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Since his aim was not to reform the system but to
make it more efficient and modern, Andropov campaigned for better "organization, order, and discipline," weeded out some of the old, sated, and corrupt "Brezhnevites," and initiated a change of
generations in party and state. To promote his policies
with an appeal to the "patriotic duty of every Soviet
citizen,"4 Andropov projected the notion of danger
from an "enemy without" and heightened the confrontation with the West. At the end of 1983, partly due to
these measures, an economic upswing occurred even
though its extent was overstated in statistics and
speeches praising Andropov and his new line.
But the crisis itself was not mastered. On the contrary, it was sharpened by Andropov's death on February 9, 1984, and by the succession of Konstantin
Chernenko four days later. Whether Andropov's rule
will be a forgotten interim phase or a remembered
turning point, it left the Soviet Union in a precarious
situation to which de Tocqueville's dictum applies,
namely, "the most perilous moment for a bad government is one when it seeks to mend its ways."5 Two
successions in the Kremlin within one and a half
years, and the third already programmed by the selection of another old man, certainly affect the leadership
system and increase doubts about its efficiency and
permanence.
The emergence of Chernenko as the new party
leader signifies not only a victory for the "old guard"
and a prolongation of the gerontocracy in the Kremlin

oviet leaders deny vehemently that the Soviet
Union or the concept of Marxism-Leninism "is
gripped by a crisis."1 Such a diagnosis is for
them simply an invention of "ideological enemies"
who want to deny the "irreversible progress of the socialist system" and to minimize the crisis of capitalism. Nevertheless, Soviet leaders concede that their
system is experiencing both contradictions and difficulties. Yet, they say that these contradictions can
easily be overcome by a correct policy of the CPSU.2
While most Western analysts anticipate that the Soviet
Union will either have to introduce real reforms or
continue to muddle through, a third possibility, that of
growing crises and conflicts, cannot be ruled out, particularly since the Kremlin leaders themselves seem to
fear such "deformations of socialism." During Leonid
Brezhnev's last years, economic stagnation, failures in
agriculture, emerging social and national tensions,
and the problems in Poland and Afghanistan could be
interpreted as indications of a systemic crisis in the
Soviet empire. In the USSR, calls for a change of
course became louder.
A "wind of change" was felt with Yuriy Andropov's
accession to power in November 1982. He attempted
to solve "the still outstanding problems left over from
yesterday,"3 and to correct Brezhnev's policy that had
bogged down in stagnation, corruption, and muddling
through. Andropov set things in motion with his harsh
criticism of the shortcomings of "socialist building," in
which he went beyond surface difficulties and mistakes to expose the deficiencies of the system itself.

'Yuriy Andropov, "The Teachings of Karl Marx and Some Questions of Building
Socialism in the USSR," Kommunist (Moscow), No. 3, 1983, p. 22.

Ernst Kux is Specialist for Communist Affairs for Neue
Zurcher Zeitung (Zurich) and Professor of Political
Science at Saint Gall Graduate School of Economics,
Law, Business, and Public Administration (St. Gall,
Switzerland).

'Ibid., p. 2 1 .
3

lbid., p. 20.
''For the text of Andropov's speech to the December 1983 Central Committee
plenum, see Pravda (Moscow), Dec. 27, 1983.
s
Alexis de Tocqueville, The Old Regime and the French Revolution, New York,
Doubleday, 1955, p. 177.

1

PRODUCED 2005 BY UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED

Contradictions in Soviet Socialism
*•

Mikhail Gorbachev, second from left, and Konstantin Chernenko, right foreground, are the principal pallbearers
at the funeral of Yuriy Andropov in February 1984.
— T A S S from SOVFOTO.

but also the return to power of the "Brezhnevites,"
whose hold was shaken in Andropov's days. Chernenko's "unanimous" election as general secretary does
not hide the fundamental differences within the "collective leadership" about the correct line of the party
and the continuation of the changes introduced by
Andropov. These differences came into the open in
the election speeches between February 9 and March
2, 1984, of the 5 Central Committee secretaries and
the 18 candidate and full members of the Politburo.
Of course, as always during a change in the Kremlin,
all the members of the "collective leadership" professed their allegiance to "continuity of the internal
and external policy of the CPSU." Yet, they differed
quite clearly about what should be continued: some
want to continuejhe "stability" of the Brezhnev era;
others to procede with the changes introduced by
Andropov.6
Chernenko himself takes a cautious attitude toward
some of the measures introduced by his predecessor.
While Chernenko mentioned Andropov's "clear creative mind" and "keen sense for the new," and praised

his "weighty personal contribution to the collective activities of the Central Committee and its Politburo,"7
he also made it clear that the line followed by
Andropov was merely the steady implementation of
the "principled policy of our party," as outlined in the
collective decisions of the Politburo. In contrast to the
initiative and drive of Andropov, his successor
pleaded for caution and defined "continuity" as "ad-

•Andropov's call for action in his statement to the December 1983 CC plenum,
which became his legacy, went as follows: "The most important thing now is not to
lose the tempo and the general positive mood for action and more actively to develop
positive processes." This call was toned down in the resolution of the CC plenum: "It
is important to maintain the pace that has been set and the general mood of
practically tackling tasks, to steadily raise the level of party and state leadership of
the economy, and to develop more actively the positive tendencies of growth in
efficiency, making them more stable in nature." See Pravda, Dec. 27 and 28, 1983.
Was it only Andropov's highly personal and precise diction being translated into
party jargon, or was his call too "active" for a majority of CC members? Chernenko,
after he was elected general secretary at the extraordinary CC plenum on February
13, 1984, promised continuation of policy, but did not revert to Andropov's call. He
quoted almost verbatim the CC resolution about present tasks. However he forgot,
whether by accident or on purpose, to mention "the growth in efficiency" in
connection with the "positive tendencies." Ibid., Feb. 14, 1984.
'Ibid., Feb. 14, 1984.
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vancement relying on everything that has been earlier
accomplished." For this, "it is necessary to evaluate
realistically what has been achieved, without exaggerating but also without belittling."8 The conservative
outlook of Chernenko expressed itself as follows: "This
is how it was in the past. This will always be so!"
Chernenko did not continue the sharp criticism of
failures and mismanagement that Andropov had
launched at the November 1982 plenum. The new
leader sees it as "the duty of the Communist Party to
constantly check its course, its decisions and actions," a hint that he intends to reexamine the activity
of his predecessor. At the same time Chernenko is
very eager to put his own mark on the party's line by
emphasizing more than Andropov had the guiding role
of the party apparat, the "links with the masses," the
care for cadres, and the importance of moral incentives and ideological education.
The younger members of the Politburo who were
promoted by Andropov, such as Mikhail Gorbachev,
Grigoriy Romanov, Vitaliy Vorotnikov, and the new CC
secretaries Yegor Ligachev and Nikolay Ryzhkov, took
a different and even contrary position to the cautious
and conservative line of Chernenko in their election
speeches. They credited Andropov personally for the
successes in 1983 and came out for a continuation of
his policy. For them, "maintaining the tempo
achieved," as advocated by Chernenko and his followers, is not enough and they press for its acceleration.
Gorbachev seemed to be the main advocate of change
and innovation, and presented himself as the bearer
of Andropov's banner and challenger to Chernenko. In
his election speech in Stavropol' on February 19,
Gorbachev interpreted the party's task of "unconditionally ensuring continuity" to mean "consolidate and
develop the positive trends, and bolster and augment
everything new and progressive that has become part
of our social life recently."9 The "key directions of
work" are, according to Gorbachev, "the assertion of
Bolshevik professionalism oriented toward practical
results in work, and the improvement of the style of
party leadership and of all the activity of the state and
economic apparatus, ... the acceleration of the development of the national economy and the improvement
of its efficiency, ... a profound reorientation of social
production toward increasing the people's wellbeing." One of the guarantees for progress is for him

the selection and training of "cadres capable of thinking and acting in a modern way." Gorbachev declared
"complacency" as misplaced and, echoing Andropov,
came out for "a mood of action, not of loud talk." Can
there be a greater contrast than the one between
Chernenko's defense of "everything that has been
earlier accomplished" and Gorbachev's commitment
to "everything new and progressive"?
The different attitudes of Chernenko and Gorbachev, who now appears to be the number two man
in the CC Secretariat, became even more evident at
the all-Union conference on problems of the agroindustrial complex convened in Moscow on March 26,
1984. In his introduction, Chernenko praised the
achievements of Brezhnev's Food Program, introduced at the May 1982 plenum, and insisted on "fulfilling the resolutions of the 26th Congress and the
economic strategies worked out by it for the 1980's,"
that is, on continuing Brezhnev's line.10 On the other
hand, Gorbachev, who has been in charge of agriculture since 1979 but who has reservations about the
Food Program, was not satisfied with the "general picture."11 He pointed to the deficiencies in grain and
food production and attacked the "substantial shortcomings of collective farms, regions, and ministries."
He went on to ascribe the difficulties in the Soviet
Union to "objective factors of competition between the
two social systems and the well-known demographic
peculiarities of the present stage of development, as
well as increasingly complicated mining and geological conditions of the mining industry and the restricted possibilities of capital investment." To solve
the "fundamental problems of our development,"
Gorbachev declared, "the Party intends to continue
the path of bold, innovative solutions, aimed at
accelerating economic development and intensifying
social production as a whole." Economic management
must overcome "inertia and attachment to old ways"
and should be "more dynamic and purposeful so that
everything new and progressive can be consolidated
and multiplied."
The different attitudes and proposals coming from
Chernenko and Gorbachev not only reveal major contradictions at the top between "conservatives" and
"modernists," between "apparatchiks" and "Bolshe-

'°For the text of Chernenko's speech to the All-Union Economic Conference on
Problems of the Agro-Industrial Complex, see Pravda, Mar. 27, 1984.
"Ibid. Chernenko's definition of "continuity" was defended with Marxist dialectics
and elaborated by Academician M. Kim in Pravda, Mar. 15, 1984. For this leading
Soviet historian, "real socialism has continuity links with a dual past, the past of the
history of pre-socialist society, and with its own past."
•M. S. Gorbachev, Izvestiya (Moscow), Mar. 1, 1983.

"For the text of Gorbachev's speech "On the Tasks of Party, Soviet, and Economic
Organs in Increasing Economic Efficiency of Agriculture and Other Sectors of the
Agro-Industrial Complex," see ibid. Important parts of Gorbachev's report were
missing in Pravda, but were transmitted by Radio Moscow, March 26, according to
British Broadcasting Corporation, Summary of World Broadcasts: USSR (London),
Mar. 28, 1984, pp. C/lff.
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The meeting of Yuriy Andropov and other CPSU leaders with veteran party members on August 15, 1983; seen
from left to right are: Mikhail Zimyanin, Grigoriy Romanov, Andropov, Mikhail Gorbachev, Ivan Kapitonov, and
Nikolay Ryzhkov.
—TASS from SOVFOTO.

vik professionals," but also are proof of an ongoing
power struggle, connected to the as yet unsettled succession, between the followers of Brezhnev and the
supporters of Andropov, between the "old guard" and
the "young Turks." The differences among the "collective leaders" in essence express different responses to the decisive questions about the Soviet
Union.- is there a crisis and, if so, what are the reasons
for it; and how can it be overcome. This dispute,
which involves a clash among different power interests, is in itself proof of an existing crisis as well as a
cause for its exacerbation.

