and his ooportunity to defend himself were complete farces, and tha:
' . ;. .
court proceedings also were a meaningless sham, nothing more than the
7 :w'
staging of a necessary step in the legal process:
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) I did not yet regard my case as lost: my trial was
still to come and | hoped then to answer all the
arguments of the police, naively failing to
realize that the trial was Jjust as much a formality
as the policeman's report or the questioning of my
father, and that the outcome of my case had been
decided at the very moment at which it was begun.

Amalrik even tells how the inveétigator admitted to him th~t the
entire procedure was a game and that the verdict had been.decided vefore
the trial convened. According to Amalrik, the judge of the case behaved
in an "unfair, prejudiced, and illegal manner." 13 With these and other
details of his long wait in prison for trial, the conditions of the
prisons, treaiaent of prisoners, and the ineptness of the handling of his
papers, Amalrik clearly demonstrates‘what He considers the arbitrary,
‘iﬁefficient, and inhuman judicial and administrative procedures of the
country.

Having established that the bureaucratic elite of the regime are
passive, unwilling and.unable to accommodate change, Amalrik then examinec
the structure of the society and the nature of its groups to explore the
possibility of reform originating outside the leadership. He ;uggésts that

specialists in the Soviet Union who have emerged as a result of post-war

industrial and scientific progress have a better—than—averageﬂstandard

of living and would benefit most from the rule of law. This new class would-

therefore provide a logical basis For‘khe growth of the demoératic movement.
However, Amalrik cites three factors which are in opposition to |

this deve]opﬁent in the Soviet society. Firstly, thefe is the deadening

mediocracy and greyness of these specialists which has emerged when the

mos t independent ahd active members of society were deliberately eliminated.

Secondly, this "middle class'', although recognizing the need for democratic

reforms, is immobilized by its inactivity and conviction of the

14



reforms. "He states:
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inability to accomplish anything jn the given conditions. Thirdiy, this
stratum of society, in it§ role as state employees, tends to become

passive and automaton—iiké, merely punching the time clock-and leaving

15

things unchénged.] Amalrik concludes that this class of specialists is

an enigma in Russian society--a class that recognizes the need for change

but because of its very position is unwilling to initiate democratic

~

Consequently we are faced with an interesting
phenomenon. Although there exists in our country
a social class capable of comprehending the
principles of .personal freedom, rule of law and
democratic government, a class that needs those
principles and provides the emerging Democratic

i : Movement with its basic contingent of supporters,
the.vast majority of this class is so mediocre,
its ways of thinking are so much those of the
government employee, and its i INectually
most dependent members are so passive that the

'Success of a“Democratic Movement based on it
seems to me to be gravely in doubt. 1!

Because of the possibility of queétioning the Success of this
middle class in building the democratic movement into'a viable force jn
the Soviet Union, Amalrik turns to the issue of the ability of the
demociatic movement to find a %olid base of support in the masses. Yet,
Amalrik has little faith in thé_capatity of thé beop]e to exert enough
pressure'fér democratic and civil rights. IA his opinion, the Russian

people are unable to conceive and properly understand a‘'notion of freedom.

/

~,

Whether because of its historical traditions or
for some other reason, theée idea self-govern-
¢ - ment, of equality before the 1= "3 of personal

freedom--and the respopsibility (iat goes with
these--are almost comp{?ﬁeiy incomprehensible
to the Russijan people.

2

According to Amalrik, the concept of democracy is so alien to the

£
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Russian,people that they wi]llprobably never actively support a move-
;meﬁt whose aim is the achievement of democraéy within the country. He
contends that, “To"the major}ty of_the people the very word 'freedom'
js synonymous yith ’&isorder' nli8 and that' their notion of jLstice sug-
~gests that ''nobody should live better than | do.“”9 Given "the background
: . ( :
of the low cQI{Ura] level and social ﬁisorieqtatidn of the masses,
Amalrik insists that this distorted notion of Jjustice and force is the"
only.thiﬁg the masses understar’xd.]20

In summation, Amalrik views Soviet society és a bureaucratic, inhuman
machine. controlled by an elite that doeé not want.i;s status altered.
'However, there are too many internal conditions within the Soyiét Union
which”pfess for reform and which will eventually create a crisis situaf

