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PREFACE TO THE FIFTH EDITION

Communists believe in the efficacy of institutions. With them 
they expect to be able to restructure society to foster the values 
they have chosen to respect. While all activists show confidence 
in institutions as a means of achieving what they have come to 
idealize as a good society, the Communists of the Soviet Union 
declare that their attitude toward institutions is qualitatively 
different from attitudes in the non-Communist world. Their task 
is to create a new society, new in every way. They have no 
intention of protecting a long-established nineteenth-century so­
cial structure. They expect to experience the need to try various 
political experiments, but these will always be related to 
achievement of their predetermined goal. There is no desire to 
explore various goals through experimentation; only to search for 
appropriate institutions likely to help them achieve a goal of 
whose desirability they have no doubts.

This book focuses on institutions, institutions manipulated by 
the avowed Marxists of the Soviet Union to achieve the goal they 
call communism. In spite of their declared intention to break 
completely with the past in creating a new society, history has 
shown that no people has ever succeeded in making such a sud­
den break. There is always a past in history which makes itself 
felt, and Russian history provides no exception. Soviet in­
stitutions, although designed to create a new type of society, 
were not conceived on a blank page on the night of November 7, 
1917, when the Winter Palace in Petrograd fell. The institutions 
which the Communist leader, V. I. Lenin, chose to use for gov­
erning when his party and its political partners seized power 
were already in place. The structure of the new state, the 
“soviet,” was already meeting in the capital, ready to become the 
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vi PREFACE TO THE FIFTH EDITION

symbol legitimating the new regime with the working masses. 
The Communist leadership already had its disciplined activist 
instrument of guidance, tempered in the revolutionary struggle 
that had been seething since the turn of the century.

The decades during which the soviets and the Communist 
party had matured had been important in creating attitudes to­
ward a desirable form of government. These attitudes had be­
come so fixed in the minds of those who led, that experts helping 
to draft the first Constitution of 1918 were unable to persuade 
those leaders even to consider alternate forms of government. 
History had left its imprint, and the soviet system, as it had 
evolved during the years of revolution, became fixed in the basic 
law.

Sixty-odd years of experience since 1917 have not changed the 
leadership’s determination to preserve the Communist party and 
its mass arm, the soviets. Although sharp criticism is leveled at 
times at past mistakes, the dominant contemporary soviet leaders 
show no desire to abandon their governmental structures to try 
something new. This conservative attitude helps to explain the 
new U.S.S.R. Constitution of October 7, 1977. Its major effect is 
preservation of the well-established forms which have devel­
oped since 1917. The Constitution does for the state apparatus 
what revision of the Communist party rules did for the party 
structures in 1966: it reaffirms the determination to avoid change.

Readers may ask why Soviet leaders now sense the need to 
reaffirm structures in a new Constitution. Why was it not desir­
able to continue in force the 1936 Constitution, reserving for 
later years any updating that might be necessary to meet unex­
pected events as the last decades of the twentieth century un­
fold? It is expected to be a period of great change, with the 
introduction into the Soviet economy of the scientific and 
technological revolution; a period when political change can be 
expected to follow economic change. The answer to this question 
is not easy to find, primarily because the Communist party has 
succeeded over many years in keeping secret from the West the 
policy debates that occur within it. Westerners do not know for 
certain what groupings or factions have come to the fore, in spite 
of a party rule against the forming of factions. They know, how­
ever, that there are differing views among the top leaders be­
cause the increasingly large numbers of persons leaving the 
Soviet Union for the West disclose such varying views. These 
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reports gain credence from the vocal opposition to the Soviet 
model that has emerged among Communists in Italy, France and 
Spain, and among the professed “scientific socialists” of Africa. 
Clearly, Soviet structures are not universally acclaimed even by 
those who accept Marxist goals and look to the Soviet Com­
munists for inspiration.

From these various sources, Western analysts have sometimes 
concluded that the Communist party leaders now dominant are 
determined to conserve the institutional Communist party and 
Soviet state structures that have emerged in sixty years of prac­
tice, and that they face some opposition from both a Right and a 
Left within the party, each of which seeks some measure of 
change in institutions, the better to serve Communist aims. The 
Right is thought to include those who think the leadership has 
strayed too far toward liberalization of attitudes; too far toward 
relaxation of the discipline which Stalin had required; too far 
toward rigid formalities that hamper flexible application of gov­
ernmental power. The Left is thought to argue that the center has 
not gone far enough in liberalizing the system. In a measure, 
they want more emphasis upon “legality”; more emphasis upon 
humanism in the governing process; more opening of the gates of 
censorship so as to permit penetration into Soviet specialist cir­
cles by renovating Western ideas designed to reap the full ben­
efits of the scientific and technological revolution.

While it now seems unlikely that any group would go so far as 
to restore to the political stage the fraternal parties of socialists 
and agrarians which shared in the early months of Lenin’s gov­
ernment, and whose counterparts still function in a supportive 
position in Poland and Hungary alongside the Communists, it is 
possible that some recognition of “interest groups” might be fa­
vored by the liberalizers.

If it is true that pressures are being felt by the dominant group 
of leaders within the Communist party, it is possible that 1977 
was chosen as the year of the new Constitution in order to 
strengthen the hands of those who resist institutional change. It 
is a document designed to make radical innovation difficult, if 
not impossible. It is a document designed to “freeze” Soviet 
political structures for decades to come against inroads proposed 
or to be proposed by the generations now ascending the ladder of 
political power.

While structural change seems to have been set aside for the 
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life of the new Constitution, there is one area of potential devel­
opment of the political process which is in the news. This is the 
area of “public participation” in government. It is heralded by 
the new Constitution as an aim of the Soviet state’s policy mak­
ers, and it is implemented by various provisions such as the 
referendum, the right to petition, and the public discussion of 
drafts of law. The question arising in the minds of some Western 
students of the Soviet system is whether broad segments of the 
population can be drawn into the governing process without af­
fecting the system of élite government which has characterized 
the first sixty years, and whether “public participation” means 
broad or only limited participation in the process of implement­
ing Communist party policy. Materials in this book are designed 
to provide a basis for reaching conclusions to this question. As­
sured answers cannot be expected, because the accidents of his­
tory often upset the best of forecasts. Yet the broad design of 
contemporary leadership is clear: to the extent that a constitution 
can achieve their purpose, they want to preserve the structures 
that have stood the test of time, and “public participation” must 
fit into the current pattern as a strengthening adjunct, not as a 
force for change.

A word needs to be said in explanation of the last chapter. The 
book ends, as have prior editions, with a chapter entitled “The 
Peril Points.” This chapter was originally inspired by a sense 
that forces rampant in the United States during the late 1950’s 
were trying to establish counterweights to Jeffersonian dem­
ocratic institutions by preventing wide-ranging discussion of 
policy through public pillorying, if not eventually outright cen­
sorship, of those who disagreed with them. The campaign was so 
artful that many did not realize its subversive character until it 
was turned on some of the most respected figures in the nation. 
The point of the last chapter is that Soviet experience can have 
lessons for democrats in other lands. Communists have demon­
strated that it is possible to structure institutions of government 
along lines of Jeffersonian democracy and to turn these in­
stitutions to the achievement of goals over which there can be no 
debate.

Although the 1950’s have passed into history, the perils of 
those years occasionally recur, and sometimes in unexpected 
quarters. New York police, while off duty, tried to silence a great 
newspaper by preventing its delivery trucks from reaching 
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newsstands because they disliked its editorial policy regarding 
the police’s position in collective bargaining then in process. 
Students have howled down speakers in prestigious universities 
in spite of the arguments of noted liberal educators who have 
tried to show that however hateful a message may be, the way to 
oppose it is not by preventing its presentation by formal or in­
formal censorship, but rather by counterargument. The American 
Civil Liberties Union has found it increasingly necessary during 
the last decade to put its lawyers into the courts to defend the 
right of speakers to present positions which others would like to 
suppress by closing avenues of communication to their pro­
ponents. The civil libertarians are trying to reassert Winston 
Churchill’s noted aphorism that democracy has only one institu­
tion to defend: the means to express ideas.

Study of the Soviet system of government is, therefore, not 
without lessons for others, although its forms have been in­
fluenced by a historical experience peculiar to the Russian Em­
pire and the U.S.S.R. Much of the leadership in developing 
countries and also in Western Europe is now considering the 
suitability of the Soviet model to their needs. Some are accepting 
it in various degrees; some are rejecting it as unsuitable; but a 
great many are studying it. It is the purpose of this book to facili­
tate that study so that Westerners, and particularly North Ameri­
cans in Canada and the United States, may draw their own con­
clusions from the facts.

J. N. H.
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CHAPTER 1

IN THE NAME OF DEMOCRACY

A “socialist democracy,” unlike any system yet seen upon the 
earth, is the promise of Soviet leaders to their own people and to 
the world. Political forms utilized for generations by Americans, 
Englishmen, Frenchmen, and Scandinavians—and held up as 
models by many leaders of Asia and Africa creating new 
states—in Soviet minds serve a useful purpose, but only in tran­
sition. Soviet politicians claim to offer more, both in abundance 
of production and mass participation in government than Jeffer­
sonian democrats can possibly provide. Their sixty years of ex­
perience has moved these politicians to argue that manipulation 
of power by the educated few in the interests of the many can 
bridge a gap between the conventional democratic right of the 
people to choose policies and men and their traditional inability 
to do so wisely. Communists believe themselves standing upon 
the threshold of a new life capable of proving, if it has not done 
so already, that the Soviet system of government is the best in the 
world.

No Soviet author argues that the system has yet achieved per­
fection. It is seen to be in an early stage, to be preparing the way, 
but the Communists boast that the base has been laid for mass 
participation in the governmental process through activities of a 
new kind. To them their system is inspired by the tribal com­
munism of the ancient past brought up to date. It is one in which 
deep social conflict stimulated by sharp contrast in property 
holdings has abated; a system in which the masses are overcom­
ing ignorance and the political apathy it breeds; a system in 
which all people talk out problems in harmony to reach a con­
sensus; a system without triumphs of a majority over a minority 
in contests of voters; a system in which leaders, constantly re­
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2 THE SOVIET SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT

freshed by new men chosen from the masses by the leaders 
themselves, guide the people like the tribal leaders of old to wise 
decisions. This is the essence of “socialist democracy” in its 
ideal form.

The realization of the ideal depends, as in all systems, upon 
the character of the leaders, and these combine in their persons 
often unrecognized influences springing from both the historical 
environment and the traditions of political thought in which they 
were reared. None are left in positions of power who have more 
than a youth’s impressions of the Russian Empire from which the 
Soviet Union was created. The heritage of the leaders of today is 
a taught tradition rather than a personal recollection, but this 
teaching is not without influence. Perhaps it holds greater sway 
over contemporary Soviet minds than the personal experiences 
of their elders, which often provided conflicting impressions.

Fixed impressions have been gained from teachings of parents 
and the teachers of the early Soviet schools: impressions of the 
widespread poverty of the past, of the limited opportunities for 
education, of the corruption of political institutions, of the press­
ing need for reform in 1917. From the Marxist texts read in 
childhood leaders have gained a belief that man has at last dis­
covered the factors that make for social development and can 
with this knowledge manipulate social forces so as to achieve a 
goal called “communism.”

The taught tradition of political thought and the leaders’ per­
ception of their environmental heritage have sometimes com­
bined to create a fixity of purpose which brooks no interference, 
but at other times two currents have created mixed attitudes. It is 
from this confusion that contradictions have arisen, often baffling 
to foreign observers seeking to understand the sources of moti­
vation of Soviet policies. A few examples may indicate the points 
at which there have been manifestations of fixity of purpose, the 
points at which there has been flux, and the likelihood of evolu­
tion of policies in a foreseeable pattern in the years to come.

The Influence of History and Political Theory
The heritage of Russian history as taught in the schools of the 

first decade of Communist rule and the Marxist political theory 
interpreted by early teachers have combined in the minds of 
contemporary Soviet leaders to create a primary aim: to raise the 
standard of living. History’s contribution to this aim was Russia’s 
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poverty, notably in the villages and the mill towns from which 
the families of current leaders came, or about which those who 
were educated men of the great cities read or heard on periodic 
visits outside the capitals. Political theory’s contribution was to 
teach that poverty need not be the curse of man. Marxism held 
out to its adherents a promise of a society in which every citizen 
might obtain satisfaction of his needs if capitalism were de­
stroyed and if the working classes were to seize power. This was 
the message given by the early Communists to the students of 
Russia, and their pamphlets were distributed and have since 
been redistributed in millions of copies as the primary textbooks 
of the Soviet schools.

Russian history and Marxist political theory combined in the 
early nineteenth century to create a second fundamental urge: to 
devise a political system unlike that of the Tsars. Yet no one was 
sure what it should be. The heritage of Imperial Russia and Marx­
ist political thought provided no base for a single answer. Peas­
ant tradition of the time offered a model of village democracy in 
which every villager had his say, after which the village elders 
decided on the basis of discussion what ought to be done. Here 
was the voteless consensus, formulated in concrete terms by 
heads of families, and this system had widespread appeal. Yet 
this approach was by no means satisfactory to those of the in­
tellectuals, known as the “intelligentsia,” who looked to En­
gland or France for models and thought in terms of parliaments, 
political parties, elections, and votes.