Lenin's "Theory of Crises"
The diagnosis of a crisis in the Soviet Union does
not imply a prediction of an imminent disintegration of
its empire or of an imminent domestic revolution. Crisis can mean, on the one hand, a concurrence of
problems that can be solved in time with adequate
means, or, on the other, a cataclysmic situation from

which there is no way out. In his Reflections on History the Swiss historian Jacob Burkhardt characterized the great crises of the past as a dialectical process, in which a historical power rises and then breaks
up through "revolutions or gradual decomposition."
For him the lesson of history was: "the more frequently and harshly an institution prevails over the
spirit of innovation, the more inevitable will be its final
fall." 1 2 In a similar way, Alexis de Tocqueville
identified crisis with revolution, which breaks out "not
always when things are going from bad to worse"; on
the contrary, "it oftener happens that when a people
which has put up with an oppressive rule over a long
period without protest suddenly finds the government
relaxing its pressure, it takes up arms against it
Generally speaking, the most perilous moment for a
bad government is one when it seeks to mend its
ways."13
12

Jacob Burckhardt, Uber das Studium der Geschichte [On the Study of History],

Munich, C.H. Beck, 1982, pp. 213, 228ff.
13

Tocqueville, op. cit., pp. 176ff.
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The main theme of philosophy of history in the 19th
century—the decline and fall of empires and
civilizations—was taken up by both Marx and Lenin
and developed into a crisis theory that claims to be
able to analyze in a scientific way the origins of crises,
and to provide the correct strategy for using a crisis
for revolutionary aims. In his life and writings, Marx
was overwhelmingly preoccupied with "revolutionary
crises." He expected them anytime and anywhere,
and when his predictions did not come true, as often
happened, he tried to explain the failure of the given
revolution and kept an unshakeable hope in "a new
revolution in the wake of a new crisis, and the one is
as certain as the other."14 Marx retained his belief because, according to him, crises had to start when production relations and social conditions no longer corresponded to increased productive capacity and
"these conditions became a hindrance to it, they were
turned into fetters that had to be broken, and they
were broken."15 A "period of revolutionary crisis"
comprises "the most motley mixture of crying contradictions," which Marx so vividly described in his analysis of the French revolution in 1848-51, as "a more
confused mixture of high-flown phrases and actual
uncertainty and clumsiness, of more enthusiastic
striving for innovation and more deeply-rooted domination by the old routine, of a more apparent harmony
of the whole society and more profound estrangement
of its elements."16
Lenin had been actively involved in revolutionary
developments in Russia in 1905 and in 1917, and under his own rule, in 1921. And his own experiences as
a revolutionary leader served as the basis for his crisis
theory. Every crisis, he noted, "at once extremely
intensifies all political antagonisms, reveals the influences underlying many events, comes as the climax
to a whole period of preceding development.... It
compels us to give immediate answers to a number of
problems that rapidly become urgent." 17 He also
pointed out the "essential difference between a constitutional and a revolutionary crisis." The former may
be resolved within the framework of the existing fundamental laws and order, while the latter "requires

"Karl Marx, "Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850," in Karl Marx/Friedrich
Engels, Gesamtausgabe [Complete Works—hereafter cited as MEGA], Berlin, Dietz
Verlag, 1977, Vol. 10, Part 1, p. 467,
15
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, "Manifesto of the German Communist Party,"
MEGA, Vol. 10, Part 1, p. 611. See also Karl Marx, Das Kapital, Berlin, Dietz Verlag,
1951, Vol. 3, p. 295.
1s
Karl Marx, Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, New York, International
Publishers, 1981, p. 22.
17

V. I. Lenin, Sochinemya [Works], 2nd ed., Moscow, Gosudarstvennoye
Izdatel'stvo, 1926-1932, Vol. 10, p. 33.

the breaking of laws and of the order of bondage."18
Political and economic crises develop under certain
circumstances into "revolutionary crises." In 1915, in

The Collapse of the Second International, he
identified three major symptoms of a "revolutionary
situation":
(1) When it is impossible for the ruling classes to
maintain their rule without any change; when there is
a crisis in one form or another among the "upper
classes," a crisis in the policy of the ruling class, leading to a fissure through which the discontent and indignation of the oppressed classes burst forth. For a
revolution to take place, it is usually insufficient for
"the lower classes not to want" to live in the old way; it
is also necessary that "the upper classes should be
unable" to live in the old way;
(2) when the suffering and want of the oppressed
classes have grown more acute than usual;
(3) when, as a consequence of the above causes,
there is a considerable increase in the activity of the
masses, who uncomplainingly allow themselves to be
robbed in "peace time," but, in turbulent times, are
drawn both by all the circumstances of the crisis and
by the "upper classes" themselves into independent
historical action.
For Marxists, Lenin stressed, it is indisputable that
a revolution is impossible without a "revolutionary situation", i.e., the "totality of all these objective
changes," mentioned above, which are "independent
of the will of individual groups and parties and even of
individual classes." On the other hand, not every "revolutionary situation" gives rise to a revolution, because for that to happen the "objective changes"
must be accompanied by "a subjective change,
namely, the ability of the revolutionary class to take
revolutionary mass action strong enough to break (or
dislocate) the old government, which never, not even
in a period of crisis, 'falls,' if it is not toppled."19 In
Lenin's view, "impoverishment of the countryside, depression in industry, a general feeling that there is no
way out of the present political situation"20 can produce economic and political crises, but these are not
sufficient in themselves to escalate into a "revolutionary situation." More important and decisive for Lenin
is a "crisis of government," such as occurred during
the 1905 Russian revolution, brought on by "dynastic

" I b i d . , Vol. 10, p. 369.
"Ibid., Vol. 18, pp. 244ff.
" I b i d . , Vol. 12, p. 384.
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and other conflicts among bureaucratic, military, and
Court elements,"21 the struggles between a "liberal
bureaucracy" and a "reactionary Court clique,"22 that
is, by "contradictions within the ruling class."
In his report to the second Congress of the Communist International in July 1920, Lenin argued against
the view of bourgeois economists that the crisis existing then was only a "temporary disturbance," as
well as against the expectations of revolutionaries
"that there is absolutely no way out of the crisis."23
For him, there can be two consequences of a crisis,
the outbreak of a revolution or a muddling through for
a "long dreary period."24 He did not deny the possibility that the "ruling classes" could stay in power, the
economy come out of the depression, and the revolu11

Ibid.,
"Ibid.,
"Ibid.,
"Ibid.,

Vol. 7, p. 331.
Vol. 8, p. 354.
Vol. 25, p. 340.
Vol. 7, p. 340ff.

*

tionary forces prove too weak, "in which case society
decays, and this process sometimes drags on for
decades."25
Both Marx and. Lenin saw all societies of their time
as being crisis-prone, but they were convinced that
the communist society of the future would be crisisproof. Their crisis theory applied exclusively to bourgeois society. Marxist-Leninist theorists up to our days
have continued to predict a final "general crisis of
capitalism." However, the development of similar crises in a communist system remains unthinkable for
them. The only Marxist to envisage the possibility of a
decline and breakup of an established communist regime was Mao Zedong, who saw the possibility that if
"our cadres were corrupted, divided and demoralized,
then it would not take long, perhaps only several years
or a decade, before a counterrevolutionary restoration

"Ibid., Vol. 8, pp. 350ff.

~# r *

Tsarist soldiers breaking up the procession of Father Georgiy Gapon on January 9, 1905, the "Bloody Sunday"
that triggered the first Russian Revolution.
—Soviet Life Irom SOVFOTO.
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on a national scale inevitably occurred, the MarxistLeninist party would undoubtedly become a revisionist
party or a fascist party, and the whole of China would
change its color."26
In already established socialist regimes, leadership
by a vanguard party, central planning, and totalitarian
controls are justified as means necessary to promote
"revolutionary changes" toward a communist society
of the future, changes that were sometimes attempted
through artificial crises or "revolution from above,"
e.g., Stalin's collectivization or Mao's Great Leap. At
the same time, these institutions of dictatorship were
installed to make the established party system crisisproof and to prevent the outbreak of crises and revolutions that might run counter to the rule and expectations of communist leaders.
In reality most of the existing "socialist states" have
gone through crises and experienced "revolutionary
situations" in which the workers rose against communist rule, beginning with the Kronstadt Uprising of
1921 in Soviet Russia. Crises became an infection in
the communist bloc that came into being after World
War II, with strikes by East German workers in 1953,
the widespread upheavals in the Soviet empire that
culminated in the Hungarian revolution in 1956, the
Prague Spring in 1968, the still unfinished crisis in
Poland since 1980, not to speak of the great troubles
in Mao's China, and unrest in Vietnam and Cuba.
These events showed that communist systems are indeed crisis-prone. Of course, the present situation in
the Soviet Union can be said to have nothing in common with these events. It can also be regarded as different from the crises in 19th-century Europe or in
prerevolutionary Russia which were analyzed by Marx
and Lenin. Thus, the point can be made that the analyses of Marx and Lenin do not apply to the contemporary USSR. Nevertheless, it seems more proper to apply Marx's and Lenin's views of crises to a system that
claims to be based on Marxist-Leninist theory, than to
use the concepts of Western democracy and capitalist
market economy to evaluate reforms and changes in
the Soviet Union. Not only can Marxist-Leninist theory
explain to a certain degree why the present difficulties
and problems amount to a severe crisis for the Soviet
system. More important, the contradictions between
Soviet ideology and reality are one of the main reasons
for the current crisis, which is not only economic in
nature, but which has at its core a crisis of leadership
and ideology.

"Mao Tse-tung, On Khrushchev's Phoney Communism and Its Historical Lessons
for the World, Beijing, Foreign Languages Press, 1964, p. 71.

Decline of Ideology
Marxist-Leninist ideology is the foundation and the
roof of the Soviet edifice.27 Thus, a crisis of ideology is
for Soviet leaders potentially much more serious than
even acute crises in the economic sphere because it
chips away at the cornerstone of their system. Although they dismiss "the unfounded myths about a
'crisis' in Marxist-Leninist thought,"28 their repeated
appeals for an improvement in ideological and educational work, and their zealous attempts to adapt theory
to changing conditions, show the seriousness of their
concern. The decline of the attraction of communist
ideology for the younger generation was recently admitted in Komsomol'skaya Pravda:
Some young people begin to grumble and even become indignant. . .. In any case, one sometimes
comes up against questions such as: How come? Why
is socialist reality not as ideally good and harmonious
as we were taught at school? (And why make a secret
of it—many people were taught precisely that.) Why
do shortcomings, disproportions, contradictions, and
conflicts exist under socialism? Why are we unable to
meet all our needs directly, and why are our aims not
always realized, or realized not quite in the way we
wanted or dreamed of? What is the relationship between the communist ideal and our life, between the
theoretical Marxist-Leninist concept of the future and
present-day practice?29
At the same time, Soviet leaders, who stress "the
z7
ldeology in the original interpretation by Karl Marx always meant a distorted
reflection of reality or a "false class-consciousness." Modern Soviet theory uses this
concept in a broader, more positive, sense and defines it, for instance, as follows:
"Ideology usually means the system of views, beliefs, and ideals of a certain class or
social stratum. Marxism-Leninism is the scientific-theoretical expression of the classconsciousness of the proletariat and its ideology. . .. The very definition of the
concept of 'ideology' indicates the organic connection between its theoretical content
and politics. The latter concentrates within it the interests of the class, which
ideology substantiates theoretically. Unlike economics, which is concerned with
material relations, politics is the sphere of those social relations which, before they
take shape, definitely pass through the consciousness of classes, social groups, and
individual people. Here, in the crucible of social awareness, ideology exerts a
formulating influence upon politics." Yuriy Krasin, "The Correlation of Ideology and
Politics in the Revolutionary Movement," Mirovaya Ekonomika i Mezhdunarodnyye
Otnosheniya (Moscow), No. 5, 1984, p. 80.

"Chernenko, "The Task of the Whole Party, of Each Communist," Kommunist,
No. 15, 1983, p. 2 1 .
Z9
A. Volodin, "Steps Toward the Ideal," Komsomol'skaya Pravda (Moscow),
June 9, 1984. These questions of "young people" are supposed to be answered
"without sidestepping controversial points" in a new book by V. A. Pechenev, The
Socialist Ideal and Real Socialism. Moscow, Politizdat, 1984, that is reviewed by
Volodin. Pechenev has published in recent years books and major articles about
"developed socialism," the "socialist way of life," and the "world socialist system,"
and he is now an adviser to Genera! Secretary Chernenko.
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enormous part played by ideology and the ideological
struggle in the world today" in connection with "the
most intense and fierce postwar confrontation between the two diametrically opposed world outlooks of
socialism and imperialism,"30 see their ideological supremacy not only threatened by a new "anticommunist crusade started by reactionary US imperialists,"
but even more so by the fundamental criticism of Soviet theory and reality coming from communist comrades in Beijing, Belgrade, Warsaw, Rome, or Paris,
and feel compelled to take a defensive position. Surely
it was not without reason that in response to such criticism Richard Kosolapov, the editor-in-chief of
Kommunist, quoted Pushkin's "we must not retreat in
the field of the mind." 31
For the CPSU as a "party of scientific communism,"
its ideology is the sole and undisputable legitimation
of its power and of the rule of its leaders. It is supposed to determine the "building of socialism and
communism," to give direction for an invariably correct policy, and to organize and rally the masses: "It is
with Marx, Engels, and Lenin that the CPSU checks its
every step."32 Marxism-Leninism, claiming to be an
infallible "science" that contains an exact knowledge
of the objective laws of nature and society, "enables
one not only to find one's way among complex social
contradictions, but also to anticipate the future, ...
and provides the deep conviction that the victory of
communism in the whole world is a historic necessity."33 Claiming "unity of theory and practice," Communists justify with this ideology the use of any means
for reaching the goal of communism. In this sense,
the ideology is said to be fundamentally different from
all other ideological systems, as Chernenko boasted:

Bourgeois ideology is presented as a "distorted consciousness that blocks the accurate understanding of
objective reality."35 The struggle between the two
ideologies is perceived as antagonistic and uncompromising. It must not slacken even in times of coexistence and will go on regardless of global policy turns.
As the absolute truth, Marxism-Leninism cannot be
changed or put into doubt, and it does not allow other
ideologies to coexist with it. The slightest
deviation—"right" or "left," "revisionism" or "dogmatism"—is anathema, and so is any form of "pluralism." Should another ideology be able to challenge
successfully the absolute and universal claims of
Marxism-Leninism, the legitimacy of the party's rule,
the policies of its leaders, and the allegiance of the
masses would be shaken. Therefore, the control and
interpretation of ideology become the main tasks of
communist leaders and constitute the principal
source of their power. From this it follows that the
control and use of the "powerful information and
propaganda complex" are at least as important for
them as the economy, the government, or the military.
All Soviet leaders since the time of Lenin presented
themselves as chief ideologists and true followers of
"Lenin's course." At the same time, they undertook a
so-called creative development of Marxism-Leninism
by manipulating the theories of the "revolutionary
teachers" and by revising the theoretical guidelines of
their predecessors. For example, Stalin abandoned
Lenin's New Economic Policy, Khrushchev launched
de-Stalinization, and Brezhnev attacked Krushchev's
"subjectivism and voluntarism." In his speech on the
112th anniversary of the birth of Lenin, on April 22,
1982, Andropov criticized indirectly the still presiding
General Secretary Brezhnev by declaring that "the
teachings of Lenin, like Marxism-Leninism as a whole,
are a science and like any other science, they cannot
tolerate stagnation."36 Upon becoming party leader,
Andropov promptly started to revise the policy of his
predecessor. In his trail-blazing article on the occasion of the 100th anniversary of the death of Karl
Marx, Andropov, in the role of chief ideologist, declared some basic dogmas of Marxism-Leninism to be
not working or not valid, and called for "modernization" and a greater realism in the theoretical work of
the party.37 Andropov conceded that developments in
the Soviet Union did not follow the laws laid down by

The scientific character, democratic spirit, revolutionary nature, and humanism of this ideology fundamentally distinguish it from bourgeois ideology, which justifies and blesses exploitative systems and the
aggressive policy of imperialism and preaches nationalism and chauvinism. In contrast to bourgeois ideology, communist ideology attracts the minds and
hearts of millions by its truth and honesty as well as
integrity and optimism.3*

3
°G. L. Smirnov, "For a Decisive Change of Philosophical Research on Social
Practice," Voprosy Filosofii (Moscow), No. 9, 1983, p. 3.
31
Richard Kosolapov, "Socialism: Organic Integrity of a Social System," Pravda.
Mar. 4, 1983, pp. 2-3.
"Andropov, in Kommunist, No. 3, 1983, p. 22.
3
*Osnovy marksizma-leninizma [The Principles of Marxism-Leninism], Moscow,
Gospolitizdat, 1960, pp. 7ff.

3S
K. Rusakov, "Aggravation of the Global Ideological Struggle and the Political
Education of Working People," Kommunist, No. 16, 1982, p. 33.

"Andropov, "Leninism—the Inexhaustible Source of Revolutionary Energy and
Creativity of the Masses," Pravda, Apr. 23, 1982.

"For Chernenko's report to the June 1983 CC plenum, see Pravda, June 15, 1983.

"Andropov, in Kommunist, No. 3. 1983, pp. 9-23.
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Marx and Engels when he stated: "The specific historical ways of the emergence of socialism have proved
to be not in all respects what the founders of our revolutionary theory expected." In spite of this admission,
Andropov attacked "critics of the October Revolution
who allege that it took place contrary to all of Marx's
expectations." He brushed aside the conclusion of
"ideologists of the bourgeoisie and reformism" that
the "new society" built in the USSR does not conform
to the kind of socialism visualized by Marx, and he
criticized "voices heard sometimes"—which seemed
to be coming from his own camp—"that new phenomena in social life 'do not fit' into the concept of
Marxism-Leninism."
Nevertheless, Andropov repeatedly addressed specific issues concerning the disparity between the
Marxist ideal and Soviet reality. The abolition of private ownership and the socialization of the means of
production, deplored Andropov, had not yet produced
a "collectivist mentality and behavior"; even after the
final establishment of "socialist" production relations,
"some people preserve and even reproduce individualistic habits." The people, "the supreme and undivided owners of all public wealth," had not become
"its true, wise, and thrifty master." Nor had the historical mission of socialism "to make work, once an unpleasant and compulsory duty, a primary vital need
for the individual" been yet realized. Indeed, as
Andropov noted, there still were in the Soviet economy
"a great number of physically arduous, unattractive,
and routine jobs," with the share of manual, nonmechanized labor in industry still reaching 40 percent. In addition, the basic idea of Marx that the progress of the productive forces must have corresponding
forms of organization in economic life was not translated into "the concrete language of practice."
Andropov explained these undeniable contradictions
between Marxist-Leninist ideology and Soviet reality
by stating that Marx's ideas contained only "a most
generalized indication of the remote goal" and therefore "the validity of Marx's views should be judged not
only on the basis of the experience of the last few decades but should be appreciated also from the vantage
of a longer perspective." On the other hand, he admitted that mistakes in the appreciation of Marx's views
had been made—for example, of the "principle of socialist distribution," of the "law of saving work time,"
and of the "establishment of democracy"—and that
Marxist laws and norms had not always been put correctly into practice. The new party leader reiterated
that the "most important law of the building of socialism and communism, the leading role of the communist party," no longer works in practice, that the or-

Soviet laborers hurry to complete construction for the
1980 Olympic Village in Moscow.
—David Burnett/Contact.

ders from above are not executed lower down, plans
are not fulfilled, "signals are not heeded and much
needed measures are not taken," and "people make
do with mere forms and the appearance of action."38
This was a clear admission that the communist system of party rule, justified by Marxist-Leninist ideology, is in fact not functioning as it should. The diagnosis of this malaise of party rule, and not merely the
stagnation of the economy, is the reason why
Andropov prescribed "discipline and order."
Furthermore, a third fundamental tenet of communist ideology—the progressive unification of socialist
countries on the basis of "socialist internationalism"—has not been realized. On the contrary, the
"world of socialism, ... even if it seemed to us at one
time that it would be more uniform," has shown in the
past two decades "how diverse and complex it is," according to Andropov. Within socialist countries "nationalistic sentiments" did arise, and between them

"Andropov's speech at the June 1983 CC plenum, Pravda, June 16, 1983.
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interstate conflicts broke out, Andropov complained,
"for which, it would seem, there is no basis in the socialist world."39 Andropov culminated his revelations
and criticisms by saying that in reality the stage of development in the Soviet Union is not as high as it was
presumed to be. He cautioned against "possible exaggerations in gauging the level of the country's progress toward the higher stage of communism" and reminded his comrades that "developed socialism"
cannot be achieved in a day, that there still are "outstanding problems left over from yesterday" and "difficulties of growth." Thus, he said, "it will take some
time to draw up the straggling rear and to forge
ahead."40 Andropov left no doubt that the building of
"mature socialism" would proceed at a much slower
pace than hitherto forecast and that the communist
future was much farther off than had been envisaged
in the party program adopted at the 22nd CPSU Congress in 1961.

The Crash of the Party Program
The party program of the CPSU is supposed to set
the general party line for a long period and to serve as
a guide for the domestic and foreign policies of the
Soviet Union. However, the program adopted in 1961
quickly became defunct. The grandiose hopes raised
by this program led to disillusionment among both
party members and the general population, especially
the youth. The repercussions of this crash still haunt
Soviet leaders, who try to write off the program, once
supported by most of the present Politburo, as an
"unjustified jumping of the gun." Pro forma, the program is still valid. The repeatedly postponed attempts
to write a new party program point to disorientation
about theory and policy. No decision has yet been
made about who will write the new program that the
party congress of 1986 ought to adopt and what its
general line—"leading into the 21st century"—will
be.
The 1961 program was a striking reflection both of
Khrushchev's personal optimism and of the general
feeling among Soviet leaders that history was on their
side. Excited by the success of "Sputnik" and challenged by Mao's Great Leap, Khrushchev had proclaimed at the 22nd CPSU Congress that "socialism
had triumphed fully and finally in our country and we
have entered the period of the full-scale building of
communism."" The new party program, presented by
Khrushchev, predicted: "The present generation of
Soviet people will live under Communism."42 In it the
ambitious goal was set "to create the material and

technical base of communism in the course of two
decades." According to the detailed plans incorporated into the party program, it was expected that the
Soviet Union "in the current decade (1961-1970) will
surpass the strongest and richest capitalist country,
the USA, in per capita production.... Everyone will be
assured of material sufficiency; by the end of the second decade (1971-1980) there will be assured an
abundance of material and cultural benefits for the
entire population."43 Khrushchev, who at the 21st
party congress in 1959 had already set the goal to
catch up and overtake America on the wings of the
scientific-technical revolution, boasted two years later
"that the socialist express will overtake and pass capitalism," the USSR will "approximately within the next
decade surpass by 50 percent the present US level of
per capita output of farm products and will exceed the
US level of national income, ... and by 1980 our
country will leave the United States far behind in per
capita output of industrial and agricultural goods."44
At the same time, Khrushchev predicted that a
"classless society" would appear and a "new man"
would be molded; that Soviet people would be supplied with the most modern equipment, and labor
transformed into a "source of joy, inspiration and creativity"; and, that the "cup of abundance" would "always be filled to the brim." 45 Communism would
emerge as the "greatest creative force in the history of
mankind" and the competition between socialism and
capitalism would be permanently decided in favor of
socialism.
It did not take long for the "remarkable rocket,"
which, in Khrushchev's colorful language, "is to carry
us into the orbit of communism," to prove to be a dud.
After his ouster in October 1964, Khrushchev's successors accused him of "adventurism" and "harebrained schemes." They saw that the "unlimited opportunities for the development of the productive
forces, ... unlimited possibilities of scientific progress, ... wonderful prospects for agriculture," which
were to provide the raw material for the "communist
edifice,"46 did not exist. Ten years later, at the 24th
party congress in 1971, Brezhnev painted a different,
more sober picture:
"Ibid.
40
Andropov, in Kommunist, No. 3, 1983, pp. 14 and 20.
41
N. S. Khrushchev, "On the Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,"
XXII s'yezd KPSS, stenograficheskiy otchet [The 22nd CPSU Congress: Stenographic
Report], Moscow, Politizdat, 1961, Vol. 1, p. 210.
" I b i d . , Vol.3, p. 335.
" I b i d . , p. 276.
" I b i d . , Vol. 1, pp. 224ff.
" I b i d . , pp. 16Iff.
" I b i d . , p. 169.
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The so-called extensive factors of growth in the national economy are becoming more limited, ... opportunities for enlisting additional manpower will decline,
... the growth-rates of capital investment also have
their limits."
The "communist program for abundance" was thus
scratched. The theoretical vacuum was filled by the
elaboration of the concept of the "developed socialist
society." According to this construct, intervening between the revolutionary overthrow of the bourgeoisie
and the final erection of a "communist society" is a
"period of revolutionary transformation of the one into
the other," in which different stages of "socialism"
(still infested with "remnants of capitalism") ascend
into the higher stages of "communism." At the end of
this process "the withering away of the state" takes
place.
The definition of the stages of "socialism" and
"communism," their qualities and duration, has been
a subject of dispute between "dogmatists" and "revi-

sionists" since the days of Marx. The substitution of
the imminent leap into the higher "communist" stage
by an interposed stage of "gradual improvement of
developed socialism" was a major revision of theory
and policy, which served to cover up the disaster of
Khrushchev's program. At first, the concept of a "developed socialist society" contained proposals for radical reforms: the creation of "a modern industrial, scientific, and technological base"; "first of all an
upswing in agricultural production"; the "utilization of
such categories as profit and material interest"; and
"the transformation of the entire superstructure."48 A
sharp debate began about when Soviet society had
entered the "new historical stage of developed socialism," for which different names and definitions—

* ' " L I. Brezhnev's Report on Behalf of the Central Committee to the 24th CPSU
Congress, March 30, 1971," in XXIV s'yezd KPSS, stenograficheskiy otchet [The
24th CPSU Congress: Stenographic Report), Moscow, Politizdat, 1971, Vol. 1, p. 79.
d8

Fedor Burlatskiy, "On Constructing a Developed Socialist Society," Pravda,

Dec. 21, 1967, p. 4.