A

- tion; the existence of neiionalities, inequality, agricultural problems,

and external relations will necessitate drastic change and pojsible
upheaval. Amalrik is rather skepticaf about the possibility of change

resulting from the efforts of dissenters. He thinks that the Middle

class, which forms the most likely basis for organized di.se t, is
generally passive and unwilling to_ become involved in democratic

reforms. The broad mass of the population has no concept of freedom

\

or of the aims of the democratic movement. Amalrik. describes the rigid®

ity of the government which results from this composition of the society

1

and the nature of the ruling elite. In his view, the Soviet Union is-

...a caste-ridden and immobile society, a rigid
governmental system which cpenly clashes with .
the need for economic development, general
bureaucratization and tgg existence of a privi~"
leged. class, and national animosities within a

_ 'mUItinationaL state in whi?h certain nations =~
enjoy privileged status. 2 -

C‘ o ,' . J
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Amalrik's writings tend to be rather pessimistic about the future
of the human rights movement in the Soviet Union. He offers no concrete
. AN , .

’

altern%?fbe for the salvation of tne Russian nation. He'suggests, however,

» O

s . : . )
that ¥'f future reforms are to succeed, they must be the consequence of the

execution of a deliberate plah. He states that the people, bewi tched by

a growing sense of freedom-~in comparison to former days--and by an
lmprovement in the standard of llv:ng, have become‘hopeful of further
and progre55|ve reforms Amalrik descrlbes this hope based on the'
.belief in ﬁhe eventual triumph of reason over tyranny and, dictatorship
and in the posntlve lnfluence of western cultpre in the Sovnet Union, as

nalve.]22 To Amalrlk . the improveméd% in the standard of l?ving in the

Soviet Union is only incidental to the political situation and liberali-
. Ny .

zation, in his_opinion, does not occur accidently.

Amalrik offers no solutions to aileviate the situation in the Soviet
Unioh and his analysis generatesla sense of pessimism. Yet, Amalrik's
“involvement in‘the human rights movement‘jhdicates his'hope for reform

in his country.
3 . :
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Summary

All four contributor; to diasent iiieratnre who have been examined
in this aection ~approach their topic in different manners. This is mest .
vividly reflected'in their discussions of ideoi09y For Soizhenitsyn
Ideology |s a very lmportant factor which mus t be dealt with before the
recqnstruction and reform of the Soviet. regime For him, Marxvsm Lenlnlsm
is a fdreign lmport that has strang]ed development of the Russian nation
and has pousoned the - system Medvedev, on the other/band,‘accepts the
ba5|c tenets of Marxism-Leninism as desnrable goals tor socuety and believes
that the doctrlne of socnallsm |s part of the ConSCIOUSneSS of the Russian
‘people and the only possible rational path.of future development. Sakharov
maintains that the ldeology of the reglme is meanlng]ess and only camouTL‘_<
flages the power politics of the government Amalrik, by not dlscussing "
|deology_in his works, renders.it insignificant ~ He probably holds ‘the
opinion similar to that of Sakharov, who finds that tHe peop]e no longer
be]ieve»ideoiogicalyﬁroclamations Their dlffernng opinions of ideology are,
of course, aiso*refiected.in their views of the future path of development
in the Soviet;Union. Both Amalrik and Solzhenitsyn pdint out that a
‘weetern type of democracy is foreign to the Russian experience and that _he
‘masses, fincapable of understanding democratic reform, will not likely
5upport it. Sakharov disagrees andlstates'unresérvedly that the only ful-~
fillment of the people and of the state is fognd in pursuing QEstern
democracy--the only guarantee of civil liberties and freedom for the
ayerage citizen. Medvedev continues to hope for Russna s salvation by'
correcting the QeVIatlonSvfrom Marxism—Leninism that have occurreg in the

i » - . - i, -
Soviet Union, and by building a socialist society that will overcome' the
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ills and shortcomings of contemporary Soviet society.