Russian history provided neither type of political formation an 
opportunity to test its theories at the national level. It was cruel, 
especially to the Western-oriented intellectuals. Until 1906 the 
Tsar allowed no parliament. He established severe limitations 
upon freedom of speech and of the press, upon freedom of 
movement, upon the right to form trade unions and co-operative 
associations. The statutes even created legal inequality of citi­
zens. The situation became so tense that many of the nobles, who 
were the privileged class, felt it necessary to Russia’s future to 
petition the Tsar for reform at the turn of the century, but he was 
reluctant to act. Not until the serious unrest and riots of 1905 did 
he feel impelled to promise a parliament, and even then in his 
first plan he withheld the vote from the entire working class until 
severe disorder forced him to grant it.

The reforms following what has been called the “Revolution of 
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1905” left much to be desired by those hoping for development 
of democratic institutions on the English or French models. The 
Prime Minister and his cabinet could not be forced to resign by a 
vote oflack of confidence; the Tsar retained a veto over the acts 
of his parliament, dissolved it on various occasions when its ac­
tivity frightened him, and in the interval between parliaments 
governed by decree, as he had before 1906. In consequence the 
forces craving democracy on the English model were weak in 
experience when the collapse of Imperial power near the end of 
the First World War created the opportunity for a second great 
revolt. There was agreement to end forever the principle enun­
ciated in Article 4 of the Fundamental Law of the Empire, which 
read: “To the Emperor of all the Russias belongs the supreme 
autocratic power. To obey his commands not merely from fear 
but according to the dictates of one’s conscience is ordained by 
God himself.” Still, there was an experience that was only skin 
deep with a system that the intellectuals hoped to create in its 
stead. The great mass of the people hated their rulers, but their 
expectations of reform were limited to their experience with vil­
lage democracy, which did not correspond to that in the minds of 
those with education. In this fact lay perhaps the major influence 
upon the experiments with political institutions which were to 
follow.

The history of the year 1917 only intensified the demand of the 
masses for complete change. While the Provisional Government, 
under important influences created by the intellectuals who 
hoped to implant an English-type system, assumed power with 
the abdication of the Tsar and struggled to make progress in the 
direction of its dreams, it met with serious obstacles. It was still 
conducting a very unpopular war with the German Emperor, and 
the country was in economic chaos. Under constant pressure 
from the center and left, the government tried to introduce re­
forms, but it was unable to meet the growing hunger for radical 
change, especially from the peasantry. The masses had tasted 
blood in 1905 and again in March of 1917. Under the leadership 
of the left they revolted yet again in November, 1917, to establish 
what they hoped would be a new system of government that 
would cope first of all with the pressing economic needs of the 
times and do so under policies associated with what was to most 
the hazy concept of “socialism.”
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Marxist political theory contained much preaching about the 
desirability of democracy, but it also contained within it the 
seeds of the negation of democracy. These seeds were to be 
found in the important role assigned by the theory to “leader­
ship.” This factor was taught as essential to the achievement of 
communism. Marx and his collaborator, Friedrich Engels, had no 
confidence in the political preparation of the general public for 
the task of building the kind of society they had planned. 
Although they wrote for a public in western Europe in which 
there were already large numbers of sophisticated people, they 
expected that only a relative few would understand what they 
were recommending and that still fewer would have the de­
termination and stamina to try to put the Marxist program into 
effect. The authors of the program expected the great mass of the 
people to accept passively the inevitable continuance of the 
capitalist system. They expected that the mass would not rise in 
revolt against the system unless it were led by the few who were 
willing and able to take the trouble to understand what had to be 
done. They called for leadership of the masses toward the goal of 
communism. They were not content with the mere liberation of 
the masses from capitalism, to be followed by popular de­
termination of political goals.

Marx’s Concept of Democracy .
Marx was not preaching democracy in the sense in which it is 

understood in the countries that have long experienced it, yet he 
claimed to be a democrat. Such a claim was necessary to win 
adherents, for democracy was on the lips of all as the aspiration of 
humanity. Marx held out the goal of economic abundance, which 
he assumed to be the primary desire of mankind. He seemed 
honestly to have thought that his analysis of history had dis­
covered the forces that made for social progress, and he counted 
on the effective manipulation of these forces to achieve eco­
nomic abundance.

Having assumed that mankind sought abundance and that his 
analysis of the forces that could provide it was correct, he took a 
step that has been popular also with other figures in history. He 
assumed that his system was democratic because it was de­
signed, and in his view it was certain, to achieve maximum 
benefit for the general public. For him, “democracy” became
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synonymous with his plan to save the world; it did not mean a 
mechanism of government to be used by a majority to decide 
what it wants to do.

Marx was optimistic that if his plan could be introduced and 
the general public taught to appreciate its virtues, there would 
come a time when a leadership with the authority required to 
enforce its decisions would become unnecessary. He did not live 
to outline his dream of this final period, but his colleague Engels 
described it as the ultimate “withering away of the state.” As 
Engels conceived of the final stage of government, it was to be a 
time in which the general public, satiated in its economic needs 
by the socialistic organization of the economy and trained over 
the years to understand its duties toward the community, would 
accept the rules that had been devised to achieve the goal. At that 
point no police, no courts, no army, no force of any kind would be 
necessary to restrain dissenters. There would remain only the 
administrators, and even these might be ordinary citizens taking 
their turn at the desk. These administrators would channel the 
flow of goods so as to achieve efficiency of production and dis­
tribution and the creation of the cultural media necessary to 
satisfaction of the mind as well as of the body.

The ultimate goal of a society without institutionalized com­
pulsion looks utopian to students of government in the Western 
world, and it came during Stalin’s declining years to look utopian 
to Soviet politicians as well. They satisfied their consciences by 
pushing its achievement so far into the future that it was not an 
active consideration in their planning. Only after Stalin’s death 
was there imaginative consideration of means through which to 
reflect the process of withering. But even with the renewed 
interest in application of theory, this obscure Marxist concept 
still is of little more than theoretical concern to Soviet authors 
and approaches rejection in practice. There has been no rejec­
tion, however, of the basic theme of “leadership.”

For the Russian Marxists the necessity of leadership had even 
stronger appeal than for those Western workmen who first ac­
cepted Marx’s plan of action. The Russian Marxists believed that 
although the masses of Russian peasants and workmen were de­
manding the right of self-government during the early twentieth 
century, they were, generally, completely unprepared to govern. 
In this view, the working masses thought only of what could be 
gained by self-government: a full stomach, clothes, decent
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housing, and the essential home conveniences. Few of them 
were literate, and the Russian Marxists did not expect them to 
understand how their hopes could be realized.

To Vladimir Lenin, who came forward at the end of the 
nineteenth century as the most dedicated and vigorous of the 
Russian school of Marxists, the first task was to spread the new 
ideas among a limited few whom he planned to organize there­
after into a hard core of dedicated leaders. Lenin had no plan to 
invite the masses to share in the determination of goals. In his 
view this was unnecessary, for the goals had been already de­
termined by Marx. Lenin saw his task as the preparation of lead­
ers to execute Marx’s plan and not that of preparing thinkers to 
devise new plans. Lenin called upon the masses to follow those 
who had mastered Marx and who demonstrated the skill and 
training necessary to achieve Marx’s goals. Lenin was astute 
enough to know that leaders cannot overthrow governments 
without masses behind them. Masses were necessary, but their 
place was to afford weight and not to share in the decision­
making process. He and his small body of colleagues were to be 
the vanguard.

In order to win their confidence in his leadership, Lenin 
analyzed the mass desires of the Russian people and of the 
minority peoples who lived on the fringes of the Russian Empire. 
He knew that the minority peoples wanted to be free of domina­
tion by the Great Russians, who had been the core of the Tsarist 
system of government. He knew that the peasants wanted to be 
rid of the landlords and to have sole control over the use of the 
land. He knew that the workmen wanted to be free of the disci­
pline required by factory owners and managers. He knew that by 
1917 the soldiers had become tired of war and wanted to go 
home. It was by playing upon these yearnings that he hoped to 
win the support of the masses for his plan.

Lenin sought also to win the allegiance, or at least the neu­
trality, of the educated men. Many of them had been increasingly 
active in pressing the Tsar to make concessions leading to a con­
stitutional monarchy. Some were prepared for socialism, but few 
would have accepted Lenin’s concept of government had he dis­
closed it to them. Most of the educated men sought the democrat­
ic determination of goals by democratic procedures. They con­
sidered that the means were as important as the ends. They 
would not accept Lenin’s order of emphasis.
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Lenin had his fixed ideas of leadership, but he could not swim 
against the current of history. He had to talk like a democrat in 
the traditional sense, both before the Russian Revolution and for 
some months after it, to win the loyalty of the various forces on 
which he relied for success. Yet he held tenaciously to his belief 
in a special type of leadership that would not be subject to dis­
missal by any majority vote of the general public. He enlarged 
his relatively small group of colleagues, whom he had first 
helped to organize in 1903, and created an elite to lead. The 
group came to be known as the “Communist party.” He created 
behind the party a political police, to single out the enemies of 
his party’s program when these enemies became sufficiently 
threatening. He demonstrated in practice after the Revolution 
that his view of democracy was quite different from that of many 
of those from other political groups who had fought with him to 
overthrow the Tsarist system of government.

The Leadership Circle is Narrowed
Lenin took the Marxist germinal idea that mankind requires 

leadership, at least for a time, to guide it toward the goal of 
communism, and he interpreted it to mean that voices seeking to 
lead in directions other than his and his party’s must be silenced. 
His development of the Marxist idea of leadership was in the 
direction of monopoly, restricted to those who had accepted the 
Marxist goal and who were dedicated to its achievement. Lenin 
did not go so far as to suggest.that he alone had the right to 
determine policy even for his own party. Although he demanded 
for himself the loyalty of his colleagues and used political ma­
neuvers to outwit those who opposed his views, he supported the 
role of the Central Committee of the party as the maker of policy. 
He may have thought of himself as the first among equals, but he 
seems not to have desired to assume a role of dictator to all.

Lenin showed his fear of personal dictatorship as the possible 
outgrowth of what he had done by preparing a political testament 
on December 25, 1922, only nine days after his second stroke. He 
called upon his colleagues to avoid a split in the party between 
Leon Trotsky and Joseph Stalin. He said of Stalin that he had 
concentrated enormous power in his hands and that it was not 
certain that he always knew how to use that power with sufficient 
caution. He said of Trotsky that he had proved in his struggle 
with the Central Committee that he was distinguished not only 
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by his exceptional abilities but also by his too far-reaching self­
confidence and a disposition to be too much attracted by the 
purely administrative side of affairs.

Lenin had good reason to fear the emergence of a personal 
dictator, as subsequent events were to show. He had created a 
mechanism that made personal dictatorship possible, although 
he had not used it to establish himself. When he died, in January, 
1924, there was no device that could be used by the rank and file 
of the party to hamper the rise of a personal dictator, and there 
was waiting a man without Lenin’s particular willingness to im­
pose self-restraint upon his ambition.

A triumvirate of Lenin’s heirs was intrusted by the Communist 
party with the task of guiding the destinies of the country. 
Trotsky was omitted from the triumvirate as the result of the 
maneuvers of those who feared his assumption of power. Greg­
ory Zinoviev, Leo Kamenev, and Stalin became the official lead­
ers, and they described themselves as a “collective leadership.” 
Stalin seems to have accepted the idea of sharing power with two 
colleagues only because he was not yet strong enough to do 
otherwise, but he soon exhibited the qualities that Lenin had 
feared. He began to push his colleagues from the triumvirate. By 
the beginning of 1926, Stalin and the machine he had created 
through his position as Secretary General of the Communist 
party had established control over the party. Collective leader­
ship was no more, and it was not to be restored until after his 
death in 1953.

Stalin utilized the opening that Marxist political thought, as 
developed by Lenin, gave him to justify his personal assumption 
of power. Yet he had also to consider the stream of Russian his­
tory and the desire of the masses for democracy, and he needed 
also to reduce his enemies abroad and to expand Soviet influence 
among foreign leftist groups. To win adherents to his system, he 
had to espouse democratic principles and even to take steps that 
might be interpreted as leading to the ultimate realization of a 
government in which the people shared in policy-making and in 
the choice of leaders.

Stalin seized the propaganda initiative in declaring his regime 
the most democratic the world had ever seen. He drafted a new 
constitution in 1936 that opened elections to all and that created 
a type of parliament more nearly like that known in the West than 
the one created by the Congress of Soviets at the time of the 
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Revolution. He included within the constitution what he called a 
“bill of rights,” which went considerably beyond the statement 
of rights adopted soon after the Revolution. He eliminated from 
the laws the discrimination in securing employment and 
schooling that had previously operated against those whose 
background had not been peasant or worker.