The rostrum at the 22nd CPSU Congress in October 1961, which formally adopted the new Party Program; in
the first row, from left to right, Leonid Brezhnev, First Secretary Nikita Khrushchev, Frol' Kozlov, and Mikhail
Suslov.
- T A S S from SOVFOTO.
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"mature socialism," "real existing socialism," and "integral socialism"—were offered.49
The originally reformist intentions of this concept
were soon forgotten and a conservative, status-quo
orientation prevailed instead. The main characteristics
of "developed socialism" were defined by Brezhnev as
"the organic integrity and dynamism of the social system, its political stability and its internal unity." These
were to be realized and improved through "the steady
growth of the party's leading role," the progressive
"socialization of the economy," the "homogenization
of society," the "further increase of the country's economic might," the "strengthening of our glorious
Armed Forces," and the "enlarging of the influence of
the USSR on world developments."50 Consequently,
the new concept became the justification for Brezhnev's policy of stabilization and for Soviet expansionism during the 1970's. Its theoretical sterility had produced an ideological torpor even before stagnation
seized the economy and the entire social fabric.51 At
the beginning of the 1980's, the "scientific calculations" outlined in the party program had definitely
proven false, the real output of the Soviet economy
was way down from the set plan-targets, and the "inevitable collapse of capitalism," foreseen in 1961, had
not taken place. The 26th CPSU Congress in 1981 decided "to introduce necessary changes and additions
into the existing program" and to prepare a new version for the next party congress in 1986.52
This task was taken energetically in hand by
Andropov after he became party chief. In typical
Orwellian "doublethink" he maintained at the CC plenum in June 1983: "The Party Program now in effect
correctly defines on the whole the laws governing
world social development, and the aims and basic
tasks of the struggle waged by the Party and Soviet
people for communism. Its fundamental principles
have been corroborated by the realities of life. Much
of what is recorded in the Program has already been
fulfilled." 53 But at the same time he pointed to the
"Kosolapov, "Contributions of the 24th, 25th and 26th CPSU Congresses to the
Elaboration of the Theoretical and Political Problems of Developed Socialism and the
Transition to Communism," Kommunist, No. 5, 1982, pp. 54-67; and the editorial
"The Activity of the CPSU in Building Developed Socialism in the 1960's," Voprosy
Istorii (Moscow), No. 4, 1984, pp. 3-14.
"Brezhnev, Leninskim kursom [On a Leninist Course], Moscow, Izdatel'stvo
Politicheskoy Literatury, Vol. 2, 1970, pp. 101 and 129ff.; and Vol. 6, 1978, p. 293.
st
The "ideological counterreformation" during Brezhnev's era was analyzed by
Helmut Dahm, "Marx-Lenin-Andropov: A Report on the Ideological Situation after the
Leadership Change in Moscow," Berichte des Bundesinstituts fur
ostwissenschaftliche und Internationale Studien (Cologne), No. 32, 1983.

fundamental defects in this program and exposed the
reasons for its failure: "Some of its provisions—this
must be stated frankly—have not stood the test of
time in full measure, since they contain elements divorced from realities, anticipation of events, and
unwarranted specification of details." Andropov also
sketched the areas that needed further elaboration in
the new program. They seemingly encompass all activities of the CPSU. He called first for a "deep theoretical analysis" of the changes in the past two decades and a "realistic analysis of the existing
situation." In this context Andropov made this frank
and sensational admission:
We have not yet studied properly the society in which
we live and work, and have not yet fully revealed the
laws governing its development, particularly economic
ones."
Andropov deplored that the supposedly omniscient
leaders of the CPSU "have to act at times empirically,
so to speak, by the quite irrational trial-and-error
method."55 The disaster with the party program and
Andropov's frank admission that Marxist-Leninist
theory was unable to come to grips with modern times
revealed as never before the antagonism between the
pretensions of theory and the reality of the Soviet system. Apparently, Soviet ideology, which already has
lost much credibility inside and outside the communist movement, no longer serves as the unshakeable
"fundament of fundaments" for the CPSU and as infallible guidance for Kremlin leaders. Undoubtedly,
they remember Lenin's warning that "the absence of
theory deprives a revolutionary trend of the right to existence and inevitably condemns it, sooner or later, to
political bankruptcy."56

Complexities of Contradictions
Soviet leaders have begun to say openly that everything in their system is becoming more complex and
complicated. They cannot evade the fact that real socialism in the early 1980's was confronted with "objectively determined difficulties" in the Soviet Union
and other socialist countries—for example, economic
stagnation, growing social tensions, and escalating
worker unrest. Party theorists began to argue against

" I b i d . , Nov. 23, 1982.
" I b i d . , June 16, 1983.

"Brezhnev, "Report of the Central Committee to the 26th CPSU Congress," XXVI
s'yezd KPSS. stenograficheskiy otche't [The 26th CPSU Congress: Stenographic
Report], Moscow, Politizdat, 1981, Vol. 1, p. 376.
"Pravda,

56
Lenin, Sochineniya, Vol. 5, p. 147. This warning was quoted by Chernenko in
Kommunist, No. 6, 1982, p. 26.

June 16, 1983.
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a too simplistic interpretation of history and to warn foresaw a "perceptibly slower pace of socioeconomic
"that ideas about the development of the new system development in the socialist countries" that is affected
as a totally unclouded victorious march also cause by "specific historical causes." This slowdown in depalpable damage." This approach toward the "study velopment is accompanied by a "growth of the diffiof the new system's nature" must be overcome, and it culties of the transition to the intensive type of develis necessary to analyze "real socialism in all its com- opment." Novopashin's conclusion is that these
plexity and contradictoriness."57 References to com- problems not only put in doubt the "experience of the
plexity abound in the official pronouncements of re- USSR" as a world model, but diminish as well the "incent years. Brezhnev had complained at the 26th fluence of real socialism on the world revolutionary
party congress in 1981 that "the path of social prog- process" that, in any case, has become "a complex,
ress is difficult and sometimes painful" and that the multifaceted phenomenon constituting a mixture of
degree of complexity of many questions studied by the positive and negative aspects."
Politburo is increasing all the time.58 Andropov spoke
The crucial task for the Soviet leaders is not only to
about "the complex process of improving developed find solutions for "complexities," as they call them,
socialism,"59 and Chernenko about "the increase in but above all to understand their causes and to exscale and complexity of the task of communist build- plain them within the framework of Marxist-Leninist
ing."60 The resolution of the CC plenum in June 1983 theory. After more than six decades of Soviet rule it is
pointed to the "enormously complicated problems of no longer convincing to explain "negative phenomsocial development."61 Not only are "complex proc- ena" as "relics of the past," "vestiges of capitalism,"
esses" taking place in the "socialist world," but to- or "imperialist aggression." Andropov had brushed
day's international situation is also of a "complex these obsolete explanations aside with the remark:
nature."62
"Whether these phenomena have been a continuation
of
past practices, or whether they are brought upon us
Party ideologists began to explain that "in the
from
abroad," the important task is "the overcoming
1970's social development became essentially more
of
contradictions
and difficulties" in a "most complex
complicated, ... phenomena and problems appeared
66
process."
Nor
can
the complex problems be attribthat deviate from accustomed practice and often are
63
uted
only
to
"subjective
mistakes" of this ministry or
totally new." Chernenko mentioned "that the scienthat
functionary.
Indeed,
in order to understand the
tific and technical revolution, the increased complexproblems,
party
theorists
have introduced a distincity of the fuel and energy, raw material, and certain
tion
between
those
"errors
and difficulties" that could
other conditions of the functioning of the national
have
been
prevented
or
corrected
"given a more coneconomy, and the worsened population problems are
sistent
pursuit
of
Marxist-Leninist
policy" and those
having an increasingly tangible influence on the de64
that
were
"inevitable"
because
"the
new is always asvelopment of our society." What complicates the
serted
in
a
strenuous
struggle
against
the old as a rebuilding of socialism and communism, according to
sult
of
the
interaction
and
antagonism
of various
Yuriy Novopashin, sector chief in the Institute of the
67
trends
of
social
development."
Economy of the World Socialist System, is that "real
When communist leaders and ideologists start to
socialism includes not only those trends that promote
its progress, but also those that impede its progress, talk about "antagonism" and "contradiction," as they
in particular either an unjustified jumping the gun, or, did in recent years, then the situation is really serious.
on the contrary, the conservation of some forms of
"Kommunist, No. 6, 1982, p. 29.
sociopolitical and socioeconomic life that no longer
"Novopashin, loc. cit., p. 4. He lists the following "specific historical causes" for
accord with the level of development attained."65 He
the slowdown of progress:

"Yuriy S. Novopashin, "The Influence of Real Socialism on the World
Revolutionary Process: Methodological Aspects," Voprosy Filosofii, No. 8, 1982,
pp. 3-16.
"Brezhnev, "Report of the Central Committee to the 26th CPSU Congress,"
pp. 88 and 98.
"Pravda,

Apr. 23, 1982.

'"Chernenko, "The Vanguard Role of the Party of Communists: Important Condition
for its Growth—On the Unity of Ideological and Organizational Work," Kommunist,
No. 6, 1982, p. 29.
"Pravda, June 16, 1983.

• the inefficient flexibility of national systems of planning and economic
management, including systems concerned with the introduction of the
achievements of scientific and technical progress into production;
• the fall in return on capital and the increase in incompleted

construction;

• the slowing in the growth of labor productivity and the growing manpower
shortage;
• the tense situation with the fuel and metal balance;
• shortage of certain food and consumer goods and frequent low quality of such
goods;
• the rate of growth in the people's well-being has fallen somewhat.

"Novoye vremya (Moscow), No. 11, 1984, p. 5.
"Petr Fedoseyev, "The Dialectics of Social Life," Problemy Mira i Sotsializma
(Moscow), No. 9, 1981, pp. 28ff.

"Pravda,

Apr. 23, 1982.

"Novopashin, loc. cit., p. 4.
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For Marx, "antagonisms and contradictions" were the
"fountain of all dialectics" and the motive force of nature and history. They alone produce progress, are the
source of all class struggles in history, and are "at the
same time the formative element of a new and revolutionary moment in the old society."68 In the effort to
erect in backward Russia the first "socialist society,"
Marxist theory had to resolve how to generate progress without incurring the negative consequences of
"contradictions," such as class struggles. Lenin found
a simple solution by distinguishing between "antagonisms" and "contradictions," of which "the former disappear, and the latter will remain under socialism."69
Stalin evolved this notion in the 1930's into the theory
of "antagonistic and nonantagonistic contradictions,"
which remains part of Soviet ideology up to today. According to this distinction, "antagonistic contradictions exist between social groups or classes whose
fundamental interests are mutually exclusive," as between workers and capitalists, and they vanish only as
a "result of the socialist revolution." On the other
hand, "nonantagonistic contradictions" exist in a society "in which the fundamental interests of classes
and social groups coincide," that is, in a "socialist society" where contradictions can be resolved "through
common efforts of the friendly classes and all social
strata under the leadership of a Marxist-Leninist
party."70 In the early 1980's it became, according to
Chernenko, a "question of paramount theoretical and
practical significance" to study "the nature and types
of contradictions characteristic of the contemporary
stage of the Soviet society's development and the objective and subjective factors that cause them." 71
Chernenko's call generated a broad discussion of
"contradictions," started by Vadim Semenov, editorin-chief of Voprosy Filosofii, in which different opinions clashed and various typologies and rankings of
"fundamental," "main," and "dominant" contradictions were presented.72 While Soviet leaders and party
theorists agreed that an exact understanding of "contradictions" is the precondition for their solution, they
••Karl Marx, Das Kapital, Vol. 1, 1951, pp. 626 and 529.
e9

Leninskiy sbornik [Lenin Reader], Moscow and Leningrad, Institut Lenina pri
Ts.K.V.P.(b), 1929, Vol. 11, p. 357.
T0

Osnovy marksizma-leninizma,

pp. 90ff.

"Kommunist, No. 6, 1982, p. 30. Chernenko redefined this task at the CC plenum
in June 1983 and limited its scope: "What is needed today is an all-round study of
the nonantagonistic contradictions inherent in mature socialism, of the specific
aspects of resolving them in conditions of strengthening the social, political, and
ideological unity of Soviet society. Here, just as in any social organism, a struggle
between the new and the old is taking place, and not only creative but also negative
tendencies exist. These, for example, include parochialism and the narrow
compartmentalized approach, bureaucratism, and conservatism. The cause of these
and other such phenomena must be revealed, and means of overcoming them
found." Pravda, June 15, 1983.

Vadim Semenov, editor-in-chief of Voprosy Filosofii.
—Zhurnalist

(Moscow), April 197S, p. 14.

have limited themselves so far to more or less abstract
definitions and comparisons. This cautious and scholastic approach was criticized by Anatoliy Butenko,
chief of a sector of the USSR Academy of Sciences's
Institute of the Economy of the World Socialist System,
who called for "a more flexible approach than before"
and presented a much more realistic dialectical interpretation of "contradictions."73 He refuted the "theory
of conflictlessness," which assumes that socialism develops free not only of antagonisms but of contradictions as well, and confirmed "that the number of real
T
*V. S. Semenov, "Problems of Contradictions in Socialism," Voprosy Filosofii,
No. 7, 1982, pp. 17-32, and No. 9, 1982, pp. 3 - 2 1 . Semenov distinguished
between "horizontal contradictions," i.e., between productive forces and production
relations, and "vertical contradictions," i.e., between industry and agriculture. He
elaborated this typology in a second article, "Toward the Theoretical Deepening and
Concretization of the Analysis of Developed Socialism," ibid., No. 2, 1984,
pp. 130-40, in which he distinguished among "fundamental," "main," and
"dominant" contradictions. A summary of the theoretical discussion about
"contradictions" was published in ibid., No. 2, 1984, pp. 116-23.