However, despite these different ideological stances, it is

interesting that.all four authors®use the same words and phrases to.des-

cribe the nature of the Soviet government. All refer to the centralized,

'tota}itarian, and bureaucratic features of the regime, and all describe

the existence of a passive, ineffective elite extremely isoiated from
the peaple. Sakharov, Medvedev,'and Amalrik explicitly refer to the
inability of the leadership to accommodate change, and Solzhenitsyn, the
more literdry of the Fodr, elucidates thi;atoint in many of his
wtitinds.

t#%]] four writers comment upon the lingering effects of StaLin?Am

which continue to suppress gociety and cripple its development. They
all emphasize the.passivity and ineffectiveness of the entire society.

 Solzhenitsyn underlines that it is a society which has lost its values;

~
Sakharov suggests that the national problem of alcoholism demonstrates.

the decline of the nation; Medvedev accuses the popu]ation of passivity,

of . havnng become silent and lnactlye, Ama]rlk also emphasuzes the |nert|a

‘of the system which is caused by -the passnvnty of the sp@cnallsts but

'also by the people who wordlessly accept thelr lot.

It should be noted that these: authors emphaSIze different aspects
of the Sovnet regime, desplte the use of snmn]ar termlnology For exam-

ple, the nature of Solzhenitsyn's work is essentially different from that

% -

of the other thtee writers since'his political statements are presehted

in literary works.'Bdt, his political eommehts are as clear and

developed as 'in the works ef any other d155|dent writer. He is eoncerned
in his work w1th humaqgty and mora]nty in the Soviet Undon with the

lack or. Ioss of standards |n-soc;ety. In contrest, Sakharov des-

ernbES the totalitarian natdre of the regime very precisely’and the terror

N
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'thnt it has caused the people. This:is not to state that Sakharov is not
concerned with.the theme of morality, but, in ggngra], the impression one
is left with after reading Sakharov's’work is hisdemphasis and descriptfon
of the totalitarian features of the regime. Medvedev, qgain,,doés not
ignore thesé features, but all his'writings point to the bureauc¢ratic
features of the system and its'nindrance“to progress. . He is ‘concerned
that the system has become immobile and rigid, not open to change or to
discussion. Amalrik's concern--the passkvity of the peonle and the leaders--
,is close ,to that of Medvedev, but has a differént Fiavqr which takes on a'
pessimism despite his general hopeffor attainment of the goals of demo-
cracy and civil libertiés.

"Given the ciosed.nature of the Sovier society and®the existing
censorship, it is:not surprising rhat discussian about perceptions of the
séviet'sociély is limited among the dissentars. It is difficult to
obtain much}of the samizdat literature and discussion of‘the material
-must be held in private. However, in sbme‘of the ssmizdat writings,

‘there are ‘comments that demonstrate a Jimited access to underground Qritings

s

“and documents. For exampié, Medvedev makes some. stinging comments about

the anthology From Under the Rubble, which was edited by Solzhenitsyn,

criticizing its idéologicdl stance and its absolute rejection’of
: g ‘ g j

23

s qs 1 . . L
socialism. Medvedev also describes the journal Kontinent as. a

""journal...addressing itself in the main not to the East, but to the West

“and that its .principal task is to turn Western intelligentsia and youth
S . e 12k '
against Marxism and socialism.

Kontinent also.demonstrates one dimensSion of this dialogue

among dissenters in its tres;mént of "The Solzhénitsyn/Sakharov Deba;e?

about the p]acé of ideology in the regime. This‘journai not only printéd

©
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Sakharov's criticism of Solzhenitsyn's Letter to the Soviet Leaders,le

: _— : A 1 o
but also Solzhenitsyn's reply to thi s riticism. Such publications
itlustrate the existence of a limited di-cussion amorg the dissenters

. -1
as they present their views and descriptions of Soviet society and

government. However, discussion has defi-"tely not developed to the

extent of debate among social scientists in the West about models of
Soviet government and it is limited by the regime. Contributions to

.

discussion about the Soviet regime and society are sporadic.in the

SOViét Union.

‘\\f“~)

{//I
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CONCLUSIONS o

tn the'West, the totalitarian model of Soviet government dominated
communist studiesoror many years, notébiy during the fifties. This
situation altered in the sixties when scholars began to recognize change
in the Sovietﬂpnioﬁ fol]owing de-Sta]inﬂFation. Consqueg;J?f“many

academics felt that the totalitarian model was no Ioanr adequate and’

they began to search for alternatives. |t was at ;hYg point that the

.scientific trend in the social sciences-vnfluenced communist studies

as concepts and terminology were borrowed from comparative studies.