At the very moment that professedly “democratic” forms were 
being developed in an effort to please the masses, there were 
being established counterweights to prevent any possible use of 
the forms to influence policy or to select leaders. This was Sta­
lin’s way of trying to resolve the conflicts caused by the fusion of 
democratic yearnings arising from the frustrating Russian his­
torical experience and of his version of the Marxist political con­
cept of leadership. On the one hand, he was trying to satisfy the 
historic, although inexperienced, craving of the people for de­
mocracy, and, on the other hand, he was trying to make certain 
that no one would challenge his authority to decide what was 
good for the peoples of the U.S.S.R.

Stalin’s Heirs Introduce Reform
Stalin’s heirs, on his death in March, 1953, seem to have rec­

ognized the danger of a, successor’s assumption of dictatorial 
power. They soon indicated their appreciation that Stalin had 
pushed too far the concept of leadership developed by Marx and 
expanded by Lenin. Lenin had made Marx’s idea concrete by 
establishing a monopoly party, which was to be led, in turn, by a 
Central Committee. Stalin had created the role of personal dic­
tator over the monopoly party and over its Central Committee.

To meet hostility toward his assumption of dictatorial powers, 
which is now revealed to have been widespread but unspoken 
during Stalin’s declining years, Stalin’s heirs reverted to the 
expedient adopted in the crisis caused by Lenin’s death in 1924. 
They called for the re-establishment of collective leadership 
within the Communist party. They indicated their determination 
to permit no single man to hold all reins of power and to claim 
all-embracing knowledge. The renunciation of Stalin’s type of 
personal dictatorship received world-wide publicity when the 
Communist party met in its twentieth congress in February, 
1956. Stalin’s system was denounced as the “cult of the individ­
ual.” The official history of the Communist party, in which facts 
had been distorted to prove Stalin a genius and to vilify all those 
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who disagreed with him as enemies of the people, was ordered 
withdrawn and rewritten. Stalin’s heirs said “Never again!”

The principle of collective leadership faced difficulties within 
a short time. By June, 1957, some of the members of the collec­
tive were intriguing to oust the man who had come through the 
first years after Stalin to lead the group, namely, Nikita S. 
Khrushchev, because they disagreed strongly with his plans for 
heightened regional authority within the economic structure 
rather than the centralism that was characteristic of Stalin’s time. 
Khrushchev utilized the position he had been able to establish 
within the Communist party among the provincial leaders and he 
persuaded the army’s chief to strengthen his hand in ousting 
three of Stalin’s former close associates from power, leaving him­
self the major force among those who remained. Then he com­
pleted the process by dismissing the army chief in November, 
1957. He had become temporarily supreme, but his power was 
by no means as all-embracing as had been Stalin’s, and in this lay 
his eventual undoing. Times had changed, partly as the result of 
his own denunciation of Stalin. When he attempted to foster 
programs of a wide variety of previously untried patterns of 
structural change both within the party and the state apparatus, 
his colleagues conspired against him and ousted him by vote of 
the Central Committee on which he had previously relied to 
make his own ascent. With that vote in October, 1964, began a 
new era in the political life of the U.S.S.R. Collective leadership, 
albeit with a prominent place given to the party’s Secretary Gen­
eral, Leonid I. Brezhnev, was created in a new form without a 
figure like Lenin or Stalin or even Khrushchev at the helm. In a 
sense the party that led the Soviet state to its fiftieth anniversary 
no longer was personified by one man either for Soviet citizens 
or for the world. In this fact lay a major measure of the transfor­
mation of Soviet society from the image created by the colorful 
world figures who had gone before.

Democratic Forms Subject to Counterweights
The Soviet political apparatus can be understood and con­

trasted best to that of Jeffersonian democracy when it is de­
scribed as incorporating Western democratic forms counter­
weighted with the controls established as fundamental to so­
cialist democracy. Such an approach, while relatively novel in 
Stalin’s time when some Western political scientists thought it 
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helpful to analyze the Soviet system as an autocratic or totalitar­
ian machine masked in democratic phraseology, is now widely 
adopted in Europe and North America. It offers certain ped­
agogical advantages.

First, it facilitates exposure of the Soviet system in terms 
understandable to every student of Jeffersonian systems. To 
portray the Soviet government as one of institutions of com­
pletely unfamiliar form can lead to disbelief among beginning 
students when their subsequent research discloses Soviet refer­
ences to institutions with familiar names. When the Soviet sys­
tem provides “elections” in which all citizens are permitted to 
vote without restrictions, these institutions stand out in their 
stark difference only if examined as the forms they purport to be, 
subject to restraints preventing their functioning as a means of 
choosing among candidates. When parliamentary sessions are 
held to enact legislation, their special character can be observed 
more easily by pointing out the controls that exist on what West­
erners would expect to be their function than by denying that 
there is a parliament.

So long as peoples of the world are attracted to the Soviet 
system as a new form of democracy improving upon institutions 
which have functions of specific content in Jeffersonian terms, 
the claims need to be met directly with an explanation of the 
controls which deprive them of their familiar functions.

Second, it makes credible the fact that change can occur within 
the Soviet system without amendment of the constitution or of 
the institutional structure. Had Stalinism created institutions of a 
wholly new type, the new moderation and increasing mass par­
ticipation in government which has occurred since his death 
would have been inconceivable without revolutionary change. 
The evolution which has been noted the world around since his 
death has been possible because institutions offering the pros­
pect of activity more closely approximating that of Western sys­
tems were available to be put to other purposes than those for 
which they were originally conceived. Still, there are limits to 
that evolution established by currently existing controls, and the 
student of politics cannot overlook them and the extent to which 
they are fundamental to the system if he wishes to gauge the 
potential within the system for even further change.

Third, emphasis upon the forms and the counterweights per­
mits a student to draw a moral from a study of the Soviet system.
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The moral is that forms, even when democratic, provide no as­
surance that the function they perform will automatically result 
in giving the people an opportunity to express their will. The 
counterweights are as important as the forms, for astute politi­
cians can devise ways of perverting democratic forms so that the 
mass will remain confident that it is in no danger of losing its 
voice while it has in fact lost, or is in process of losing, any real 
influence on leadership. This is of great importance, not only in 
new states that begin their lives with Jeffersonian forms which to 
many inexperienced citizens seem impervious to subversion, but 
also to citizens of states of long traditions in democracy, because 
in times of crisis there are always those who urge that the exer­
cise of democracy is a luxury that cannot longer be enjoyed.

The pages which follow will make abundantly clear that the 
Soviet system of government is not easily characterized. It 
speaks in the name of democracy of a new type, and some forms 
familiar to Jeffersonians exist within the system, although cur­
rently counterweighted to prevent their functioning as Jefferso­
nians would expect them to do. Since Stalin’s death the counter­
weights are being lifted in varying degrees, but the Communist 
leadership has evidenced its fear on repeated occasions of the 
free flowering not only of political ideas, but also of creative 
literature and art. Even students in the universities pressing for 
release from the formulas of Marxian orthodoxy have been chas­
tised when their protests have become strong enough to attract 
the attention of the outside world.

Obstacles to unhampered self-expression still remain. The 
nature of the primary obstacle, however, is not an institution but 
an idea. So long as those who rule the U.S.S.R. lack faith in the 
capacity of the general public to choose policies wisely, democ­
racy in the Jeffersonian sense can hardly be bom. The leadership 
idea as currently interpreted is the primary barrier to evolution to 
the stage of the Western welfare state. To be a democrat as 
understood in the Anglo-American world, and also in that part of 
the world under the influence of traditions of the French Revo­
lution, one must share with Edmund Burke his faith that, 
although the people may make mistakes, “in all disputes be­
tween them and their rulers, the presumption is at least upon a 
par in favor of the people.”

Soviet leaders since Stalin have shown remarkable aptitude for 
extension of public participation in the governing process, but 
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they cannot bring themselves to conceive of a socialist democ­
racy as viable without incorporation of the leadership concept. 
The first sixty years ended with a Soviet system lacking much of 
its initial stage of militant communism, but doctrine remained 
unshaken on the point of leadership. The Soviet political manual 
in vogue a decade earlier called the system one of “directed 
democracy.”

The chapters that follow will indicate such change as has oc­
curred since Stalin’s death and the possibilities for change that 
still remain. In doing so they will necessarily expose the very 
real limitations that “directed democracy” contains in compari­
son with Jeffersonian democracy. They will also suggest the 
problems Soviet leaders may expect to face during the years to 
come if they conclude, as their doctrine has envisaged since the 
publication of the Communist Manifesto in 1848, that it is time to 
permit all to share in the process of determination of policy and 
selection of leaders.



CHAPTER

THE HARD CORE OF THE SYSTEM

The people cannot yet be trusted to govern themselves. This is 
the creed of Communist party leaders, the principle that they 
have extracted from Marxist political theory as developed by 
Lenin and Stalin. Leadership is essential, and it must be a spe­
cial kind of leadership. It must guide the people toward a specific 
goal, not in response to their present wishes but by molding 
them so that their wishes coincide with those of the leaders.

A description of the Soviet system of government must begin 
differently from an account of North American or West European 
democracy. The latter would focus upon the operation of in­
struments through which the public expresses its will. Western 
political scientists are now centering their attention upon pres­
sure groups, upon parliaments and their committees, upon law 
which enables the individual to speak his mind without fear of 
retaliation. Soviet parliamentary institutions and pressure groups 
work differently, for these serve as focal points from which the 
influence of leaders is radiated throughout the populace. Only 
informally do strata with specific interests exert influence upon 
policy formulation. The key to the functioning of the Sovietsys- 
tem is the leadership group. The 1977 Soviet Constitution (Art. 6) 
reaffirms this fact. Study must begin, therefore, with the Com­
munist party.

While the Communist party is called a “political party” in 
textbooks from the U.S.S.R. and from elsewhere abroad, it is so 
different from Western political parties that some Westerners 
have suggested that another term be invented for it. A look at the 
characteristics of the Communist party as a political organization 
will both indicate its distinguishing elements and help to suggest 
the features of Western political parties that are essential to pres­

15



16 THE SOVIET SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT

ervation of intra-party democracy and of a political party’s func­
tion in a democratic system of government.

The key terms in any characterizationof the Communist party 
are “centralized structure” and “discipline.” Armies, too, are 
structured centrally ancTrequire discipline of the troops. In con­
siderable degree the Communist party is patterned on an army. 
It has its officers, from the level of the general staff down to the 
platoon, and their command is law. Yet the Communist party 
would not attract members if it were structured completely on 
army lines. A twentieth-century political party must attract and 
hold its members on a basis other than that of a military draft or of 
a system of military discipline and punishment. Ever since the 
American and French revolutions, too many people, even in 
Russia, have dreamed of democracy and of mass determination of 
policy to be attracted to a political party without a show of these.

Thus the leaders of the Communist party have been faced with 
a more difficult task than the organizers of an army. They have 
found it necessary to provide a mechanism through which the 
rank-and-file members appear to have the opportunity to choose 
their own leaders and to influence policy. Having created this 
mechanism in a form susceptible of democratic use, they have 
felt it necessary to devise a subtle system of counterweights to 
prevent an overturn of their leadership and an adoption of 
policies contrary to their desires. The Communist leaders have 
devised a name for this system of,mass participation subject to 
counterweight control. They have called it “democratic cen­
tralism.”

The Formalities of Communist Party Structure
How is the system operated? The democratic feature com­

prises two elements, the first of which is the choice of officers. 
Party members at the level that would be called a platoon in an 
army are given the formal right to elect every year their second 
lieutenant, who is called, in the Communist party vocabulary, 
“secretary of the primary party organization.” In the large or­
ganizations this secretary is aided by an executive bureau, also 
elected formally each year. The party members in the primary 
organization, who may be as few as three or as many as three 
hundred, also are given the formal opportunity to choose dele­
gates at intervals to attend periodic conferences of delegates 
from primary party organizations within a geographical area cor­
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responding to a county or a large city. These conferences meet 
seldom, being required by the Communist party rules to convene 
only at two-year intervals. When the delegates meet they choose 
from their number a smaller group, called a “committee,” to 
meet every three months. This committee proceeds to select its 
executive bureau, including several secretaries, who must be 
confirmed in office by the provincial committee. One of the sec­
retaries is designated “first secretary,” and, in practice, it is he 
who runs the bureau and the affairs of the committee in general.

The large conference of delegates from the party organizations 
within the various counties and large cities also elects a delegate 
to attend periodically, at intervals of two or three years, a 
superior meeting called a “provincial conference,” or, in the 
small republics not divided into provinces, a “republic con­
gress.” Khrushchev tried an experiment between 1962 and the 
time of his ouster in 1964 of duplicating party conferences at the 
provincial level: one for agricultural direction and one for indus­
trial direction. Too much overlapping of functions and confusion 
of authority resulted. In the few cases of very large cities, such as 
Moscow, the party conference of delegates from below brings 
together only delegates from the ward party conferences of the 
city, the wards being in the position of counties within the party 
structure. Such party conferences in the very large cities have the 
same rights within the party hierarchy as provincial conferences 
and are represented directly in higher party agencies rather than 
through the provincial conference of the party organization in the 
province in which the very large city is located geographically.