" A . P. Butenko, "Contradictions of the Development of Socialism as a Social
System," Voprosy Filosofii, No. 10, 1982, pp. 16-29. He elaborated his views in a
second article, "Once More About the Contradictions of Socialism," ibid., No. 2,
1984, pp. 124-29, in which he reviewed the discussion and criticized the position
taken by V. S. Semenov in the same journal.
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existing contradictions cannot even approximately be
estimated." According to Butenko, the difficulty with
an analysis of "contradictions in socialism" is that it
touches "the interests of the most different groups,"
hinting at the politically dangerous ground into which
such an analysis may lead. Moreover, he pointed out,
a "primitive, philistine idea about contradictions as
something 'abnormal' and 'unnatural' to socialism"
still prevails in public opinion.
The debate gave rise to different and contradictory
definitions as to what constitutes the fundamental
contradiction of a particular socioeconomic formation
that "expresses its essence, reveals the decisive internal source for the development of this formation," and
"forms the foundation on which all other contradictions rest."74 This is, for most theorists, "the contradiction between the growing productive forces of society and the real existing system of socialist production
relations."75 Others differ with this definition and identify "the contradiction between the limited production
potential and the society's growing requirements" as
the "basic" one.76 There exists, according to this definition, only one fundamental contradiction in the
"base" of each society, but in it may appear several
main contradictions related to the specific stages of
social development. For example, there is the contradiction between the equal relationship of working people to the means of production and to socialist property that has been achieved and secured and the
unequal method of distribution according to labor,
and not according to need, which persists due to the
inadequate level of development of production
forces.77 Whatever the utility of these scholastic exercises, at least the enumeration of the so-called dominant contradictions, which, according to Semenov,
are "the most pressing, urgent, and decisive for
ensuring the socialist society's progress," provides a
comprehensive catalogue of the unresolved problems
with which the Soviet system is faced. For example:

"Semenov, in ibid., No. 2, 1984, p. 134. Semgnov, like other ideologists,
illustrates the theory of contradictions with a dogmatic Marxist interpretation of
capitalist society: "In capitalist society the fundamental contradiction acts as an
antagonistic contradiction between the specific social nature of production and
production forces on the one hand, and private property, capitalist form of
ownership, and production relations on the other. Under socialist conditions, this
basic contradiction is qualitatively entirely different in its special structural nature,
but exists within the same sphere of social existence: it is a nonantagonistic
contradiction between the specific social nature of production and production forces
on the one hand, the concrete social forms (or form) of socialist ownership and
production relations on the other."

• the objective demands in the conditions of mature socialism of comprehensive, integrated, balanced
social development on the one hand and, on the
other, certain phenomena and trends of unhealthy,
disproportionate development that persists in actual
practice;
• the existing extensive development and the objectively necessary intensive path of development;
• production and the system of economic machinery, planning, and management;
• the levels of development in industry and in
agriculture;
• production and consumption;
• the development of centralization and the development of democratic principles;
• general and private interests;
• positive and negative social phenomena.76
These "contradictions" are said to be of a systemic,
"essentially and properly socialist nature" and therefore "nonantagonistic." In reality they are contradictions between theory and practice, between the pretensions of a functioning and successful "real
socialism" and the true situation within the Soviet
Union. Together they provide a picture of a deep crisis, of which the origins and solutions are in dispute
under the cover of a discussion about "contradictions."
In the theoretical discussion about "contradictions," two differing schools of thought emerged. One
group of ideologists followed, supported, and elaborated Andropov's dictum that "in socialist society ...
antagonisms do not arise."79 According to this view, in
conditions of "developed socialism" only "nonantagonistic contradictions" appear. For the other group of
theoretists, e.g., the prominent party philosopher Petr
Fedoseyev, it is a "methodological simplification" to
maintain that in a socialist society "all contradictions
always and under all circumstances are only nonantagonistic."80 Indeed, Fedoseyev did not rule out that
"under special conditions—as a consequence of major and persistent mistakes in the organization of economic construction and cultural development, and in
leading social affairs—nonantagonistic contradictions
may acquire the features of antagonistic contradictions." Similarly, Vadim Semenov spoke about "the
growing of nonantagonistic contradictions into antagonistic contradictions."81 Yet all theorists maintained
that "contradictions in socialism" are "fundamentally

" I b i d . , No. 10, 1982, p. 2 1 .
" Y u . K. Pletnikov, "The Specifics of the Law of Development of Socialist Society,"
ibid., No. 2, 1980, pp. 16-27.
"Semenov, in ibid., No. 2, 1984, pp. 134ff.

'•Pravda. Apr. 23, 1982.
"Fedoseyev, loc. cit.. pp. 28ff.
"Semenov, in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 9, 1982, pp. 13ff.

" I b i d . , pp. 130ff.
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damental contradiction," i.e., "the correlation between productive forces and production relations" the
"source of all economic, social, political and ideological problems of socialism."86 To prevent or resolve
these problems, according to Butenko, "each essential step in the development of the productive forces of
socialism requires corrections, an improvement of the
whole real system of socialist production relations,"
because "when adequate changes in this sphere do
not take place, it will without fail brake the development of the productive forces and slow down the
tempo of economic growth." In his opinion, the "dynamic character of needs and interests of men, and
the growth of their education, culture, and political
consciousness" necessitate improvement in the political organization and economic system of society. Otherwise the "conservation of obsolete mechanisms"
produces "a growth of the disproportion of the two
sides of the fundamental contradiction" and leads, as
happened frequently in recent years in some socialist
countries, to a "muddling through" (probuksovka) of
the administrative machines" and to increasing "political tensions."
The contention that "contradictions in socialism"
are different from those in all other societies is more
difficult to prove. Soviet ideologists perform amazing
intellectual gyrations to explain that the existing problems and difficulties are "alien to socialism" and to
evade the possibility that they are the product of the
socialist system itself. They invoke the old bugbears of
"objective" and "subjective" factors and "external"
and "internal" influences. The ills in Soviet society are
due to "violations of the objective laws of socialist development," "great subjective mistakes in the leadership," "temporary confusion and wavering, ambivalent attitudes by certain segments of the socialist
workers, their growing passivity, isolation and deviating activity," or "disruptive tendencies in the ranks of
a communist party."87 However, what brings on these
"external factors" remains obscure. For example,
Vadim Semenov distinguishes between "substantial
contradictions," which are "the inner source of progressive social development," and "nonsubstantial
contradictions," which are "incidental, nonessential
and avoidable." Anatoliy Yegorov, director of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism, identifies "dialectical con-

different from the antagonisms of bourgeois society
and are soluble."82 This does not answer the fundamental question rhetorically asked by Kosolapov: "But
does the new society not experience acute conflicts
and open clashes? Why?"83
All ideologists agree that one of the most important
sources of contradictions within socialist societies is
"the main antagonism in today's world between socialism and capitalism," and the struggle between
them. This "antagonism" affects the development of
socialist countries as an "external factor," either as
the source of their problems (produced by "external
influences from imperialism, which strives to undermine the foundation of socialism, to turn nonantagonistic contradictions present within socialist society into
antagonistic ones, and to provoke crisis situations or
even 'deformations' in its economic base and superstructure"84) or as a "stimulus for the growth of socialism's productive forces through economic competition
with the capitalist countries" in connection with "the
necessity to safeguard the security of the Soviet
Union."85 Some theorists, however, locate in the "fun-

"Chernenko, in Kommunist, No. 6, 1982, p. 30.
"Kosolapov, in Pravda, Mar. 4, 1982.
"A.G. Yegorov, "Leninism —Marxism of Our Era, the Great Science of Winning,"
Voprosy Istorii KPSS (Moscow), No. 4, 1984, pp. 147ff.

Anatoliy Yegorov, director of the Institute of
Marxism-Leninism.

8S
M. N. Gretskiy, "The Logical and the Historical in Marx's Teaching about Social
Development," Filosofskiye nauki (Moscow), No. 2, 1983, p. 17.

—Deputy verkhovnogo soveta SSSR: Desyatyy sosyv (Deputies of
the USSR Supreme Soviet: 10th Convocation), Moscow, 1974, p. 152.

"Butenko, in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 10, 1982, pp. 21ff.
"Semenov, in ibid., No. 9, 1982, pp. 13ff.
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tradictions" as "inherently characteristic of socialist
society," but calls it a mistake "to pass off all shortcomings as being dialectical contradictions."88
Richard Kosolapov's slightly different approach
consists of asking "what actual contradictions are
alien to or, conversely, inherent in socialism as an
organic entity"—an important theoretical question.89
He criticizes the view that "social antagonism" should
be considered possible even in "socialism" and denounces it as a "poor assessment of MarxismLeninism" that has "little connection with reality." He
is convinced that "after the complete victory of socialism," class and national antagonisms become obsolete and "contradictions" acquire a "nonantagonistic
nature" because "now they are not the expression of
the struggle of one class against another or of hostility
between nations." Nonetheless, these "nonantagonistic contradictions" are, according to
Kosolapov, "evidence either of differences between
individuals or the counterposition of the selfish interests of an individual or group of individuals to the interests of society as a whole," and he distinguishes
between "social antagonism, which has no place under socialism," and "individual antagonism, which will
still occur for a long time to come." Kosolapov does
not deny that in a "developed socialist society ... phenomena diametrically opposed to communist morality" may grow spontaneously, for example, "pilferers
and bribetakers, speculators and scroungers, drifters
and parasites." These "social spongers" are for him
as dangerous as "class enemies," because "wherever
they are able to install themselves they make holes,
like moths, in the fabric of socialist social relations
and try to weave a web of anticollectivist ties and draw
other people into their web"—these are "the individual carriers of the germ of antagonism."
Butenko challenged Kosolapov's explanation of
these "complex processes" as being a "residual antagonism" and instead searched for "contradictions
generated by the development of the new system itself," what Lenin called "contradictions in the very essence of subjects."90 In this analysis Butenko went
further than other party theorists by pointing to "the
interconnections between contradictions and interests." It is obvious to him that "contradictions in socialist life" can only mean "the interaction between
living individuals and social groups with specific interests." Speaking about "bureaucratism, formalism,

88

A. G. Yegorov, "About Socialist, Communist Progress in the Present Stage of

Development of Soviet Society," Voprosy Istorii KPSS, No. 1, 1984, p. 20.
"Kosolapov, in Pravda, Mar. 4, 1983, p. 20.
""Butenko, in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 2, 1984, pp. 124ff.

conservatism, localist trends, nationalism" and other
"ugly, negative phenomena in society" and their "opposition to socialist development," he said: "We are
dealing not with some featureless excrescences on
the social organism but with entirely real people who
are the bearers of a particular social evil and with their
actions that are harmful to socialism. Who are they,
these bearers of evil, where do they come from?
Which people and which interests?" Butenko agreed
with Andropov's dictum that under "socialism" there
is not and cannot be "antagonism," but he qualified it
in the sense that this is true only "when there is no
possibility of nonantagonistic contradictions developing in such a way that the interests of the social
groups and social forces behind these contradictions
deviate increasingly from the original situation."
To illustrate this point and to prove that in "real socialism" a development is possible "where there is a
very profound change in the initial interests of social
forces," Butenko used the supposedly hypothetical
scenario—is it only a hypothetical one?—about "the
problems of managers and managed under socialism." Their interests are in "nonantagonistic contradiction" as long as the interests of both sides "remain
within the framework of broadly coinciding fundamental interests." But this is not the only kind of development possible. If managers "lose contact with the
managed, if they begin to use their position to implement their own selfish group interests at the expense
of public interests and the working people's interests,"
then these interests become "mutually exclusive interests that acquire in this regard the nature of an antagonistic contradiction." This is neither a "vestige of
capitalism" nor "residual antagonism." To show that
this scenario is not pure speculation, he recalls that
"the experience of real socialism confirms not only the
possibility but also the reality of this backward, regressive evolution."91 Diagnosing a "change in the nature
of the contradiction itself," in the relationship between
"managers" and "managed," Butenko understandably evades the logical consequences of such a "very
profound change," that, of course, would affect not

"Butenko covered himself against attacks by declaring that he does not like to
speak about a "direct transformation, under socialism, of certain nonantagonistic
contradictions into antagonisms" because of the inadequate studies of these
problems. Therefore, "if we are talking about the type of contradictions possible
under socialism, it is essential also to analyze processes where there is not only an
aggravation of a contradiction, but also a change in the essence of the interests of
the forces on either side of the contradiction and therefore a change in the nature of
the contradiction itself." In any case, with his scenario of a real qualitative "change"
in the nature of a contradiction, Butenko goes further than Fedoseyev, who had
conceded that "nonantagonistic contradictions may acquire the features of
antagonistic contradictions," or Seme'nov, who had spoken about their "growing
into" one another.
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Production work in 1980 at a textile mill in Frunze, Kirghizia.
—Martine FrancK/MAGNUM.