The influence of comparative methodology on communist studies\has

y
S

changed the tone of western scholarship. Emphasis on the unique charac-.

teristics of the Soviet Union, which had .existed during the reign of the
totalitarien model,rhas’been replaced. The trend of the now-existinn
chparative‘era of communist studies is to hiéhlight similariti : bet.
western and communist systems.  The major models--the bureaucrat S
Kremlinological, the interest group, the modernjzation models--all draw
parallels between western governments and the Soviet regime. |

. .
Adoption of the comparative approach in communist studies has also

caused some problems. There nds to be a paucuty of studies . and rellable

data on Eastern Europe and the SOV|et Unton}wbnch_makes comparative-~
based surveys difficult. In addition, communist studies have been

traditionally area based and for mény years were somewhat isolated

N

forom the development of methodological advances. Exposure to comparatlve

analysvs has pressured scholars in communist studles to adopt .

A , 134
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model-building. However, comparative methodology has not been universally
accepted by scholars "in commdnist studies and many of the scholars who

have- experimented with the construction of models have not'adapted well

to the use of comparative. terminology. There is still disagreement over

2

E

the concepf and defini;ioq of a model. .
| As a‘consequence ofvthese féctqrs, the models constructed in
communist studies seem to be ovef]y"simp]istic in their representation of
Soviet government and society. .Althoggh a model is designed to be a
;implffied version.of,réality, the queis in communist-studies do(not seed

to be comprehensive reflections of Soviet reality. For example, Alfred
Meyer, one of the mainﬂproponents df the bureaucratic model, admits that
this model is meant to complementwthermota]itarian model.3 Therefore,
thd bureaucratié model ‘becomes a mere addendum to the totalitarian model
rather than an independent analytical framework. The Kremlinological model
is desngned to penetrate the smoke- ~screen of Soviet ldeology, to dis~
cover the real power suﬁuatlon in the regime. Yét, it also seems to be a
compensatlon for a shortcomlng of the totalltar;an model-~over- emphasns

* of rdeology By H. Gordon Skilling's own admission, ''the lnterest
group COﬂCept does not offer a complete model of the Sovlet polntlcal
system.. ”h He pounts out that although interest groups are not the most
»importahg feature of the political process, their exclusion from other
models distorts the picture ofvSoviet\ﬁq{iticg.S The modernization mode]
is the‘only model which attempts to presgﬁ an overall explanation of the.

'dévelopméﬁt-ofvthe'Soviet political process’. However, the signiffcaﬁf

defects of this model must be recagnized.
The bureédcratic, Kremlinological, and interest group models appear

to be reactionsv;o the dogmatism of the totalitarian model and its
= . , :

4
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domination of communist studies.. These mode s attempt to emphaSIZe factors

overlooked by the totalltarlan model but they do not endeavor to formu-

late a framework to explain the worRing of the Soviet system The moderni-

v

zation model is the only model from comparative communist studies which

strives for ia comprehensive interpretation.

These problems with the comparative approach

in general and the

existing models of communist government in part;cular have led to support

of the use of a comblnatlon of approaches. Many scholarsuare dubious

about employlng only models in the analysus of communist governments.

Rudolf Tokes, for example, declares in his book, Soviet POllthS and

Society Fn_the 1970's, that ""the introduction . into Soviet studles of

¢

semantic, culture-bound neologisms and lntellectually barren model-bunldlng

exercises [have] thus far produced neither the klnd

‘inal xnsng“t that their Proponents have claimed. 16

"that do not readily lend themselves to a strictly scientific inquiry',

[

of new evxdence nor orig-

Charles Gati, in his

w7

He concludes that me odologlcal plurallsm should be developed and that

HA 'party line' tan €rode the necessary dlvers:ty of American scholarship

on the Communist countries. Once jt was a subtle form 2 lhe Cold War'