When the provincial party conference meets, its delegates take 
steps similar to those taken in the various county conferences. 
They choose their own “committee,” which, in turn, selects an 
executive bureau including several secretaries. The provincial 
committee meets only every four months, but its executive 
bureau is on call at all times. The provincial party conference in 
each of the four larger republics also selects a group of delegates 
to proceed, at five-year intervals, to the capital of the republic 
within which the province or very large city is situated. Again the 
same procedure is followed in the choice of an executive body: 
the republic congress chooses a committee, called in this in­
stance a “central committee,” and the central committee then 
chooses an executive bureau including several secretaries. The 
delegates to the republic party congress also name a group of
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delegates to proceed to the quinquennial all-Union congress in 
Moscow.

To this pattern of ever higher party bodies leading up through 
the republics to Moscow, an exception is provided by the largest 
republic, that comprising the Great Russian ethnic element of 
the population. In this large republic, called the Russian Soviet 
Federated Socialist Republic, stretching from Leningrad across 
Siberia to Vladivostok, there is no republic party congress. The 
various provincial party conferences send their delegations di­
rectly to the all-Union meeting in Moscow. Khrushchev in­
troduced as a co-ordinating committee for the provincial con­
ferences a “bureau of the party’s Central Committee,” but it was 
abolished in 1966 as unnecessary, since the Central Commit­
tee’s Presidium and Secretariat had been performing the func­
tion on a parallel basis.

The pattern of the co-ordinating bureau was extended in 1962 
to some of the non-Russian areas as part of Khrushchev’s party 
reform, but there was a difference. While the party Central 
Committee’s bureau for the Russian Republic co-ordinated pro­
vincial party organizations, the bureaus created in 1962 and 1963 
for Central Asia and Transcaucasia co-ordinated the work of party 
organizations in several republics. This made superfluous the 
Republic organizations in the Uzbek and Kazakh Republics, 
where the only function had been previously the co-ordination of 
provincial party activities within the Republics. Perhaps because 
of this the regional co-ordinating bureaus were abolished in Jan­
uary, 1965, soon after Khrushchev’s ouster.

The all-Union meeting in Moscow, composed of delegates 
from republic party congresses and from the various provincial 
conferences of the Russian Republic, is called “The All-Union 
Communist Party Congress.” It is of very large size. It has always 
been large, and since 1961 has been increased threefold with a 
change in ratio of delegates to party members. At the twenty-fifth 
congress of 1976, 4,998 delegates represented the 15,694,187 full 
and candidate members. Being large, its importance seems to 
outsiders as more symbolic than real, for no floor debates or di­
vided votes occur. Still, the congress has utility. For the leader­
ship, it periodically legitimates its role by providing public evi­
dence of rank and file support. For the delegates, it provides an 
opportunity to see and meet leaders; to gain orientation in politi­
cal, economic and social problems by listening to reports; to
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share experience with peers during corridor and hotel con­
versations; and, perhaps most importantly, to sense the exhilara­
tion of being recognized as an important cog in a machine pro­
claimed from the congress tribune as infallible and invincible. 
This experience can contribute to morale when the delegate re­
turns home to find often frustrating tasks requiring party guid­
ance for solution.

The All-Union Communist Party Congress chooses by vote its 
own ‘ committee” to conduct the policy-making function be- 
twëën^congresses. Itis calledthe Central Committee of the 
Communist PartyT As named in 1976 at the twenty-fifth congress, 
it numbered 288 members and 139 alternates, the latter having 
no vote but enjoying the right to attend meetings. Vacancies 
among the voting members are filled from the alternate panel. 
The congress also names a “central auditing committee” to 
monitor finances.

The Central Committee chooses its steering committee from 
its own members, in accordance with party tradition dating from 
pre-revolutionary Russia. As Political Büro its task was then, and 
remains today, direction of highest policy. The group was origi­
nally small, but in 1952 Stalin changed its name to “Presidium” 
and increased its membership to 25 members and 11 alternates. 
On his death, his heirs reduced it to its previous size, and in 1966 
restored its original name. Its membership began to grow in 
1956, reaching 16 members and 6 candidates by the twenty-fifth 
Communist party congress in 1976, but dropping to 13 and 9 
respectively in late 1979. It is the key policy making institution 
of the party.

Ostensibly to provide rotation in positions on the executive 
bodies at each level within the party, the 1961 rules introduced a 
requirement of rotation in office, and established a compulsory 
ratio of renewal for the executive bodies at each level subject to 
exceptions for persons with special qualities. Khrushchev seems 
to have feared stultification through aging and lack of assurance 
of reinvigoration through the election procedure. In 1966 the 
compulsory ratios were removed, as beginning to have a negative 
effect on the work of the primary party organizations, but the 
principle of rotation was reaffirmed.

Also introduced as change in 1966 was the re-creation of the 
All-Union Party Conference, abolished in 1941 at a time when 
Stalin evidenced his determination to rule with a minimum of 
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participation by the party rank and file. In its revived form it 
meets on call of the Central Committee whenever needed to 
bring together top personnel of the Republic party organizations 
and of the provincial organizations in the Russian Republic. In 
structure it is a Party Congress but is organized on a smaller 
scale. Possibly the trebled size of the Party Congress in 1961 
made desirable reinstitution of a smaller but demonstrably more 
representative group than the Central Committee, to discuss and 
popularize new policy positions between the quinquennial ses­
sions of the full Congress. Whatever the purpose of the amend­
ment, party conferences have not been called since its adoption.

What has been a considerable staff or “apparatus” serves the 
Central Committee as a secretariat, headed by a “General Sec­
retary” and including a varying number of “secretaries”—in 
1978, ten. Although this staff has been reduced under resolution 
of the twentieth party congress after Stalin’s death, it seems still 
to number about one thousand. It is divided into sections, each 
headed by a secretary or some member of the Central Commit­
tee. Several of the secretaries are also members of the Political 
Büro, and they wield much more power than might be supposed 
from the example of secretarial positions elsewhere. Each sec­
tion has the task of compiling information for the formulation of 
policy papers. Since Stalin’s death they have called increasingly 
on the experts from the state apparatus which they parallel, and 
this has permitted reduction in the size of the party “apparatus.” 
They also see to execution of party policy decisions by lower 
party organizations once they have been adopted, and for this 
purpose they establish analogous sections in Republic party 
committees and even at local party levels.

Though no rule establishes the number or names of these sec­
tions, it has become known that they include sections for party 
appointments and for propaganda and agitation. Additionally, 
they supervise the major branches of the economy: heavy in­
dustry, military industry, light industry, finance and trade, trans­
portation and communication, and agriculture. They also see to 
science and culture, public education, courts and prosecutors, 
work among women, military affairs, foreign affairs, Komsomol 
and trade union relations with the party, state security, and party 
schools. When some new problem becomes critical, a section is 
created for the time necessary to prepare a solution.
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Controls within the Party
The creation of a hierarchy of party agencies is an attempt to 

meet the desire of the rank and file to share in the selection of its 
leaders. Share they do, yet there are controls so that this selection 
cannot result in the overturn of the leaders. It is in the formula­
tion of these controls that Lenin, and subsequently Stalin, 
showed skill in manipulating democratic forms for their own 
purposes.

One measure of control is inherent in the nature of this very 
hierarchy. Because there are no direct elections of top Com­
munist party officials, a wave of mass discontent over party 
leadership would have to exist for several years and sweep 
almost the whole country to be reflected in the top echelons. The 
rank and file can influence only the choice of their committee 
and of their delegate to the next higher party conference. By their 
committee they are insulated even from selection of the party 
secretary, who in practice controls the destiny of a primary party 
organization. Top party officials are chosen by the small Central 
Committee of the party, ancftlnsin turn can be recOnstltutecTonly 
on ce î nfive years byThe All-Union Party Congress. Evênth i s op- 
portumty has been withdrawn in the past, because party con­
gresses were postponed for long periods of time during which 
the leaders did not account even formally to representatives of 
the rank and file, except at rare intervals.

A second measure of control lies in the nominating and elect­
ing procedure within the party. Nominations are prepared by the 
first secretary at the level of the primary party organization and 
by the executive bureau at higher levels. These individuals can, 
and usually do, assure their own election by placing only their 
own names on the ballot. Until 1939 the rules of the Communist 
party under which operations within the party were conducted 
provided that voting upon the nominations should be by a show 
of hands. Clearly this method of voting, which has been subject 
to abuse wherever it has been tried, permitted the executive 
bureau to determine its enemies and subsequently to take mea­
sures discriminating against them, if not ousting them from 
Communist party membership. In 1939 the rules were amended, 
on the recommendation of Stalin, to introduce secret voting for 
the executive bureau and for delegates to the higher party con­
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ference. It was further required that the vote now be on each 
name separately rather than on a whole slate. This amendment 
prevented the secretary from pushing through an unpopular del­
egate by including his name upon a slate which had to be ac­
cepted or rejected as a whole.

The 1939 change in voting procedure seems to have been 
made as a result of pressurelrom party members upon Stalin for 
relaxation of the very strict controls that had tended openly to 
negate the presence of democracy within the party mit only in 
thTeyes ot Communist partymembers within.4he.UTLS.R. but 
perhaps even more importantly in the eyes of those who were 
being wooed by Communist parties in France, Italy, and 
elsewhere. Stalin conceded the secret ballot probably because of 
his growing confidence in the effectiveness of his Communist 
party machine. He had been developing discipline in this ma­
chine during the seventeen years of his control over its heart, 
namely, the general secretariat of the party, and he had com­
pleted in 1938 a purge of his most powerful opponents within the 
party. By 1939 he could afford to appear to be democratic, since 
he could be sure of the results even when the ballot was secret.

Stalin also may have felt by 1939 that a secret ballot for the 
various secretaries of the primary party organizations would be a 
good way to test their political effectiveness. While he could be 
sure that the rank and file had learned the lesson of the preceding 
seventeen years, a lesson dramatized by the purge trials of 1936, 
1937, and 1938 in which expectable penalties for dissenters on 
basic issues had been made clear, he could not be sure that his 
party secretaries at the levels of the primary party organizations 
and above were not making enemies unnecessarily by being 
completely arbitrary and unresponsive to demands which should 
not be ignored. The secret ballot gave Stalin some opportunity to 
find out from the rank and file itself which party secretaries were 
so tyrannical that they would be voted against. According to an­
nouncements in the Communist party newspapers of the time, 
there occurred some overturns in the local secretaryships, over­
turns that the party press hailed for clearing out local party officials 
who had become drunk with power.

The secret ballot has not, however, created a bar to the in­
fluence at lower levels of the General Secretary of the party. 
Waves of changes among the provincial party secretaries accom­
panied Khrushchev’s consolidation of his power as he prepared 
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for a test of strength with other members of the collective leader­
ship. These changes fortified him for his victory over his oppo­
nents in the Presidium in the crisis of 1957 when the Central 
Committee, composed in large measure of men owing their po­
sitions to him, put Malenkov, Molotov, and Kaganovich off the 
Presidium. His control position did not, however, save him in 
1964, when the Central Committee called him to give his de­
fense and then voted his ouster. Possibly, his subordinates 
within the party had already undermined his authority by mak­
ing appointments which he had no time to verify, or his in­
novations in party rules had become so novel and disruptive of 
tradition that even his friends thought it time to oust their aging 
leader, and he had no other force to use to retain power.

Selection of Party Members
A third measure of control, in addition to the intraparKmga- 

s u res^oFThe multnsteppedsystem of elections and these 1 f- 
nominating procedmre~ädöpfecrfor these, lies in a careful selec­
tion of candidates from amongdhose. who expresstheir desire for 
party membership. Not every applicant is admitted to member­
ship. In 1978 the total party membership constituted only about 9 
per cent of the adult population of the U.S.S.R.

The small number of members in the Communist party is the 
result of a selection system devised to eliminate from considera­
tion all but those most devoted to the cause of the party—those 
who can be expected to be willing and able to accept party disci­
pline. The selection process is placed within the authority of the 
primary party organizations, which are established at places of 
employment such as factories, government offices, collective or 
state farms, divisions of railways, large department stores, uni­
versities, and army units. The Communist party leaders have 
indicated their feeling that those who know a person at work 
know a great deal about him because the good and the bad in a 
man or a woman appear more clearly at work than in social ac­
tivities. Application for candidate membership must be filed, 
therefore, with the primary party organization at the applicant’s 
place of work, and he is judged by those who in party thinking 
know him best.

An application must be accompanied by recommendations 
from three persons who have been members of the Communist 
party for at teasffive years. These are not lightly given, because 
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those who recommend and vouch for a candidate are subject to 
penalties, including loss of their own Communist party member­
ship, if he proves to be a serious misfit within the party. If the 
applicant is under 23 years of age, he can be admitted to mem­
bership only if he comes up through the Communist youth 
league and has the endorsement of its county or city committee.