only the pretension of a "leading role of the working
class in the socialist society." It would also signify in
classical Marxist terms the "exploitation of the managed," the reemergence of class struggle, and the
possibility of a "revolutionary situation" within developed socialism.
It is not surprising that Butenko's scenario of the
"objective possibility" of Burnham's "managerial revolution"92 in the Soviet Union was vehemently attacked
in a subsequent editorial of Kommunist, which summarized the debate among Soviet social scientists, but
did not mention individual participants.93 The editorial
refuted "irresponsible assertions that it was supposedly possible for the working class to lose its role as
the vanguard of revolution during periods when reactionaries temporarily gained the offensive." In it,
"snobbish reasonings that the contemporary working
class in the USSR was 'unprepared' to fulfill its leading role in developed socialist society" were criticized.
In this context the party journal also attacked "attempts by Marxist renegades at falsely invoking the
social consequences of the scientific-technical revolution and thereby presenting not the working class but
rather the intelligentsia of the contemporary capitalist
world as the era's dominant social factor disregarding

this intelligentsia's deep internal differentiation and,
what is more, emphasizing the upper stratum of the
ruling monopoly that was bourgeois by its social function as well as by its position and its views."
Here, no doubt, some of the hidden background of
the theoretical discussion comes out, namely, the apprehension that with the progress of the scientifictechnical revolution new "contradictions" in "developed socialism" may appear, and the "intelligentsia"
may become the "dominant social factor" and realize
its interests. No wonder that Chernenko complained
that "the scientific-technical revolution is constantly
giving rise to new, far from simple problems and frequently complicates the control of social processes."94
Behind this theoretical dispute about "contradictions," which is evolving into the most important ideological contest in years, there are apparently hidden
basic power interests. It was probably not primarily
the Polish crisis, but the internal situation in the Soviet

"James Burnham, The Managerial Revolution, Westport, CT, Greenwood Press,
1972.
"Editorial: "More Alive than All the Living," Kommunist, No. 6, 1984, p. 6.
**Chernenko, "Leninist Strategy of Leadership: On Certain Questions of the Party's
Activity Under Conditions of Developed Socialism," Kommunist, No. 13, 1983, p. 8.
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Union and the beginning of the power struggle for
Brezhnev's succession that gave the question of "contradictions" in 1981 and 1982 topicality and urgency.95 The debate seems to mirror different views in
the party elite about the nature of the existing problems, about the necessity for change and innovations,
about the scope of economic and administrative reforms, and about the need to make concessions to the
population. This dispute became muted during the
rule of Andropov and was revived around the time of
Chernenko's succession at the beginning of 1984. At
the bottom of this abstract contention is the vital
question about the future of the Soviet system. The
different interpretations of "contradictions" offer different ways and means to resolve problems.
The Soviet leaders have tried to keep this debate
under control and to direct attention toward "the correct use of contradictions in socialism as a source and
stimulus for its forward development."96 They want to
defuse the "dialectical dynamite" contained in the
revelations of all the "negative phenomena" within
"developed socialism"; in the conclusion that "mistakes in the leadership" and "alienation" between the
party and the masses are the source of "contradictions"; in the realization that different groups and interests have appeared in Soviet society; and in the
scenario of a possible "managerial revolution" in the
Soviet Union. They have immense difficulty in understanding a totally new situation (in essence, "standing
Marxism on its head"), judiciously explained by
Seweryn Bialer: "For many decades the political 'superstructure' has shaped the socio-economic 'base' in
the Soviet Union. Now the time has come for the
'base' to take its revenge on the 'superstructure'!"97
"See Elizabeth Teague, "Signs of Rivalry between Andropov and Chernenko,"
Radio Liberty Research (Munich), RL 214/82, May 25, 1982; Ernst Kux, "Movement
around Brezhnev," Neue lurcher Zeitung (hereafter NZZ), Mar. 12, 1982; idem,
"Chernenko—Brezhnev's Crown Prince," NZZ, Apr. 10/11, 1982; idem, "Andropov
on Socialism and Peace," NZZ, Apr. 29, 1982; idem, "Andropov's Rise," NZZ, May
26, 1982; and idem, "Shifts in Soviet Leadership," Swiss Review of World Affairs
(Zurich), July 1982.
"Andropov, in Kommunist, No. 3, 1983, p. 2 1 . Such a "positive" evaluation and
utilization of "contradictions" was demanded by Fedoseyev, and by L. F. H'ichev,
"Some Methodological Problems of Historical Materialism," Voprosy Filosofii, No. 6,
1984, pp. 11 and 2 1 ; Fedor Burlatskiy, "Improvement of Developed Socialism—An
Important Stage on the Way to Communism," Voprosy Filosofii, No. 6, 1984,
pp. 23-39, 33.
"Seweryn Bialer and Joan Afferica, "Andropov's Burden; Socialist Stagnation and
Communist Encirclement," Adelphi Papers (London), No. 189, IISS Annual
Conference Papers, p. 13. This relationship, pointed out by Bialer, poses great
problems for Soviet theorists. Anatoliy Butenko, for instance, in Voprosy Filosofii,
No. 10, 1982, pp. 20ff., argued against the view, prevalent in popular publications,
"that socialist production relations were running ahead of the development of
productive forces, and this excludes their contradiction." He calls such "an idea
about socialist production relations something like 'buying a suit so as to allow for
growing,1 a kind of incubator for the development of productive forces," totally
unsustainable. He quotes as proof Marx's "Preface" to A Critique of Political

Talk about the "contradiction between the old and the
new" cannot obscure the fact that the "superstructure" of the Soviet system no longer matches the
socioeconomic "base," and that both are growing farther apart. The refusal even to entertain the notion of
"antagonism" regarding the fundamental "contradiction between productive forces and production relations" reveals the insecurity of present Soviet leaders
and their hidden fears that "developed socialism"
may contain or produce forces they will not be able
to control.
The crux of the discussion about "contradictions"
lies in the evasion or negation of the ultimate consequence of the "fundamental contradiction," namely,
that it may produce also in a "socialist society," as in
bourgeois society, antagonism, crises, a new class
struggle, or even a "revolutionary situation." According to the Marxist dialectic of history the contradiction
between the "base" and the "superstructure" is the
fundamental antagonism and the motive force of all
social change, as Marx had stated again and again:
All collisions in history have in our opinion their origin
in the contradiction between the productive forces
and the forms of intercourse
This contradiction
between the productive forces and the form of intercourse ... everytime had to explode in a revolution.98
Marx also offered the following prognosis: "Only in
an order of things in which there are no classes and
class antagonisms will social evolutions cease to be
political revolutions."99 Nobody maintains that the Soviet Union has already reached the state of "classless
society" or that there are no contradictions, problems,
Economy: "new, higher relations of production never appear before the material
conditions of their existence have matured" — but he omits the ending of Marx's
sentence that went as follows " . . . matured in the womb of the old society itself."
"Marx and Engels, "German Ideology," MEGA, Vol. 5, Part 1, p. 63. Marx
repeated this central thesis of his dialectic of history and theory of revolution later in
"Preface" to A Critique of Political Economy: "At a certain stage of their
development, the material productive forces of society come in conflict with the
existing relations of production.... From forms of development of the productive
forces these relations turn into fetters. This begins an epoch of social revolution."
MEGA, Vol. 2, Part 2, pp. lOOff; compare also "The Class Struggles in France, 1848
to 1850," pp. 466ff, and Das Kapital, Vol. 1, pp. 514 and 529.
In Marx's view, crises and revolutions were produced by the "universal
development of the productive forces" (which today would include communications
and science) as the "precondition for new production forms," and accordingly "all
hitherto existing societies perished through the development of wealth, or, what is
the same, of the social productive forces." See "Outline of a Critique of Political
Economy," MEGA, Vol. 1, Part 2, p. 438. Crises were always produced by
"overproduction" and an "abundance of wealth." On the other hand, according to
Marx, improvement of the economy and increase of production can prevent the
exacerbation of crises and the outbreak of revolution. For an interpretation of Marx's
revolutionary theory see Ernst Kux, Karl Marx—Die revolutionSre Konfession [Karl
Marx—A Revolutionary Credo], Zurich, Eugen Rentsch Verlag, 1967.
"Karl Marx, "The Poverty of Philosophy," MEGA, Vol. 6, Part 1, p. 228.
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or tensions. The recent discussions have at least
clarified the alternatives for the Soviet leaders—either
to find solutions for the existing "contradictions" or to
be confronted by crisis and conflicts.

Danger of a "Revolutionary Situation"
The belief of Soviet Marxist-Leninists that "socialism
contains the possibility of a crisisless and progressive
development in an ascending line"100 was shaken
most by the recent events in Poland. It was obvious to
students of history, sociology, and politics that the
Polish developments of 1980 represented a genuine
revolution. They had all the elements and characteristics ascribed in Marxist-Leninist texts to a "proletarian
revolution." The workers in Gdansk acted exactly like
the Paris Commune, as reported by Karl Marx in The
Civil War in France. There are striking similarities between the decadence of the French Republic in 1871
and the rottenness of the Polish People's Republic in
1980; between the "Commune" and "Solidarity" as
organizations of "free and associated labor"; and between the crushing of both. The spontaneous rising of
Solidarity is labelled by orthodox party leaders and
ideologists as a "counterrevolution" supported by "international imperialism" able to utilize the "mistakes
of the former party leadership"—the same explanation that had been used for the revolutions in Hungary
and Czechoslovakia. The only difference is that the
Polish workers were not crushed by Soviet tanks, but
by a coup d'etat of Polish "Bonapartists" under the
leadership of General Jaruzelski who, by the introduction of martial law, not only outlawed Solidarity but
also usurped the power of the Polish party. The perversion of the revolution by "Bonapartism"—defined
by Lenin as "acquiring power by formally legal means,
but actually in defiance of the will of the people (or of
the party)," and as "state power which leans on the
military clique (on the worst elements of the army) for
support"101—became a reality in Poland. The impact
of both revolution and "Bonapartism" on the "socialist
world," the international communist movement, and,
last but not least, on Marxist-Leninist theory was tremendous. The Polish crisis developed into "one of the
sharpest ideological conflicts in the world arena,"102
intensified the East-West confrontation, led to a new
10o

Semenov, in Voprosy Fiiosofii, No. 9, 1982, p. 8.

101

quarrel between the Italian and other communist parties with the CPSU, and started the ideological
discussion about "contradictions" in the Soviet Union.
The unexpected outbreak of the Polish crisis in
1980 and the continuing failure to resolve it raised
questions both about its causes and whether similar
developments could occur in other "socialist countries," or even in the Soviet Union itself. In any case, if
"socialist society is a society that knows ... more or
less easily soluble nonantagonistic contradictions," it
can no longer be denied that it is also "a society that
still has not rid itself of acute conflicts and clashes, a
society which can encounter serious collisions."103
How a "deformation of socialism" can develop was
illustrated by Anatoliy Butenko in early 1982 with the
"sorry experiences of Maoist China."104 He took great
trouble to distinguish the "military-bureaucratic degeneration of power" in China from the "distortions of
socialism" in Hungary, Czechoslovakia and, recently,
in Poland. His analysis concluded that a "deformation
of socialism" is a "phenomenon alien to its essence"
and a product of the "substitution of the foundation of
socialism and the socialist mechanisms of social development with other foundations and mechanisms."
Such a "deformation" happens when, for instance,
"the ownership of the means of production by all the
people is replaced either by state-bureaucratic property alienated from the workers or by group property
ownership; planning by spontaneity; and democratic
centralism by a bureaucratic centralism or anarchic
decentralization." Another "deformation" appears
"when the mutual relations of managers and managed, that is, the relations downwards and upwards,
are reduced to commanding from above." A similar
damage and "social evil" is produced by attempts "to
replace the workers' own power by the activity of the
state apparatus, in the name of the working people,
but not in their interest." Is not Butenko's "deformation of socialism" descriptive of the Soviet system,
where in reality state-bureaucratic property exists, bureaucratic centralism holds sway, commands come
from above "in the name of the workers, but not in
their interests," as communist critics of this state of
affairs, including Deng Xiaoping in China, Adam
Schaff in Poland, Aleksander Grlickov in Yugoslavia,
and Guiseppe Boffa in Italy have pointed out? Is it not
reasonable to assume that such conditions will inevitably produce some day a political crisis or develop
into a "revolutionary situation" in the Soviet Union?

Lenin, Sochineniya, Vol. 6, p. 298, and Vol. 2 1 , pp. 60ff. "Bonapartism"

expresses the fears and obsessions of communist ieaders that in a revolution not the
proletariat and its avant-garde but the military will gain power or, in established
communist regimes, the party will lose its power to the army.
'"Rusakov, in Kommunist, No. 16, 1982, p. 9 1 .

'"Butenko, in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 2, 1984, p. 126.
""Butenko, "Socialism: Forms and Deformations," Novoye vremya, No. 6,
February 1982, p. 6.
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Richard Kosolapov, editor-in-chief of Kommunist.
—Zhurnalist (Moscow), April 1984, p. 2.

The standard answer of Soviet ideologists is "it cannot happen here." To prove this point, Richard
Kosolapov emphasized, at an ideological conference
in Prague in January 1982, the "great difference that
existed between the Polish socioeconomic and political 'model', which was practiced until 1980, and the
Soviet experience," a difference that, in his opinion, is
not only related to different national levels of economic development, "but to the principles themselves."105 With this differentiation Kosolapov tried
also to refute the argument of Polish social scientists
that Poland was going through a series of "unfinished
crises" since 1948 and that these were produced by
the imposition of the "Soviet model of socialism" on
the country.106 According to Kosolapov, the developments in Poland were a special, singular affair and the

'"Kosolapov, in Kommunist, No. 5, 1982, p. 64. A report about the scientific
conference on the theoretical and methodological problems of developed socialism
in Prague, Jan. 27-28, 1982, was published in ibid., pp. 37ff.
""A.V. Kuznetsov, "On the Theoretical Concepts of a Polish Political Scientist,"
Voprosy Filosofii, No. 12, 1983, p. 26ff., revealed that Jerzy Wiatr was the author of
this argumentation and extended the attack against him, which had been initiated by
Kosolapov.