\/“\

mentality; now it is the harmful trend toward methodologlcal uniformity.! 8

Debate on the relatlonshvp between communlst studies and the

academlc disciplines continues, as does the dlscussxon of . the methodology to

be used. lt is a theme that wnll be constantly explored as western

social scuentlsts gaig further 1nformatnon about Sovnet bloc countrles

and as there'are changes in the methodological persuatlons of scholars.
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-The wide~spread phenomenon of identifiable dissent in the Soviet Union

resulted from de-Stalinization. Dissent became apparent when new

/
/

styles and théhes'contfary.to those associated wi;ﬁ socfa]ist realism
were used. . By the 1960's, some dissent literature assumed a poligical
nature. This was not only the era of So]zhenitsynfs,litérary work
which incorpqrated many political thehes,.buf also of the circulation
of many po]iticalfdocuments_and memoranda to officia]g. Materials,
documents, and protests of this era became bolder aﬁa more condemna-
tory of the regime and conditions in so;iety.

With the appearance of political dissent, tﬁére wasJé definite
attempt to base cfiticisms‘of<the regime on personal or gFoup experience,
or on availab]e data. 'Literary works whiéh'had shfouded their politi-.
cal messages gave way. to underground distribution of polltlcal material
whlch at£;mpted to arrive ét an overall view of socnety and its develop-
ment. Even Solzhenitsyn, whose_early Qorks are fictional treatments of

political themes,~endeavours in hi< later books ,such as the volumes of -

theé Gulag Archfpelégo? to document names énd'facts of the Stalinist

~

years. His themes are no longer portrayed through fictional characters
but through rga] inmates of the camps. Roy Medvedev Searches for sn
historical basis‘for hi;~comments about Soviet .society and f]lus—
trates many of his_points by describing specific téends in the Party.
Amalrik also offers some statlstlcs to portray conditions in society.
Even Sakharov who tends to be emotional,adopts a more organ12ed‘
methodic?l approach to his subject natte} in his'fater works. His earfy
writinés are'mére,protestations of sbecif{; injystices he wishesvtb call
to the attention of the authqrities; his later work is a more . comprehen-

sive treatment designed to acquaint readers with the overall situation in
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the Soviet Union.
Thé trend }n the writings of these authors is illustrative of
the trend in s;;izdat in geqeral.. Early literary samizdat often develOped 

into political documents and material. The current ttend is to support
arguments with specific documentation, incorporating some generalizations
about the Soviet regime. X

: ' - - . L) Lo .
One of the latest developments in dissent literature is the

alignment of writers with specific ideological stances. These ideo-

logical positions are not just agtificial catégorizations imposed by
western ;cholérs but, as much of the"discussfpn amdng dissenters
in&ﬁcates, they are‘factors cohsideredgimportant‘by'dissenters them-
selves.- The’d}mension of ?dgolog; has resulted in‘more sophisticated,
more cémp]ex'dissent‘literaturé being circulated.

Despite differences in -ideological beliefs of the authorsleigmined
in this study, all writers underline the game characteristics of the
SoQiet regime; igs arbitfariness, totalitarian éeatures, and bureaucratic
tendencies. ‘All refer to a ruling elite who are passive ;nd incapable
of .initiating Chaﬁgé, and all consider_the topicvpf Staliﬁism to be
important.in'desc}ibing the regime. Sakharév, Medvedev, Solzhenifsyn, and
Améirik may differ in theTr approaches, but>the_term§ they use are |
gimilar. | |

- Medvedev is the only writer of‘those exémingd who'explores the |
theme of modernization and its impagt'on'thé Sovi%i Union: He believes
_ that economic and technocratic factor;iﬁhich account for progress in the

.cbuntry will eventually create change. This analysis has errtones of

the western modernization'mqﬁehﬁ Sakharov's hope for change in his country

is also linked to economic progress and scientific advancement. However,
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in his estimation, detente and ‘western pressure for observance of human
.rights 'in the Soviet Union play a decisive role in'ef%ecting,change.
Therefore, his analysis of Soviet development has only a few statements
in common wi.th the western notion of modernization. “ B

’Beside underlining siﬁilar characteristics of the Soviet regime,
writings of fhe four authors have the agme tone of maral indighation aimed at
che Soviet government. :Despite the_apbearance of political samizdat and ‘the
use of more methodical fréatments of subject matter, this underlying tone
of sahizdat remains. It is hardly surprising since the purpoge of dissent
writing sis to highlight moral and human ih}ustices in tﬁé Soviet system.’