When an application has passed the scrutiny of the primary 
party organization to which it is delivered, it is reviewed by the 
district committee of the county or big-city Communist party 
conference to which the primary party organization concerned 
sends a delegate. If this superior, and presumably more reliable, 
body approves the recommendation of admission made by the 
primary party organization, the applicant has passed the first bar­
rier. He is not yet a member of the party, for he must prove his 
worth during a period of trial.

During a candidate’s period of trial, which is currently es- 
tablishecTàrônë-year, he is subjected to rigid tests, iiuihelprm 
of 3ütieT“sucR~äT^ö^gandiziiig_with party doctrine groups 
amongwRom he circulates. If he shows himself to be well disci- 
plineaancl effective, he is admitted to full membership by the 
primary party organization in which he has been a candidate, but 
only after repeating all the steps required for his original admis­
sion to candidacy. If, after one year, discussion within the pri­
mary party organization concludes that a candidate has not 
proved himself worthy of membership, and if the county or city 
party committee agrees, he is dropped from candidacy and re­
turns to the ranks of non-party people from which he came.

During World War II, this selection system was ignored in an 
effort to bring into the party men with proved leadership qual­
ities. Refugees from the U.S.S.R. have since reported that desir­
able soldiers were pressed to accept membership and that rec­
ommendations were arranged for them by the party secretaries. 
The same procedure was applied to men and women in industry 
or in agriculture between 1962 and 1966, during which time 
2,755,074 members and candidates were added, but the 
twenty-third congress reaffirmed the rule of careful selection and 
demanded that lax admission policies be abandoned. For admis­
sion, the 1966 rule requires that two-thirds of the members pres­
ent at the meeting of the primary party organization passing 
upon the matter cast their vote affirmatively. The principle of 
careful scrutiny of membership applications has been main­



THE HARD CORE OF THE SYSTEM 25

tained by subjecting persons admitted through exceptional pro­
cedure to a subsequent review. If the new member indicates 
after admission that he is below standard, he is expelled. Many 
soldiers admitted on the field of battle during the war were ex­
pelled in later years when they showed themselves lacking in 
desire or capacity to make the theoretical studies required of 
party members.

Reports of refugees also indicate that careerists have some­
times slipped through the selection process for new members. 
With the passing of the years and with the increasing favoritism 
shown party members in the allocation to them of positions of 
power and prestige, the desirability of party membership has 
been enhanced. It no longer attracts persecution as it did in pre­
revolutionary times nor does it require self-denial as it did during 
the 1920’s. In consequence, ambitious opportunists have crept 
into the party, with the result that members are not today always 
as dedicated as party rules would have them appear. This is 
especially so of the more youthful ones.

In its formalized selection of members the Communist party 
reveals one of the primary distinctions between itself and the 
mass political parties familiar to the student of politics in the 
United States and in many other countries. In the West, parties 
other than the Communist party generally provide no such pro­
cess for the selection of members. In most parties there is re­
quired no more than a declaration of membership, and there is no 
obligation to perform duties or to accept any form of discipline. 
Even representatives of these parties within the various parlia­
ments or congresses of the West generally consider themselves 
free to oppose their leaders if they think that a decision has been 
unwise.

Limitations on Expression of Opinion
The extent to which opinion may be expressed on matters of 

policy has come to be a measure of a democratic system of gov­
ernment, and the designers of the Communist party have found it 
necessary to provide a semblance of honor of this measure both 
to hold the loyalty of party members and to attract outsiders into 
the ranks. Again, however, there seems to have been a problem 
of providing a means for popular expression of opinion and at the 
same time of devising a counterweight. The party leaders seem 
to want to be sure that expressions of opinion will never result in 
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the adoption of a policy before the highest officers of the Com­
munist party have had an opportunity to consider its prospective 
influence upon the course of events.

In defining democratic centralism, the rules drawn up by the 
Communist party leaders and adopted formally by The All- 
Union Communist Party Congress establish the outlines of the 
control mechanism. Every party member is given the formal 
right to express his opinion within the group to which he be­
longs, whether it be his primary party organization or a higher- 
level conference to which he is a delegate. This right is widely 
advertised by the Communist party press as indicative of the 
democratic character of the Communist party.

Having given the formal right of free speech to party members 
within their organizations, the draftsmen of the party rules pro­
vided a counterweight. The rules declare that members shall not 
be permitted to form a votingTHbc, knöwn~nrpärfy^äflance as a 
‘Tactionf*-within the orgânîzatïbhtô which they beTöngTThis 
restriction means tKaFwtrile a member is permitted to rise in his 
place and speak his mind at a party meeting, he may not have 
consulted with Triends in advance to solicit their support ofjiis 
views soTfiat his speeìNrwnT nìT solitary one on the sub- 
jectne espouses. Nor maybe have bargained with others to vote 
for his project in exchange for his subsequent vote in favor of 
some project dear to their hearts.

The effectiveness of this counterweight to free speech will be 
obvious to any American who ôontemplates the working of any 
organization to which he belongs. It will quickly be evident in any 
group that a single voice carries no weight unless it be that of an 
unusually persuasive speaker or of one with political power 
within the organization. Even the persuasive speaker will be 
voted down if his colleagues are in no mood to listen. Minorities 
have been effective in tempering policies only when they could 
organize into groups which threatened to grow and become 
majorities, or if they were able to manipulate themselves with 
such skill that they held positions of balance of power, promising 
support to one or the other side of an argument in accordance 
with the willingness of the one or the other to support their 
causes. Soviet politicians seem to have put their finger on the key 
to a minority’s strength and to have locked the door and thrown 
away the key. They can champion democratic forms within the 
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Communist party without fear that any minority will become 
unmanageable.

There is yet another formal counterweight to the democratic 
right of free speech guaranteed to individual members within the 
party. It lies in the obligation established by the rules that when 
a decision has been taken, it is binding upon all those who 
shared in it, even if they voted against it on the floor. They are 
not permitted to argue for its reversal until it has been tried to the 
satisfaction of the leaders. The decision is binding upon them 
until opened again for discussion.

Discipline for Party Members
Discipline within the Communist party is enforced in two 

principal ways, by persuasion and by punishment of violators. 
Persuasion plays a part greater than is often appreciated outside 
the U.S.S.R., for though the Communist party is a relatively small 
core of persons guiding the destinies of the entire country and 
thus attracts people who enjoy the perquisites of power, there are 
here, as among any group of leaders, not only those who enjoy a 
sense of power but also those who have a sense of mission. It is 
upon those individuals who seek admission to, and continue 
within, the party because they have a sense of mission that per­
suasion especially acts as a means of enforcing discipline. These 
have joined voluntarily, and they remain voluntary. To be sure, if 
they resigned they would be considered “quitters” and would 
lose favor both with those whom they left behind in the party and 
also with millions more who have not desired or could not gain 
membership but who accept party values. But while such social 
opprobrium is to be reckoned with before resigning, there is a 
still stronger force for those who feel a sense of mission—the 
force created by a consuming interest, without which life would 
not be worth living.

To those who have entered the Communist party with a sense 
of mission, the party leaders who seek to win them to a point of 
view have only to explain policy in terms of improving con­
ditions within the U.S.S.R. and even, eventually, throughout the 
world—the declared mission of the party. If the explanation is 
well phrased and convincing, it will be seized upon and in­
corporated as a design for living without serious question. For 
such persons, persuasion is a mighty instrument of control, and 
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the training of Communist party secretaries, on whom the pri­
mary burden of persuasion rests, includes a very extensive por­
tion of the art of effective public speaking.

Punishment awaits those party members who feel less or no 
sense of mission and are not persuaded by argument to accept 
the orders of their superiors within the party. It takes several 
forms. There are the moderate forms of admonition, reprimand, 
and censure, which are entered on the registration card. There is 
also the harsher form of reduction to candidate status for one 
year. The most severe form consists of expulsion from the party: 
for the disillusioned party member who has compelling personal 
reasons for remaining within the party while disliking official 
policy, the threat of expulsion is a strong incentive to conform. 
Each of these forms of punishment is designed to attach to the 
culprit a measure of social stigma in the eyes of fellow party 
members.

Members of the Central Committee of the party, and of the 
executive committees at each lower level within the party 
hierarchy, are protected against disciplinary action by the pri­
mary party organization to which they belong. Under the rules, 
penalties may be exacted of such persons only if approved at a 
full meeting of the Central Committee or of the executive com­
mittee concerned, and then only when a two-thirds majority con­
sents. The leadership has thus assured itself of no surprises from 
below.

Statistics for 1966 indicate that disciplining to the extent of 
expulsion remains an important feature of party life, although it 
occurs less frequently than in earlier years. Duringthe year 62,868 
persons were expelled and 17,244 dropped out. The latter figure 
suggests that withdrawals, for which there is no provision in the 
party rules and which were not feasible during Stalin’s time be­
cause they would have been interpreted as evidence of hostility, 
have become increasingly possible under cloak of expulsion for 
non-payment of dues. Expulsions between 1956 and 1962 ap­
proximated 200,000, while withdrawals in each of the four years 
preceding 1966 increased by about 1,000 each year.

Further expulsions were announced in 1976, it being reported 
that “around 347,000” persons were denied party cards during 
the exchange conducted between 1973 and 1975 because they had 
deviated from the norms of party life, infringed discipline, or lost 
contact with the party organization.
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Internationalism within the Party
Group organization on the basis of ethnic origin has been op­

posed within the Communist party from the outset. Lenin in­
sisted, even against serious opposition from fellow members 
belonging to ethnic minorities within the Russian Empire, that 
the party was not to be a federation of ethnically organized 
groups. He opposed any suggestion that Jews have a party or­
ganization that would bring together Jews wherever they might 
live and that would co-operate with a Russian or Ukrainian or 
Lithuanian organization similarly constituted. He demanded that 
the party structure be centralized without regard~to~the ethnic 
origifTof its members.

Due to historical migrations, the population of the U.S.S.R. 
contains many ethnic groups living in relatively compact com­
munities in various parts of the U.S.S.R. Thus, the Ukrainian 
minority lives in one corner, the Georgian and Armenian 
minorities in another, the Finnish minority in another, the Lat­
vian, Estonian, and Lithuanian minorities in still others. Under 
the system of organization based upon broad geographic areas, in 
which all party members within a republic are represented 
through their provincial delegates in the party congress of that 
republic, it may appear to an outsider as if there were separate 
Ukrainian and Armenian and Latvian party units. Communist 
party leaders have always emphasized, however, that there is no 
basis for ethnic representation within the party. Consequently, 
the unit named the “Ukrainian Communist party” is not con­
ceived as an ethnic unit comprising all Ukrainians wherever they 
may live but rather comprises Communist party members of 
whatever ethnic group who happen to be living at the time 
within the borders established for the Ukrainian Republic. It 
includes Russians and Jews and Armenians and Georgians who 
live within the Ukrainian Republic’s borders. Even its head, 
bearing the title of “Secretary of the Central Committee of the 
Ukrainian Communist Party,” may be, and has been, a man of 
Russian rather than Ukrainian ethnic origin. Usually the party 
secretaries are chosen from the ethnic unit that has the largest 
representation within a given area, but this need not be so. In 
consequence, the way is open to substitute a secretary of another 
ethnic group if there should appear among the Communist party 
members within any republic a sense of conflict of interest be­
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tween the ethnic unit from which most of them come and the 
whole party.

This concept of “internationalism” of party structure, as con­
trasted with “nationalism” or structure based upon ethnic 
groups, aided Stalin, a member of the Georgian ethnic minority, 
to maintain his position among the very much more numerous 
Russian ethnic element within the Communist party. He could 
claim to represent the Russian element as well as all other ethnic 
elements because he was to be thought of not as a Georgian but 
as an internationalist—as a member of the working class, which 
is supposed, in Communist theory, to have no ethnic loyalties 
cutting across its class line.

In spite of the theory of internationalism within the party, it 
was common gossip in the U.S.S.R. before Stalin’s death that to 
please the people his successor would have to be a Russian. 
Lip-service was given to internationalism, but political wisdom 
suggested that attention be paid to the sentiments of the majority 
ethnic group in selecting the party boss.

Funds to maintain the Communist party are obtained through a 
system of party dues levied upon each party member. There is 
collected from each candidate member a small initiation fee of 2 
per cent of one month’s wages. Thereafter all candidates and full 
members pay monthly dues graduated on the basis of monthly 
wages. The tax begins at 10 kopecks on 50 rubles of wages and 
advances from Fa of 1 per cent of wages under 100 rubles to 3 per 
cent of wages exceeding 300 rubles a month.

It is remarkable that the Communist party, with its control over 
the finances of the entire Soviet state, has chosen to continue a 
system of party dues. One might expect the party to dip into the 
state treasury for its maintenance and to abandon the payment of 
dues as an outmoded heritage from prerevolutionary days when 
its political campaign against the government of the Russian 
Empire could be financed in no other way. Nevertheless, the 
dues are still collected and are supplemented by receipts from 
the publications of the vast party press. Perhaps expenses be­
yond those covered by admitted receipts are hidden in some 
item of the state budget. Such subsidization by the state treasury, 
if any exists, is not, however, reported specifically in any line of 
the state budget devoted to Communist party administration ex­
penses. Presumably the Communist party’s leaders have con- 
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eluded that there is an additional emotional bond established 
between a member and his party if he is made to feel that he is 
sacrificing the satisfaction of some personal need to maintain his 
party, or it may be that relations with the non-party public are 
facilitated if there is no published support for an argument that 
the public is taxed to fatten the Communist party apparatus.