"fatal consequence" of the "dominant nature of private small-scale farming, the growing indebtedness to
the West, and a growth of consumerist moods." They
were "the result of aggravated contradictions," which
had as one source "the quite unfinished class struggle," and as another "the lack of real prerequisites for
resolving the problem of 'who-whom' (kto-kogo)." The
Polish leaders, in his view, made a fundamental error
"when they proclaimed the slogan of building developed socialism in the 1970's even though Poland was
far from having completed the transitional period."
Kosolapov overlooked the fact that the Polish leaders
had proclaimed "developed socialism" in their country on the example and orders of the Soviet Union,
and he did not explain why Moscow had not warned
its Polish comrades in time against this "error."107
Different conclusions from the Polish crisis were
drawn by Butenko later in 1982 in his analysis of deformations of socialism as well as in his discussion of
contradictions.108 He did agree with the conclusions of
the Polish United Workers' Party Congress of 1981
about the "structural causes" of the crisis, according
to which "the lack of a clear concept for the solution
of contradictions" resulted in "the formation of pressure groups and the deepening of the discrepancies
between the level of productive forces and the economic, social, and political structures." Butenko
quoted the resolution of the congress that said that repeated and unresolved "deformations of the system"
since 1948 arose primarily through "a deficient development of intraparty and general democracy, the excesses of bureaucratic centralism in party, state, and
economy, and the lack of party institutions able to
control the party leadership." Butenko saw this as
proof that "defects in the structures, torpid links, and
non-functioning forms" can appear within "socialism"
and produce a "growing alienation of the working people from these structures." In connection with the latter, Butenko urged that "the demarcation of a justified
protest by the masses from counterrevolution" is of
"principal importance." To do this, he made an interesting distinction between a "political crisis" and a
"socio-political conflict": A "political crisis" manifests
itself "when an important segment of the workers
withdraws its support for the ruling political organizations (party and state), rejects in one form or another

1or
E.g., Burlatskiy stated as a fact that in all East European socialist countries, "the
period of the transition from capitalism to socialism either is coming to an end or has
been completed." Accordingly, the CP's of these countries "set forth the aim of the
construction of a developed socialist society," which in Eastern Europe as well as in
the Soviet Union will follow the same "general tendencies." Pravda, Dec. 2 1 , 1967.

""Butenko, in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 10, 1982, pp. 16-19.
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Poland's independent trade union Solidarity stages a one-hour strike in October 1980 protesting the government's failure to adhere to conditions of the August 1980 Gdansk Agreement; the signs bear the following
messages: "United We Shall Win," "We Are United," "Solidarity Today, Success Tomorrow," and "We Demand
Punishment for Economic Criminals."
—Alain Keler/SYGMA.

the existing policy, and expresses its disaffection from
it." As a consequence, the political system cannot fulfill its formal function. To a certain degree the discontent of the masses is justified insofar as it is directed
against "errors of policy and deviations from socialist
principles and social justice." One of the forms of
such a crisis is the "socio-political conflict" when the
masses "act openly against the political organization
and its policy." The character of such a conflict depends on its origins, the composition of the participants, and the aims of those "who rise against the existing power." Butenko avoided a more concrete
characterization of such a conflict, but everyone who
has studied Marx and Lenin knows that such an activity by the masses against the existing power creates a
"revolutionary situation."
In response, Kosolapov not only denied again the
possibility of "social antagonisms" in conditions of
"socialism," but also repeated his interpretation "that
in contemporary Poland it is not possible to regard the
tasks of the transition period as being completely re-

solved or Polish society as having fully coped with the
tasks of building socialism."109 Implicit in Kosolapov's
statement was the judgment that the Polish situation
could not occur in the Soviet Union and other socialist
countries that have a nationalized large-scale industry
and a highly mechanized agriculture. The achieved
extent of "integration of the socialist system" serves,
according to the editor-in-chief of Kommunist, as a
"weighty guarantee against the emergence of negative
trends of a critical nature, provided of course that the
machinery of planned management of economic and
social development is functioning normally and the
whipping up of problems long since solved is not
permitted." This qualification of the "guarantee" was
quite remarkable.
Kosolapov's interpretation, which became the
standard one during Andropov's tenure, did not satisfy
Butenko who, at the beginning of 1984, raised the fol-

"Pravda, Mar. 4, 1983.
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lowing question: "Why in Poland now and why only in
Poland?" If "residual social antagonism" and "vestiges of capitalism" are to be regarded as the prime
causes of the crisis, these "objective reasons for antagonistic contradictions" existed in Poland throughout the postwar period and are present in other "socialist countries" as well.110 Butenko defended his
conclusions about the Polish crisis against
Kosolapov's criticism and repeated "that under conditions of socialism ever new contradictions arose and
were aggravated." He again called attention to the
"Program Tenets of the Ninth Extraordinary PZPR
Congress" in which the following "contradictions"
were detailed:
• between the moral fundamentals of socialism and
their frequent violation in practice at various levels of
power and in many social spheres;
• between the persistently proclaimed thesis of the
leading role of the working class and the actual weakening of its influence in social and economic life;
• between the officially proclaimed ideology of social justice and the rapidly increasing discrepancy in
wages and incomes, with a privileged position for
leading cadres of the national economy;
• between word and deed, between the depicting
of reality in the mass media and its real state and public interpretation, which undermined the importance
of basic values and reduced the authority of the party
in the eyes of the public."'
Talk about "vestiges of capitalism," according to
Butenko, "distracts attention from socialist society's
own contradictions and their prompt solutions," misguides practical workers, and is precisely the approach "that could lead to grave social collisions."
Kosolapov's rebuttal came promptly in a lengthy interview in Literaturnaya gazeta."2 For him a greater danger is "an opinion that distorts reality"—which he
sees the concept of "antagonism within socialism" as
doing—and that also "lacks a firm class approach."
The "distortions" by the Polish leaders confirm that
"contradictions" look different in a "society during its
transitional period" than in "an already developed socialist society." Kosolapov agrees with the view that
"obsolete, decrepit social forms" have been generated
by the "new system," insofar as this view guards
against "hasty action, ill-considered abolitions and re-

organizations, and intuitive rather than scientific
decisions."
The dramatic dispute between Butenko and
Kosolapov about the origins of the Polish crisis, the
possibility of its happening in other socialist countries,
and the role of "contradictions," in which other theorists joined, revealed the growing concern about the
present situation and future developments in the Soviet Union and its satellites. It revealed also a basic
quarrel about prevention and resolution of new crises
and about the necessity for reform. If the Polish crisis
was the consequence of a "perpetuation of the private
producer in the socialist system" and that producer's
opposition to the "historically inevitable progressive
advance of large-scale production in general and socialist production in particular"—the orthodox interpretation presented by Kosolapov and others—then it
will remain a unique event. The correct way for solving
or preventing such a crisis is the classical MarxistLeninist method of "a high-level of actual socialization
of labor and production" and the overcoming of existing class distinctions.113 If, on the other hand, the
causes of the Polish crisis were different—if they were
rooted in "the permanent deformation of certain links
of the system" and the "inept solution of the contradictions inherent in socialism"114—then these "negative phenomena" might appear elsewhere and could
produce similar crisis-situations. In that case, an intensive analysis, a "flexible approach," and a careful
handling of "contradictions" would be necessary.
As the "most important method to solve contradictions," Soviet social scientists and economists advocate "reforms carried out by the party in the interests
of society."115 It is not accidental that Lenin's policy
during the Kronstadt Uprising in 1921 is presented as
a historical precedent and model for correct crisis solution, and that his combining of the "crushing of the
counterrevolutionary forces" with the introduction of
the New Economic Policy is praised for its effectiveness.116 For Professor E. A. Ambartsumov, a leading
proponent of economic reforms, the lessons of 1921
"retain their significance until today." He laments that
" 3 Kosolapov, in Kommunist, No. 5, 1982, pp. 56ff. Kosolapov stressed again in
his interview in Literaturnaya gazeta that "boosting productive forces and bringing
them into line with these production relations are the most important thing, . . . the
universal condition for any major social changes, including changes in the way of
life." He argues against other theorists who regard "changes in the way of life" as
most important for historical development. Kosolapov dismisses proposals for
reforms, e.g., "abstract calls for all-around expansion of commodity and monetary
relations" as an "uncautious commodity-money 'romanticism' devoid of the spirit of

""Butenko, in Voprosy Filosotii, No. 2, 1984, p. 127.

dialectics."

"'Ibid.

"'Butenko, in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 2, 1984, p. 127.
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'"Semenov, in ibid., No. 9, 1982, p. 8.

Kosolapov, "By Strength of Reason and Feeling—A Topical Interview,"

Literaturnaya gazeta (Moscow), No. 5, Feb. 1, 1984.

"•Butenko, in Nowye vremya, No. 6, 1982, p. 7.
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no general theory of the causes and solutions of crises
under socialism has yet been developed. In an attempt to do so, he draws parallels between the "sociopolitical crisis" in the Soviet Russia of 1921 and in
Eastern Europe today. He describes crisis as a "process of accumulation and exacerbation of contradictions in all important spheres of the functioning of society," during which "interrelationships among the
improvement of the situation, the raising of hopes, the
sudden change for the worse, the exacerbation of discontent and crisis" occur. As the main causes of crises, whether in 1921 or in 1980, he identifies "the increase in the contrast between the growing demands
of people and a much too slow improvement of living
standards," as well as the "violation of the workers' interests." Ambartsumov advocates an "anticrisis strategy" and a "radical change of the political line, of slogans, work-methods and selection of cadres," similar
to what Lenin had introduced with NEP.117
Unfortunately, it is difficult for an outsider to identify different positions on contradictions and crisissolution with rivaling power interests or specific top
leaders, but such connections certainly exist. It is not
difficult to see that Soviet leaders themselves are be-

coming more concerned with preventing crises than
with building communism. Chernenko was the first to
sound the alarm at the end of 1981, when he began
to stress that without strengthening the leading role of
the party, on the one hand, and without greater regard
for the "unique interests of every class and every stratum in Soviet society" on the other, the Soviet Union
and other "socialist countries" will be fraught with
"the danger of social tension and of political and
socioeconomic crisis"118 and may risk a Polish-style
crisis. For him the "harsh lessons" of the events in
Poland "have shown incontrovertibly that the political

" ' E . A. Ambartsumov, "V. t. Lenin's Analysis of the Origins of the Crisis in the Year
1921 and of Ways To Solve It," Vopwsy Istorii, No. 4, 1984, pp. 15 29.
Ambartsumov, by the way, attacks Kosolapov and others, who see the cause ot the
Polish crisis in the small owners' structure of the Polish village and points to the fact
that the collectivization of agriculture in Czechoslovakia did not prevent the crisis in
1968. This argument seems to be important for Ambartsumov, because in earlier
writings he had proposed an extension of the private sector in Soviet agriculture,
trade, and supply similar to NEP. The great importance of Lenin's works at the end of
his life in 1922-1923 and the change to NEP was stressed also by Burlatskiy, in
Voprosy Filosofii. No. 6, 1984, p. 25.
"•Chernenko, in Kommunist, No. 13, 1981, p. 11. See Marc D. Zlotnik,
"Chernenko's Platform," Problems of Communism (Washington, DC), NovemberDecember 1982, pp. 72ff.