‘A comparison of models of“weste;n'socia} scientists ;Hd'the perceE—
tiéns of Soviet dissenters reveals both similarities and differences in
the two bod%es of literature. Tﬁe terms‘that Soviet diQSenters»empIOy.
in describing the Soviet_regime--bhreaucratic,'toﬁalitariaﬁ; ﬁanéged by
a bassive eiitef—are not in cont(aaiction with'the conclUsions‘Qf mar.y
western social scientists.v In ;:fnting to the essential features of the

Soviet system, both Soviet and non-Soviet writers agree “on the use of

i

certain terms. Whether or not,th}s is a result of ‘exposure to Westerﬁ
writings on the Soviet system or through listening to radio statfons
from the West which'brpa3cast'iﬁ the Soviet‘Union i$ difficul% to geter—
mine. ‘However, séme samizdat'writers exhibit fami]ié?ity with western

writers. Sakharov), for example, has many references in his' My Country

and the World to the ideological stances of westéern w?iterslo and Medv.dcv
also mentions communist writers from the United States and Europe.
From ‘'such evidence, it is possible to conclude that there is a limited

discourse between Soviet and non-Soviet writers that contributeS t0'crOSs'
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fertilizhtfon of ideas and concepts.
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indicating the essential features-of tfhe Soviet system are undeniable.

s emphaéize the 'total

ers and western social scientists,

aim of writing and methodology. While

ientists generally use comparative methods of- analysis

itarian features of the Soviet

regime; : n scholars tend to accentuate similarities between the

"tics of the Soviet government which result in the repressuon of many

|ndxv4dual freedoms. The Sovnet writers are express:ng ethlcal judgments

on the:r system and- are attemptlng to

rights on the part of the government.

.

but they are so emotionally involved

illustrate the violation of human

There is a dtscernlble trend in

samizdat literature Wthh shows the adoptlon of mor- ncrete and docu-
‘mented studies, but there js st[ll a definite lac| ective study by

this group. Not only are dsssenters hampered by restricted lnformatlon

in the issue that to achieve an objec-

tive perspective is virtually impossible. They have not been exposed to .

i some of the scientific methodology wh

in the West,

fch is avallable and so fashlonable

On the other hand, western social scuentlsts are attempting to find

universal schemas for descrlbnng and analyz:ng polltlcal systems. They

Vv

are not concerned with moral Judgments but with ObJeCthIty and metho-
,J

dology.. Western socia} scientists are striving to conduct g scientific
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which makes western writ}ng on the Soviet Union so different from Soviet
political literature.
The comparison of models of western scholars and perceptions of
Soviet dissenters raises an important matter. The existence of the phenomenon
of dissent in the Soviet Union should lead western social scientists to
examine the'adequacy'of existing models to account for dissent. None of
the present models attempt this.-_Rudolf Tokes, in his book, Dissent in
the USSR, states that dissent is an occurrence which definitely under-
mines western notions of the totalitarian model as it now exists:

The sudden availability of more than 1500
uncensored self-published documents that have
been smuggled out of the USSR by sympathetic

.MWestern travelers (many others have yet to
-reach the West) touching on virtually all
aspects of Soviet lifé>should, therefore,
compel us to take a fresh ‘look at the state
of the arts and reconsider some of our possibly
outdated views about the nature of Soviet
society and politics.l2
Of course before assigning a gpecific place to the dissent movement
in Soviet politics, severallthings must be decided. For example, it is
difficult to determine: the exact impact that dissent in the regime may
have on political development at this time. Also, the unfty within the
dissent movement is a comp]icpted‘matter to ascertain. These topics are
beyond the scope of this paper-and, therefore, no suggestion is made con-
cerning the precise role of disSent in a model of Soviet government. How-
ever, perhaps social scientists would do well to consider the sdggestion
of Tokes to-re-examine their perceptions of the Soviet Union in light of
the phenomenon of dissent. Then, with the experience gained from the
. . . ' ’ﬁ? - .
academic discussions about other m dels of Soviet government, new models

or methods of analysis could be formulated to enrich our knowledge of the

Soviet Union.
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