In spite of the various control features built into the Com­
munist party’s system of democratic centralism, party bosses 
have often found it expedient to go beyond even them. The most 
notable violation of the Communist party’s own rules is the in­
frequency with which meetings of the representative party 
groups at the various levels of the party structure have occurred, 
and local party secretaries are occasionally criticized openly in 
the Communist party press for failing to call the required meet­
ings of their county or city conference. But these local party 
leaders have not been set a good example, for The All-Union 
Communist Party congresses were called during Stalin’s lifetime 
only at rare intervals, in spite of the requirement of the rules. The 
Congress held in 1952 should have been held in 1942, had the 
then existing requirement of a congress every three years been 
fulfilled. The Congress of 1939 took place at an interval of five 
years after the preceding Congress of 1934. To be sure, the Sec­
ond World War intervened between the 1939 and the 1952 con­
gresses, and few party members could have been expected to 
resent postponement in the light of war conditions. Yet the war 
ended, and still no congress was held for six years after its end. 
Only since Stalin’s death have the leaders seemed to be prepared 
to follow the rules. The twentieth party congress was held within 
the prescribed four-year period after the nineteenth party con­
gress. Since then the practice has varied. A five-year interval 
between congresses was set by amendment to party rules in 
1971, and it was observed in the call for the twenty-fifth congress 
in 1976.

The Focus of Party Power
Stalin focused power in his person so completely and for so 

long that the Soviet system of government came to be associated 
with one-man dictatorship, differing if at all from other dic­
tatorships only because this man exercised his power not only 
with the help of a strong security police but also through the
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instrumentality of the Communist party. Events since his death 
suggest that the characterization is no longer apt. Power is being 
shared, the question being with how many.

Analysis of the structure of the party has shown it to be a 
hierarchy, leading up formally to a pinnacle which is the party 
congress, but no one supposes that power lies there. Over four 
thousand delegates meeting once in five years for a few days at a 
time cannot wield power. They can but formalize what has been 
prepared for them by others—but which others? The organiza­
tion chart shows the existence of three smaller bodies at the top: 
the Central Committee, the Politicai Büro and tbe Secretariat. Of 
these three, the Central Committee has the place of honor be­
cause it names the members of the other two. Stalin reduced the 
functioning of the Central Committee to a formality, calling 
meetings on rare occasions and paying little attention to it. In this 
he provided a contrast to Lenin, who had found the body useful 
as a place in which to try out ideas but who never permitted 
discussions without structure. This was provided by members of 
the Political Büro, in which Lenin concentrated the wise men of 
his party. But even the Political Büro as Lenin used it was not 
binding upon him, for he never accepted opinions with which he 
could not agree. At moments ofcrisis he exercised his great per­
suasive powers and organizing ability to gain his way over what 
was sometimes strong dissent, so that the Political Büro had little 
real power; Stalin reduced its influence even further.

The Secretariat was originally conceived by the founders of 
the party in 1903 as a service instrument, not an instrument of 
power. Stalin changed that, for he used the Secretariat of which 
he was put in charge to make appointments of men loyal to him. 
During Stalin’s tenure the Secretariat was often identified as the 
mechanism of greatest importance within the power structure: an 
instrument of rule to be coveted by any who wished to succeed 
Stalin in power on his death.

Nikita Khrushchev utilized the Secretariat to further his own 
ascendance to a position of prominence, but with less success 
than Stalin. His career showed that he was never able to over­
come his opponents as Stalin had done, but he was not without 
skill in political maneuvering. This he demonstrated in 1957 
when, after a trip to Finland on a diplomatic mission, he re­
turned to Moscow to find that three of Stalin’s erstwhile 
closest collaborators, Molotov, Kaganovich, and Malenkov, 
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had utilized his absence to organize a faction against him within 
the Presidium, and had the majority of votes. Playing for time, 
Khrushchev postponed the formal session at which he would 
have been outvoted on his plan to decentralize industrial com­
mand, and through his son-in-law he called into Moscow the 
far-flung members of the Central Committee, among whom he 
had a majority of admirers. He also sought and won to his side the 
army leaders. This combined force turned the tables on the Pre­
sidium majority, and the Central Committee voted to support 
Khrushchev and his plan. Then the three who had led the revolt 
were ousted from their high positions, suggesting for the first 
time in party history that the Central Committee, at least when 
supported by the army leaders, was strong enough to discipline 
its own Presidium.

Again in 1964, when Khrushchev was on vacation at his Black 
Sea home, his opponents organized to oust him because of his 
position on a wide variety of issues, including party structure and 
decentralization of industrial command. On this occasion the 
Central Committee failed him when he returned in haste to make 
his defense. He was dismissed and a new collective leadership 
was created, headed by Leonid I. Brezhnev as party Secretary 
and Aleksei A. Kosygin as President of the Council of Ministers. 
The question put forward by foreign analysts of the Soviet power 
structure is whether the Central Committee has arrogated power 
to itself, in reflection of the changes occurring in party member­
ship, making centralization of power not only in a single man but 
even in a small Political Büro unacceptable to the greatly in­
creased number of intellectuals comprising the party’s member­
ship. To answer this question a glance is necessary at what has 
been happening within the party during the period of the war 
and notably since Stalin’s death.

A Challenge to Party Centralism
The urbanization and intellectualization of the Soviet Union 

have been prominent features of its development, as with all 
countries advancing from an agrarian economy to one focused on 
industrialization. Peasants are fewer, having dropped in percent­
age from about one half of the population in 1939 to one sixth in 
1976. Schooling is widespread: there were more than 46 million 
pupils in the general schools in 1977, 5 million in the uni­
versities, and about 3.5 million in technical institutions. This 
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situation has compelled a new approach to admission to the 
leadership group. Lenin had been reluctant to admit peasants 
and the educated, whom he called, in accordance with Russian 
tradition, “intellectuals,” into this key body. No longer can his 
views prevail, but since those views still have some influence, 
they bear recapitulation in brief.

Lenin declared that the workmen required the support of the 
peasants to win a revolution, but he felt that peasants were in­
clined toward individual exploitation of the land rather than to­
ward community exploitation. The peasant’s attitude seemed to 
Lenin to be in contrast with that forced upon the factory work­
man by the circumstances of his job. The factory workman could 
see in his daily toil that co-operation was necessary to achieve 
results, for no machine in a factory was of any use unless it was 
operated in concert with the other machines in the factory. The 
workmen seemed to Lenin certain to accept the socialist form of 
production that he had in mind, with its heavy emphasis on state 
operation of production rather than on the individualism of pri­
vate enterprise. The peasant could not be counted upon to accept 
the discipline of socialism, and so Lenin assigned him a sub­
ordinate place in the power structure.

The intellectuals were the most doubtful people, in Lenin’s 
opinion. He declared that they had no rooting in a production 
process, as did the workmen or the peasants. They had skills 
required by the party leadership, but they took positions based 
upon intellectual reasoning, and one could not anticipate which 
way they would turn as ideas crossed their minds. They made 
poor followers, for each thought his mind as good as the next 
man’s. In short, intellectuals in the aggregate could be useful and 
were to be tolerated so long as they accepted leadership from 
Lenin and his small group of colleagues, but they were to be 
watched lest they turn against the party leaders.

Stalin inherited Lenin’s distrust of the intellectuals. Like 
Lenin, he had to use the skilled men and women of the old 
regime to develop the country and, in particular, to perform the 
technical operations of government offices, but he let very few of 
them into the ranks of the Communist party. He established a 
hierarchy of categories of persons seeking admission to the party, 
according to a descending order of prospective loyalty, and re­
quired persons in the successively lower categories to produce 
correspondingly more recommendations for admission to mem­
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bership and to serve longer in the period of candidacy. The in­
tellectuals were at the bottom of the list, in the least-favored 
position.

Under the system of selection of party members, which left 
unchallenged within the party the few men who had education 
and experience in leadership, the Communist party was molded 
by degrees into the disciplined group that it had become by the 
late 1930’s. Those of the small circle of intellectuals who had 
been members of the party in its early years were purged when 
they questioned Stalin’s position as party boss.

Time has wrought change within the party, in reflection of the 
changes in structure within the Soviet population. Educated men 
have come to the fore, but not to the complete exclusion of 
workmen and collective farmers. It is on this point that Lenin’s 
policies still have influence, for continued representation of the 
workers in large numbers has become a rule of practice. The 
desirability of maintaining this grass-roots element is constantly 
restated, and the principle is applied. In consequence, on Janu­
ary 1, 1977, 40.7% of the party’s members were bench workmen 
and 14.7% were collective farmers, making a total of over half.

While the intellectuals are, therefore, a minority, they have 

number of members with advanced education is constantly in­
creasing. In 1976 party members with college educations had 
become 24% of the total of educated men and women, in com­
parison with their status in 1922 of less than 1%. Those with high 
school educations have increased even faster to reach almost 
39% in 1976 in comparison with 6% in 1922. With these increases 
in representation of educated men and women in the party, the 
party’s influence among educated citizens generally has been 
advanced until by 1977 party members or candidates accounted 
for a total of 25.5% of all Soviet citizens with a college education.

The educated men and women are about evenly split between 
those concerned directly with the technique of production as 
engineers and technicians ancTthose engaged in administration 
oFsEafe, party, and trade union agencies or in professional activ­
ity -as scientists, teachers, doctors, nurses, writers, and artists. ~

AgirfgrïFpartyTnembership was evident up to the early 1970’s 
when heavy admissions of youth (70% of the 1975 intake) re­
versed the aging trend to bring the under-30 age group to 16.6% 
of all Communists. One-third of all members had joined during 
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the preceding decade. Women members also increased to total 
24.7% by 1977.

The Influence of Intellectuals
With the increasing percentage of educated men and women 

within the party, the top posts have fallen to those with univer­
sity degrees. Nikita Khrushchev was the last of the men who 
could make the traditional prestigious boast of a pipe fitter’s 
training. Brezhnev and Kosygin are engineers who might be 
called elsewhere “university men.” Their style is not that of the 
flamboyant revolutionary leader who moves multitudes from a 
balcony. They are men of the statistical table, of the un­
impassioned analysis of facts; they are respecters of orderly pro­
cesses and are supported at lower levels by engineers, scientists, 
lawyers, professional soldiers, professional public adminis­
trators, and professional educators.

The influx of educated men into positions of power dissipated 
the suspicion previously attached to intellectuals as men of un­
certain loyalty requiring observation by Communists who knew 
by what used to be called a “visceral reaction” what was right for 
the revolution. From a position of a suspected specialist the edu­
cated man moved to the position of a model Communist to be 
emulated by all. They were quietly but perceptibly inheriting 
from the older men their positions of leadership. When a prob­
lem needed solution, the proposals were prepared not by spe­
cialists outside the party to be presented for review and re­
formulation by the trusted generalists within, but by Communist 
specialists who went to the few remaining generalists only when 
they could not agree about which of two approaches might assure 
the speediest advancement of the Communist way of life.

Increasing reliance upon specialists is not peculiar to the 
U.S.S.R. It is part of a trend that industrialization has made both 
inevitable and irreversible. Educated men cannot longer be kept 
in any country in a pool to be called forward for advice and then 
sent back to their laboratories and studies while generalists de­
cide policy on the basis of visceral reactions. Automation’s 
problems can no more be met in the U.S.S.R. than elsewhere by 
men whose only education has been the factory lathe, nor can 
court procedures be prescribed successfully by men who know 
nothing of the problem of determining truth.

In the face of this advance of the educated men to party mem­
bership and even leadership, an advance which was facilitated 
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by elimination of the provisions in the party rules, which prior to 
1939 discriminated against the admission of intellectuals to party 
membership, the generalists who remain have sensed some ele­
ment of danger. In the U.S.S.R., as elsewhere in developing 
societies, newly educated specialists have sought to prove their 
new status by demonstrating their aloofness from the workbench 
and the cow barn. There has been a tendency to sit in clean front 
offices behind desks and to make pronouncements as if from on 
high without entering the machine shop or riding the tractor.

Khrushchev as a generalist resented the development of a 
leadership composed of engineers. He stressed preservation of 
Lenin’s policy of recruitment from among the workers and peas­
ants, and he tried to acquaint the intellectuals of the youthful 
generation with the life he loved. To do so, he required students 
training for careers needing no long period of preliminary tech­
nical preparation to serve an internship in a factory or farm be­
fore proceeding to higher education. His hope was that potential 
leaders would acquire in this way some practical knowledge of 
the work to be~performed and the attitude of citizens in whose 
name the revolution was fought. Then they might rule with more 
sympathy when they assumed high positions as specialists.