Konstantin Chernenko affixes the Order of Friendship Among Peoples to the banner of the Soviet Writers' Union
during a September 25, 1984, commemoration of the 50th anniversary of the organization, at which the party
leader reaffirmed the principles of "socialist realism" in literature.
—TASS via UPI.
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situation could take on a crisis nature."119 Not without
reason did Chernenko note "that the biggest and most
formidable danger for the party is that of being divorced from the worker and peasant masses." The
communist party's vanguard role, he warned, is not
something "given once for all and guaranteed in advance." Lacking ties to the masses and "deprived of a
nutrient medium," political parties can perish. He
even conjured up the old specter for communist regimes, the "danger of a restoration of capitalism."
Perhaps less alarmist though no less concerned and
frank, Andropov admitted that the USSR has both difficulties and contradictions and warned that if they
are ignored "as a result of such disregard, these contradictions, which are not antagonistic by their nature,
also provoke serious collisions."120 Andropov's statement at the CC plenum in June 1983 was not only a
retrospective evaluation of the Polish crisis, but also a
general warning to avoid "errors" in the future:
In politics one has to pay for one's errors. When the
guiding role of a communist party weakens, there
arises the danger of returning to a bourgeois-reformist
way of development. If a party loses touch with the
people, self-proclaimed contenders for the role of
those who express the interests of the working people
emerge in the ensuing vacuum. If there is no rebuff to
nationalistic sentiments, there arise interstate conflicts, for which, it would seem, there is not even a basis in the socialist world.121
In his last address as general secretary, in December
1983, Andropov warned that "the incomplete satisfaction of the population with goods is a source of negative phenomena" and will entail "discontent among
the population."122 To overcome the existing difficulties and prevent the emergence of new ones, Andropov called for "deep qualitative changes in productive
forces, and corresponding perfection of production relations, ... and changes in the consciousness of the
people, in all forms of social life that we call the superstructure," which, according to Andropov, are now
inevitable, and "there is no way of avoiding it."123
Andropov apparently wanted to start with the
"base" by pushing production, as well as streamlining
political and economic structures, strengthening law
and order, and rejuvenating the cadres. Chernenko,
on the other hand, seems to accord greater attention
to the "superstructure," that is, to the intensification
of ideological work and the "populist" appeal to the
masses, as well as to the improvement of the "socialist way of life." Neither approach is yielding satisfactory results. Year after year, the Soviet leaders com-

Soviet youths have developed a taste for Western-style
dancing and clothing.
—Gamma-Liaison.

plain about the "unsatisfactory plan fulfillment," point
to this or that existing bottleneck, and repeat the formula "much is still to be done," but the Soviet
economy remains an "illusory economy."124 All the efforts to educate and form a "new man" are not able to
eradicate "drunkenness, hooliganism and sponging,
speculation and theft of socialist property, bribetaking and money-grubbing."125 Chernenko is not
alone in worrying about the "belated civic maturity,
political naivete\ and sponging attitudes of certain

'"Chernenko, in Voprosy Istorii KPSS, No. 2, 1982, p. 5.
12o

Andropov, in Kommunist, No. 3, 1983, p. 21.
'"Pravda, June 16, 1983.
' " I b i d . , Dec. 27, 1983.

' " I b i d . , June 16, 1983.
' " I b i d . , Dec. 27, 1983.
'"Chernenko's report to the June 1983 CC plenum, in Pravda, June 15, 1983.
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young people, their unwillingness to work where society needs them today"—reasons for alarm because
today's young generation will have to tackle "the most
complex tasks of the approaching 21st century." Soviet leaders are also confronted with a "new problem"
because "the makeup of social strata and social patterns are changing before our very eyes." This requires them to take into account "the diverse interests
of different groups of the population" in political, economic, and ideological decisions. This development,
together with the unresolved question of nationalism,
disproves the claim of a "progressive homogenization
of society" and the emergence of a "classless society"
in the stage of "developed socialism." In fact, new social strata of better trained workers, specialists, technocrats, sophisticated party intellectuals, and military
elite seem to be articulating their particular group interests even inside the CPSU. Butenko's scenario of a
possible "antagonism" between "managers and managed" might not remain theoretical.
Confronted with "problems from yesterday" and
"new problems" as well, the Soviet leaders are
realizing that changes will be necessary. Yet, they also
fear that such changes may produce greater dangers
for their rule than the ones they want to prevent. What
"guarantee" is there that the CPSU leaders will not repeat the same "errors" they ascribed to Stalin or
Khrushchev, or that they will not misjudge the stage of
"transformation" toward communism and take false
measures? This dilemma becomes even more pressing in view of the present state of the Kremlin leadership. Apart from the inherent weakness of communist
rule in not providing for a legitimate and
institutionalized change of leaders, the deaths of two
old party leaders within a short time and the election
of another gerontocrat have produced an acute crisis
of leadership. The two recent successions revealed
the limitations of the selection process, the deadlock
in decision-making, the misapprehension of the realities in the system and in the world at large. There is
mounting evidence that at least since the beginning of
1982 the members of the Politburo have not seen eye
to eye about the country's situation, about the necessity, the means, and the speed of change, and about
the dangers of a sharpening crisis. At the same time a
change of generations in the party and government is
becoming inevitable. The "contradictions between the
old and the new," which Soviet leaders see and accept as the motive force for the development of socialism, are now working in their midst. The Politburo in
its present composition reminds one of Marx's description of the French "party of order" during the revolution of 1848 as a "collection of old superstitious

invalids and young unbelieving soldiers of fortune."126
In 1923, at the end of his life, Lenin complained
about "our dear bureaucrats'," their "observance of
the forms and ceremonies of administration," and
their "tremendous resistance to the smallest
changes," and came to the conclusion that "all really
great revolutions are born out of the contradictions
between the old, and that which is oriented toward the
consummation of the old, and the totally abstract
striving for the new, which must be so new as not to
contain even a grain of old times."127 As Lenin remarked, to create a "revolutionary situation" it is not
enough "that the lower strata will not," it is necessary
"that the upper strata cannot,"128 or, in other words,
"that the ruling classes pass through a crisis of government."129 Lenin did not exempt his own party and
regime from the rule that a crisis begins "when it is
impossible for the ruling classes to maintain their rule
without any change."130
Analyzing the great crisis for the Bolsheviks in
1921, which nowadays gets so much topical attention
from Soviet theorists, Lenin saw its main source in the
"crisis of the party." "The party is sick" and has
grown "feverish heads," is torn by "differences of
opinion and by budding factionalism
Our state is a
state with bureaucratic excrescences.... The mutual
confidence between the vanguard of the working class
and the masses" is disturbed—and thus threatened
by a "political breakdown."131
Of course, the situation in 1921 was exceptional
and much different from the present one in the Soviet
Union. Nevertheless, this historical lesson puts the
confident assertion of today's Soviet leaders that "it
cannot happen here" into some doubt. From his own
experience Lenin knew how difficult it is to foresee
"the course of development of a political crisis."132 It
would be arrogant to predict outright a degeneration
of the Soviet system, even though there are clear
signs of a growing crisis of leadership, and the "contradictions between promises, words, and scraps of
paper, on the one hand, and acts of reality on the
other"133—for Lenin the manifestation of a "revolutionary situation"—are becoming more evident. No
one has as yet glimpsed in the Soviet Union "the mole
that can work in the earth so fast, that worthy

'"Marx, "Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850," p. 164.
"'Lenin, Sochineniya, Vol. 27, p. 414.
"•Ibid., Vol. 30, p. 227.
"•Ibid., Vol. 25, p. 223.
' " I b i d . , Vol. 18, p. 244.
' " I b i d . , Vol. 26, pp. 87, 235, and 260.
' " I b i d . , Vol. 12, p. 384.
"•Ibid., Vol. 8, p. 367.
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pioneer—the Revolution."134 In spite of all the "social
evils," "negative phenomena," and "contradictions"
that are admitted by the Soviet leaders, there are no
signs of an actual "socio-political conflict" in which
the masses begin to express their discontent, much
less any indication of open action against the existing
order. There appears to be no active "revolutionary organization" that would be able to prepare and take
advantage of a "revolutionary situation." No "revolutionary theory" has been formulated that analyzes
comprehensively the defects of the Soviet system and
offers a convincing alternative to it, although some
dissidents have proposed rational reforms in their
writings, as Andrey Sakharov has, or predicted, like
Andrey Amalrik, the disintegration of the Soviet empire.135 Nevertheless, there exists inside the Soviet
system much potentially explosive material that is officially condoned and even promoted. The writings of
Marx and Lenin can be used as a standard for
measuring "real existing socialism" and its "deformations," as well as a manual on the strategy and tactics
for making revolution.
We do not know which of the agonizing choices the
Soviet leaders will make at this crucial juncture,
whether they will decide on the introduction of reforms that may weaken party rule, on a stupid

13
*Marx, "Speech on the Anniversary of the People's Paper, 14 April 1856,"
Selected Writings, David McLellan, Ed., London, Oxford University Press, 1977,
p. 339.

'"Attempts at a "revolutionary theory" in East European countries were reported
by Helmut Dahm, loc. cit., pp. 7ff. Attacks in Soviet journals against Polish social
scientists demonstrated Soviet anxiety and alarm about independent evaluations of
the crisis situation and East European criticism of the "Soviet model." See, e.g., A. V.
Kuznetsov's attack on Jerzy Wiatr, in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 12, 1983, pp. 26-39;
and V. D. Granov's critique of Adam Schaff, "The 'Civilized Alternative' of A. Schaff,"
ibid.. No. 4, 1984, pp. 126-34.

muddling through by failing to adjust to changing conditions, or on a return to the once efficacious Stalinist
order that could now lead to resistance within the
party as well as among the people. But we do know
that history does not follow a predetermined course,
that "real history includes both slow evolution and
rapid leaps, breaks in continuity."136 Despite claims
by successive Soviet leaders that their system is immune to the cycles of class struggle and revolution,
nevertheless, it appears that developed Soviet socialism has not escaped the logic of history presented in a
dialogue between the rocket builder D-503 and his
seductress I-330 in Zamiatin's WE:
"It is inconceivable! It is absurd! Is it not clear to
you that what you are planning is a revolution? Absurd, because a revolution is impossible! Because
our—/ speak for myself and for you—our revolution
was the last one. No other revolutions may occur.
Everybody knows that."
A mocking, sharp triangle of brows.
"My dear, you are a mathematician, are you not?
More than that, a philosopher-mathematician? Well,
then, name the last number."
"What is ... I ... I cannot understand, which last?"
"The last one, the highest, the largest."
"But 1-330, that's absurd! Since the number of
numbers is infinite, how can there be a last one?"
"And why then do you think there is a last revolution ... their number is infinite . . . . The 'last one' is a
child's story ... ,"137
136

Lenin, Sochineniya, Vol. 15, p. 7.
'"Eugene Zamiatin, WE, trans, by Gregory Zilboorg, New York, E. P. Dutton, 1959,
p. 162.
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Nullahs, Nujahidin
and Soviet Muslims
Alexandra Bennigsen

• M he impact on Soviet Muslims of the war in
1
Afghanistan and the Islamic Revolution in Iran
^
has been the subject of considerable debate
over the last few years. Soviet sources, as usual, provide only incomplete information. Some Western observers have taken the position that a destabilized
Muslim world on the immediate borders of the USSR
has had virtually no impact on Soviet Muslims, such is
the advanced state of Soviet Central Asia's "modernization," secularization, and "social mobilization." By
this reckoning, Soviet efforts to purge the Muslim Central Asian population of its Islamic consciousness
have been broadly successful, and consequently Islam is no longer important in the makeup of the identity of Soviet Muslim elites (although it has greater influence among the more conservative masses).1 Other
observers insist that Islam remains a common denominator among the Turco-lranian peoples of Soviet Central Asia and the Caucasus.2 This being the case, it is
inconceivable that Soviet Muslims can remain unaffected by the turmoil just across their borders, and it
is probable that information and ideas, particularly
fundamentalist ones from Iran and Afghanistan, will
continue to penetrate the borders of the USSR.
The debate often centers on the idea of "spillover."
This idea illuminates less than it obscures for two reasons. First, it is not necessary for ideas to "spill" from
Iran and Afghanistan into the USSR to have an effect;
given the closed nature of Soviet society the merest
drop can have an impact well in excess of its volume.
Second, "spillover" implies that Soviet Central Asia is
Alexandre Bennigsen is Director of Studies at L'Ecole
des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales of the University of Paris and former Visiting Professor at the
University of Chicago. His most recent work on Soviet
Central Asia is The Islamic Threat to the Soviet State
(1983), which he co-authored with Marie Broxup.

somehow an empty vessel; in fact, Soviet Muslim
territories—with their long Islamic tradition—are similar to the other parts of the Muslim world where a new
upsurge of Islamic awareness is evident. This awareness among Soviet Muslims did not begin with the
events in Iran but was in fact visible considerably
earlier, being the result of local factors in Turkestan
and the Caucasus. An Islamic religious revival (particularly noticeable in the activities of underground, or
"parallel," Islamic organizations), a new pride in past
glories, cautious manifestations of cultural nationalism, and a growing xenophobia all began to surface
after Stalin's death. It would be a mistake to believe
that events in Afghanistan and Iran are contributing to
the closed society of Soviet Central Asia something
that was not already there in substance. Their importance is that they have imparted additional energy and
self-awareness to an Islamic milieu already characterized by considerable political dynamism and religious
activity.
There can be little doubt that Soviet authorities are
worried about the "Islamic problem." They understand that Islam is becoming more difficult to control
in Central Asia and the Caucasus, that events in
Afghanistan and Iran have made this situation worse,
and that the worsening situation could be exploited by
foreign powers. In a recent article about Soviet reactions to events in Iran during 1981, Yaacov Ro'i summarizes this concern:
The fact that the republican party press has spelt out
its anxieties so plainly clearly demonstrates a serious
problem. That the central, all-Soviet media have not
'See, e.g., Martha Brill Olcott, "Soviet Islam and World Revolution," World Politics
(Princeton, NJ), July 1982, pp. 487-505.
2
This opinion, which happens to be that of the present author, is shared with other
scholars, e.g., Michael Rywkin, Moscow's Muslim Challenge, New York, M. E.
Sharpe, 1982.
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