Khrushchev’s internship program failed in practice. The in­
tellectuals rose almost to a man to condemn if. TheyThought it 
out of keeping with technical needs of the industrial age, which 
were so demanding as to permit no time out in the educational 
process. Generalists within the party now rub shoulders with the 
rank and file, but they have had the training of specialists at an 
early age and their thought is of abundance and the future good 
life which abundance makes possible. Consequently, the 
twenty-fifth congress in 1976 focussed on the need to center 
policy on developing a “scientific and cultural revolution.”

The expansion of the educated group within party ranks has 
had another influence, also hard to measure but obvious nev­
ertheless. This has been exerted on Stalin’s practice of de­
manding unreasoning discipline. Educated men, even when the 
educational system is designed to create skills rather than facility 
in political innovation, have begun to demonstrate their desire to 
participate in the selection of leaders and in the determination of 
policy. Emphasis at the lower levels of the party is now on 
popular choice of officials and upon consultation rather than 
upon command. At higher levels, consensus has been restored as 
a feature of meetings of the Central Committee. While the Polit- 
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buro still prepares the drafts of proposals taken before the Cen­
tral Committee, its influence has waned. It strikes no terror into 
the hearts of the men on the way up, and in this fact lie the seeds 
of change. It is not unlikely that the Politburo will become 
something lilçe a “cabinet” for the General Secretary, who can be 
expected to tty to convince his colleagues but can no longer 
command them as Stalin used to do.

Finally, there is the matter of the party purge. Stalin’s epoch 
was characterized in many minds by this technique of ridding 
the party of his enemies. Provision still remains in the party rules 
for use of the technique, but it is today of a different character. 
Party intellectuals seem confident that never again will there be 
purges like those of Stalin, when leaders were not only expelled, 
but sometimes accused of treason, brought before a court 
established for the occasion, and killed. Khrushchev may be able 
to take credit in history for this change in attitude toward dis­
senters, although he could not have denounced Stalin’s methods 
without the support of his colleagues. When he ousted Molotov, 
Kaganovich, and Malenkov in 1957, the world press awaited a 
purge of the Stalin type, but there were no criminal trials and no 
executions. These men were demoted, dropped from their party 
offices, sent for a time to insignificant posts in the provinces, and 
in Molotov’s case permitted finally to return to dignified retire­
ment in the capital.

When Khrushchev was ousted from his party and state offices 
in 1964, he suffered no public humiliation, no trial. He was rel- 
agated to retirement at a country home until the excitement of 
his ouster had abated, and then he reappeared on occasion at his 
Moscow apartment to vote and conduct interviews until his natu­
ral death in 1971.

While expulsion and eclipse of political opponents in the 
Soviet manner is shocking to Westerners accustomed to parlia­
mentary procedures created to assure respect for dissident views, 
the analyst who fails to draw comparisons with Stalin’s proce­
dures will miss what is happening in the Soviet Union. There is a 
growing sense of moderation, still far short of what is expected in 
a stable government in the West, but one which has reached a 
point of qualitative difference in the politics of the Communist 
party. It is the intellectuals who are forcing the change, and it is 
their influence within the party to which moderates look to pre­
vent a slipping back into old techniques for which there are still 
partisans.



CHAPTER

RADIATING INFLUENCE

Communist party leaders have heralded as the role of the Com­
munist party official the guidance of others in their performance 
of the many functions required in a complex modern society. 
Officials have been called upon to step into operating positions 
in times of crisis, but generally they are expected to attend to 
party affairs. A party secretary at any level is not supposed to 
manage a factory or preside over a collective farm or head a 
ministry. Until the war crisis of 1939 the General Secretary of the 
Party, Stalin, was kept aloof from administrative tasks relating to 
the economy of the country as a whole. At that time Stalin stepped 
into the chairmanship of the Council of Ministers, where he re­
mained until his death.

When Stalin’s many functions were divided among his heirs, 
the role of party secretary was again separated from that of chief 
administrator of the country, but within five years the two func­
tions had been merged again in Khrushchev’s hands. On his 
ouster in 1964, there was another attempt to return to the pattern 
preferred in party theory, and this lasted for 12 years. Then, in 
1977, Brezhnev, while still party Secretary General, assumed the 
role of Chief of State, but he did not become chief administrator. 
That task remained separate, presumably because the adminis­
trative task in a state owning and operating all industrial, con­
struction, transport, and sales institutions as well as housing and 
state farms is so great that a single man cannot do justice to both 
policy making and its execution.

The rank and file of the party is in a different position. An 
individual’s election to party membership has not meant altera­
tion in his employment: a steel worker admitted into the party 
remains in the steel mills, a government clerk in a ministry re­
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mains at his ministerial desk, a brigade leader on a collective 
farm continues to be responsible for the operations of the dairy or 
of the chicken house. A distinction is made between the role of 
the party professional, who is paid for full-time work as a party 
secretary or as a member of an executive committee of a county 
or city party dpnference, on the one hand, and that of the rank- 
and-file party member, on the other.

While the professionals within the party are relatively few, the 
rank-and-file members are many and are scattered throughout 
every branch of activity within the U.S.S.R. The reason for this 
scatter lies in the party leaders’ desire to facilitate the radiation of 
party influence throughout all the nation’s activities. Party mem­
bers are located nearly everywhere, and they know personally 
what is happening so that they do not have to ask for reports. 
They provide a skilled network of observers to collect the in­
formation that the party leaders need to formulate policy.

The rank-and-file party members in industry, on the farm, and 
in the office perform an additional function. They are at the right 
and left hands of the non-party millions, situated to propagate 
party policy in a thousand subtle ways under instructions from 
the party secretary of the primary party organization to which 
they belong. They are given every two weeks little printed 
pocket books for “agitators,” containing themes to put forward 
not only in the general shop meetings but in daily conversation 
in the factory canteen. Their task is to win by intelligent argu­
ment unanimous approval of all party policies.

Whenever there is a meeting of persons interested in any spe­
cialized activity, such as the improvement of the courts or the 
writing of poetry or the feeding of pigs, the Communist party 
members who are present because of personal expertness in the 
matter under discussion are required by party rules to gather in 
caucus to determine what should be the decisions of the entire 
interested group, and to work for the general adoption of those 
decisions by skilful use of the opportunities available. If the 
meeting is of very great national importance, as when it brings 
together all the principal writers of the country in a writers’ con­
gress, the party members present will receive instruction from 
the Presidium of the party itself regarding the policy to develop. 
In less important meetings, decisions of the party caucus at the 
affair are sufficient, perhaps excepting the assistance of the sec­
retary of the nearest big city or county party conference. It is 
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presumed that party members read the daily party newspaper, 
Pravda, and the bimonthly party journals, Kommunist and Par- 
tiinaya Zhizn, as well as the journal specializing on the subject 
matter of their professional training, whether it be agriculture, or 
industry, or the writing of belles-lettres, for these journals pro­
vide an idea of the positions which the top party leaders, and the 
top party experts in the subject under discussion, expect to have 
taken.

A Communist Organization for Youth
The Communist party increases its influence by enlisting 

young age groups under its banner through the Komsomols and 
the Pioneers. These two organizations interlock with one another 
and with the Communist party itself to provide a core of 
Communist-indoctrinated youth down to the age of ten. They 
bring close to the Communist party millions of the young boys 
and girls on whom the party relies for its future.

It is the task of the Komsomols to organize the most politically 
minded and active of the country’s youth into a centralized dis­
ciplined community second only to the Communist party itself. 
Membership is open, since 1958, to individuals between the 
ages of fourteen and twenty-eight, but those who are elected to 
high office within the organization may continue to be members 
so long as they hold that office. Until 1954 any member was 
permitted to continue his membership beyond the then existing 
age of twenty-six for as long as he liked, with the result that the 
supposedly “youth” organization became heavily weighted with 
older brothers and sisters. This was probably not without the 
intent of the party leadership, for the older heads assured con­
formity within the youth group to the policies of the party. From 
the early years of the Komsomols up to the late 1920’s, the young 
members had often protested against policies forced upon them 
by the party—especially against the tightening of discipline and 
the restraints on the choice of leaders and determination of pol­
icy, which were eventually made the same as for the party 
itself—but this vocal insubordination had been silenced, and the 
Komsomols in their public meetings had for twenty-five years 
followed without question the policy established for them by the 
party.

However, at The All-Union Congress of the Komsomols in 
1954, it was proposed that the custom of continuing membership 



42 THE SOVIET SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT

in the organization beyond the age of twenty-six be modified. It 
was suggested that ordinary members, on reaching the age of 
twenty-six, have the option of filing with their Komsomol pri­
mary organization their wish to continue as members until the 
age of twenty-eight, after which time they would have to with­
draw unless elected to official position within the organization. 
In this move, which must be regarded as a concession to growing 
discontent on the part of the youth with the domination of their 
elders, there was evidenced the readiness of Stalin’s heirs to 
relax some measure of the strict control that the party had been 
exercising through these elders. Yet the relaxation of control was 
not complete. There was no proposal to exclude the older mem­
bers from positions as officers in the organization, and thus the 
party retained a means of direct influence upon the youth at the 
control point.

This opening has been utilized, for leadership positions still 
fall to older men and women, several of whom exceed the normal 
maximum age. Thus, in the 1968 Congress, 371 delegates were 
over 30, and 589 ranged from 29 to 30, accounting for one quarter 
of those attending. The Communist party influence was evi­
denced by the presence of 2,306 members or candidate members 
among the 3,821 delegates, and of these 666 held the responsible 
posts of members of party elective bodies. To counteract the 
impression given by these statistics of age and party domination 
the First Secretary claimed that during the seven years preced­
ing the Congress the accent had been on youth. Admissions from 
the lower age groups had been at such a pace that those between 
18 and 25 increased by 23 per cent. In spite of this campaign to 
restore youth to the front of the Komsomols, leadership remained 
with mature members.

The structure of the Komsomols parallels that of the Com­
munist party. Individuals apply to primary organizations for ad­
mission, and these are located in places of employment. Each 
primary organization elects its secretary and its delegates to a 
higher level in the structure until The All-Union Congress of the 
Komsomols is reached. This, like its counterpart within the 
Communist party, chooses its Central Committee. The congress 
itself meets only once every four years. The Central Committee 
meets only semiannually, leaving the conduct of daily affairs to 
its “bureau.”

At each level of the structure the Komsomol unit must, ac­



RADIATING INFLUENCE 43

cording to the rules, accept direction and control from the Com­
munist party organization at the same level, whether it be of the 
republic, the province, the county, or the big city. Since Kom­
somols work in the same places as Communist party members, 
there is constant interchange of ideas in personal relationships 
between them at the factory, in the school, or on the farm. When 
Communist party members are too few to provide the basis for a 
primary party organization in any such unit, they join the Kom­
somol organization to carry out programs. This makes for broader 
Communist party influence in organizations in which youth pre­
dominates, such as the professional schools and the universities.

Membership in the Komsomols is achieved more easily than in 
the Communist party—for example, there is no period of can­
didacy—but it is still granted on an individual basis. There 
are no blanket admissions of an entire school class. An applica­
tion must be supported by recommendations from two members 
of at least one year’s standing or from one Communist party 
member, and those who recommend are held accountable with 
their own membership just as in the party. Dues are exacted of 
members.

In contrast to the analogous policy governing the Communist 
party, there is no restriction placed upon the number of Kom­
somol members. While the Communist party had permitted 
16,203,446 persons to join its ranks by mid-1978, the Komsomols 
had in 1978 at their 18th congress 38,807,399 members, said to be 
more than half the country’s younger generation. Fifty-eight per 
cent were reported to be working in the national economy, state 
administrative agencies, or the cultural sphere, having presum­
ably completed full time schooling. The party’s policy is, evident­
ly, to open membership to many so as to provide a large pool of 
tested men and women from which to select the most effective 
people for party membership. This practice also provides a com­
mitted group of persons to disseminate party policy throughout 
groups which, because of generational differences in attitudes, are 
beyond the reach of the older party members. Youth’s morality is 
shaped by youths.

The party’s General Secretary feels strongly the need to build 
for the future. At the Komsomol’s Congress of 1974 he told the 
delegates, “By every day of one’s working life one must build 
and affirm the future, bringing it closer and make it a reality.” In 
1978 he emphasized the need for production in industry and on 
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the farm, but he touched a moral theme as well, saying, “In­
difference, parasitism, cynicism, the claim that one is entitled to 
receive more from society than one gives to it—these moral flaws 
should not escape the vision of the Komsomols.” He also stressed 
internationalism: youth must work for Communist solidarity 
worldwide.

Experience has shown that for Soviet youth the slogans of the 
party are less meaningful than the exciting tasks they have been 
called upon collectively to perform. In the 1920’s they were 
charged with building a great city in the Far East, named Kom­
somolsk in their honor. In the late 1930’s they turned to the 
Moscow subway, the show piece of the nation. In the late 1950’s 
they were opening the frontier in Asia by plowing up the virgin 
grass lands. In the mid-1970’s they were building the Baikal- 
Amur railroad, linking North-central Siberia to the Pacific. At the 
fiftieth anniversary they were told to take on a still larger task: 
fraternizing with the youth of the world by becoming ambassa­
dors of the Soviet land, and also by stimulating to greater activity 
the relatively dormant children’s organization of the Soviet 
Union, for which the Komsomol is responsible to the party, 
namely, the Pioneers.

A Communist Organization for Children
Almost every school child is a member of the Pioneers. Statis­

tics for 1978 show 20,000,000 members. It can be presumed that 
membership corresponds almost exactly to city populations be­
tween the ages of ten and fourteen and probably includes as well 
a high percentage of the children on the farms. This is the only 
age group that has a distinctive uniform for, unlike the Nazis, the 
Communists have adopted no uniform or arm band for party or 
Komsomol members. The Pioneers are the exception probably 
because boys and girls of the age enlisted in this organization 
find a uniform appealing. Simple, and much like that of the boy 
and girl scout organizations of the Western countries and of the 
United States, it had consisted of a white blouse and blue skirt or 
trousers, and a red kerchief held around the neck by a metal ring 
on which is stamped the Pioneer motto Vsegda Gotov, “Always 
Ready”—or even “Be Prepared,” in emulation of the motto of our 
Boy Scouts. In 1967 it was replaced by a more distinctive costume.

The Pioneers have no hierarchy of national organizations. They 
exist only in “brigades,” to each of which a Komsomol is as­
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signed as leader. There are no requirements for admission and 
no recommendations expected, although a child must serve as a 
candidate for two months to show his capabilities and to impress 
upon him or her the seriousness of membership. Programs in­
clude camping, bird watching, and all the many activities for 
which youth groups in other lands give badges, but they also 
include extensive political education and military sports training 
suitable to young people of this age. In contrast to the thoroughly 
mature official journal of the Komsomols, Molodoi Kommunist, 
and to the Komsomol daily newspaper, Komsomolskaya Pravda, 
the Pioneers have ajournai, Pioner, profusely illustrated in color 
and containing many simple children’s stories and poems, and a 
daily newspaper, Pionerskaya Pravda, written in easy fashion so 
that the children themselves can read it.

The Communist party seems to hope that this group of young 
children will radiate influence not only among the youngsters of 
the country but also in the parents’ circles and into the family 
itself. In the early years following the Revolution, Pioneers were 
encouraged to report political deviation in their parents’ at­
titudes, and a statue was erected in honor of one young Pioneer, 
Pavel Morozov, who was alleged to have been persecuted by an 
enraged parent for political reporting of this nature.

For small children below the age of ten there was re-created in 
1957 the organization called the Little Octobrists to provide 
politically directed recreation, under Komsomol supervision, for 
children prior to entry into the Pioneers. This organization had 
been abolished during World War II when preschool education 
was disrupted. Its functions were then absorbed by reducing the 
entering age of Pioneers by one year and by intensifying political 
work among preschool teachers. Since 1967 its membership 
coincides with school attendance.

While the interlocking Komsomol and Pioneer organizations 
would seem to be effective instruments for spreading Com­
munist party influence throughout the land, they are often 
criticized in the Soviet press for their lack of vitality. For exam­
ple, Komsomols have been accused of failing to take on leader­
ship of Pioneer brigades. It is evident that in spite of the efforts 
that have been made to excite youth to join these organizations 
because of the stimulating programs which they offer, there is 
some apathy among the members. Soviet youth is much more 
indoctrinated and disciplined than that of Western countries, but 
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it is still human. Homework is drudgery in many cases, even 
though it is sugar-coated with promises of political preferment 
and accompanied by the explanation that it must be performed in 
loyalty to thè, regime. The system of enlisting youth to spread 
Communist doctrine is effective, but not completely so.

The Soviets as the State Apparatus
The Communist party’s greatest sphere of activity lies in 

policy-making for the state. Here it has performed its major func­
tion, and here it is that the organization called the Communist 
party has established a position that, in its view, permits it to lay 
claim to being a political party.

The mechanism called the “state” has been adopted from one 
inherited from the period of revolutionary opposition to the 
Tsarist government of the Russian Empire. This was created in 
the year 1905, when a first attempt was made to conduct a general 
strike and even to seize power in local municipalities, with the 
result that the Tsar established a limited form of parliament 
called the “Duma.” It was utilized again to organize the radical 
left of the revolutionary movement that forced the abdication of 
the Tsar in March, 1917. Upon the Tsar’s abdication, the Duma 
created a provisional government representative of all elements 
in the Russian populace and, simultaneously, the parties of the 
left in the Duma re-created the mechanism with which they had 
promoted the revolutionary riots of 1905. The left-wing parties 
called this apparatus a “soviet,” because it was based upon the 
concept of committee organization rather than upon one-man re­
sponsibility.

During the spring of 1917 this “soviet” type of organization 
spread throughout the countryside as a rallying point and co­
ordinating mechanism for the parties of the left, until by June it 
was sufficiently widely organized to permit creation of a national 
organization. To establish such an organization there was called 
in Moscow what became known as the “First Congress of 
Soviets.” At that time the political group that was eventually to 
take the name “Communist,” but was still using the title of “bol­
shevik wing of the Russian Social Democratic Labor party,” 
claimed the loyalty of only a small minority of the delegates. 
Control over the majority of delegates to the First Congress of 
Soviets was in the hands of the more moderate elements of the 
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left, of which the Socialist Revolutionary party represented the 
most people.

When in the autumn of 1917 the provisional government 
established by the Duma, and presided over by Alexander 
Kerensky as prime minister, split sharply with General Kornilov, 
its commander-in-chief, the various soviets were ready to ex­
ploit the dissension. The bolsheviks had utilized the summer 
to strengthen their apparatus and, establishing a “military- 
revolutionary committee” in Petrograd, which was then the cap­
ital of the country, they were able to bring to a final stage the 
movement of the left-wing parties for the overthrow of the pro­
visional government. The weakening of the Kerensky regime had 
thrown Kerensky himself into the arms of the Petrograd soviet to 
maintain his power, and the military-revolutionary committee 
saw that a coup was now possible. The Congress of Soviets was 
convened for a second meeting, and troops and armed workers 
were put into the streets to capture the city’s key spots, including 
the Winter Palace in which the provisional government was 
maintaining its existence. The coup was crowned with success, 
and the leader of the bolsheviks, Lenin, chose to use the Con­
gress of Soviets to succeed the provisional government.

Lenin may have had no other choice, for the ranks of his bol­
shevik party were still very small. The revolutionary peoples of 
Russia, and particularly the peasants, were inclined toward a 
program less radical than that of the bolsheviks. The peasants 
supported the Socialist Revolutionary party, and many of the 
moderate intellectuals and some of the trade unions supported 
the “menshevik” wing of the Social Democratic party. To bring 
unity into this variegated revolutionary mass, the Congress of 
Soviets provided the only possible effective instrument for ac­
tion. Certainly the bolsheviks could not have governed alone. As 
it was, the mensheviks, except for a small group calling them­
selves the “internationalists,” and the main part of the Socialist 
Revolutionary party withdrew from the Second Congress of 
Soviets after the provisional government was seized. There was 
left as ally to Lenin’s bolsheviks only the left wing of the 
Socialist Revolutionary party.

The Congress of Soviets provided Lenin with a valuable in­
strument for maintaining the power which had been seized, and 
he turned to it immediately. He asked it to “legislate” a program 



48 THE SOVIET SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT

implementing the principal slogans with which the revolu­
tionaries had won popularity, namely, peace with Germany and 
socialization of the land. Lenin used the congress also as a con­
venient and relatively representative body from which to obtain 
some mandate of authority for a small group of his henchmen. To 
clarify the mandate, the congress called this group a “Council of 
Peoples’ Commissars” and divided among the members of it the 
portfolios of the former Council of Ministers of the provisional 
government. Having achieved his aim, Lenin sent the Second 
Congress of Soviets home. It was not to be reconvened until the 
end of January, 1918, when power had been more firmly 
established in the hands of the bolsheviks. By that time Lenin 
had eliminated competition from the constituent assembly. This 
body, which had been promised at the time of the Tsar’s abdica­
tion as a means of choosing the form of the new government of 
Russia and to which many people still looked for salvation, was 
prevented in mid-January from making a decision by the armed 
intervention of guards loyal to the bolsheviks.

Having his working committee in the form of a provisional 
Council of Peoples’ Commissars, Lenin next convened the Third 
Congress of Soviets and obtained from it complete approval of 
the provisional system as the permanent government. To solidify 
their gains, the bolsheviks prepared for the drafting of a con­
stitution.

The history of the origin of the soviets has had much to do with 
their character and with the relation of the Communist party to 
them. The left-wing Socialist Revolutionaries attempted to mod­
erate the actions of the Council of Peoples’ Commissars and of 
the Congress of Soviets but met with very little success, and the 
Socialist Revolutionary commissars finally withdrew from the 
government in protest, in the spring of 1918, leaving the bol­
sheviks in control of the soviet system. In effect, the bolsheviks, 
who adopted the name “Communist” in 1919, became the sole 
effective political party in the new Russia. Jealous of this posi­
tion, the leaders kept alert to potential opposition, and any in­
dication of a rise in strength of the remnants of either the men- 
sheviks or the Socialist Revolutionaries precipitated violent sup­
pression. In 1936 the factual monopoly of the Communist party 
was incorporated into the Constitution as a principle of law.

With a hindsight of many years, it is thought-provoking to ask 
why Lenin and his colleagues did not abolish the soviets after 
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victory in the Revolution and establish a system of public ad­
ministration through the executive committees of the various 
levels in the hierarchy of the Communist party. The party might 
have become the state apparatus, and its Political Büro might have 
been today the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. The question 
is all the more intriguing at the present time, when the party’s 
Secretary General has become the Chief of State; when members 
of the party’s Political Büro hold key portfolios of the Council of 
Ministers; and when in the public discussion of a draft constitu­
tion in 1977, some citizens proposed that the state apparatus be 
abolished and the party assume directly the legislative and ad­
ministrative functions.

To answer the thought-provoking question as to why there has 
been no amalgamation of the Communist party and state but 
rather a development of interlocking directorates in two separate 
instrumentalities, an examination of the apparatus which still 
uses the name “soviet” is necessary.

Structure of the State Apparatus
Under the third Constitution of the U.S.S.R., adopted in 1977 

and presently in effect, the soviets have both policy-making and 
administrative functions. At levels above the local one, they are 
structured in the same way as is the Communist party. There is, 
therefore, a Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. which corresponds to 
The All-Union Congress of the Communist Party. The Supreme 
Soviet is authorized to choose a presidium as its alter ego to make 
policy decisions in the form of legislation during intervals be­
tween its meetings, these intervals being usually six to eight 
months. Each sitting of the Supreme Soviet lasts only from four 
to six days under normal circumstances. The Supreme Soviet 
also chooses formally a council of ministers to be the executive 
branch of government.

Below the level of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., there 
are supreme soviets in each of the fifteen republics which are 
federated in the U.S.S.R. Each such supreme soviet has its own 
presidium and its own council of ministers. Below the republic 
level there is a soviet in each province. At the level below the 
province there are soviets in cities and in rural counties. Each 
has its executive committee. The various soviets in the republics 
are elected, formally and directly by the people, every 5 years, 
w'hile deputies to the lesser soviets are named in direct election 
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for S^-year terms. In these elections, all adult citizens of the 
geographical area defined as under the jurisdiction of the soviet 
may vote and be represented, regardless of their place of work. 
There is no system of indirect elections, such as in the Com­
munist party conferences functioning at the level of the county, 
the big city, the province, the republic, and the union, according 
to which delegates to higher levels of the party system come from 
the party conference immediately below.

At the local level there is a marked difference between the 
soviet apparatus and the party apparatus. While the party ap­
paratus comprises all party members of the local employment 
group at a given level of the organizational hierarchy, the soviet 
apparatus is composed of only a selected group of persons, nomi­
nally elected every 216 years, and thus bears some formal struc­
tural resemblance to the town or city council, or board of 
selectmen, of many an American village or city. In substance, 
however, it is very different, as will be indicated below.

The soviet at each level of the hierarchy is not in permanent 
session, but is called by its executive committee at intervals, as 
specified in the Constitution. In practice, prior to adoption of 
the 1977 Constitution, the intervals were longer than those 
specified by law. The Moscow press noted that some local as­
semblies rarely met, permitting executive committees to rule as 
they pleased. This situation changed progressively after Stalin’s 
death as local soviets created “standing committees” composed 
of deputies with special knowledge and outside experts which 
focussed on topics of local concern. By 1977, 80.6% of local soviet 
deputies were members of standing committees. Standing 
committees concern themselves with budget, industry, con­
struction, agriculture, public education, youth, health, labor and 
family, and deputies’ credentials. Executive departments report 
to them and follow their policy directives.

The importance of standing committees as institutions of pub­
lic participation is marked, for Soviet general assemblies are 
large, except in villages, where the maximum membership is 35. 
Thus, provincial soviet assemblies exceed 200, and city soviet 
assemblies usually number from 700 to over 1,000 deputies. 
Most cities are subdivided into boroughs, each having its own 
soviet assembly and standing committees. Soviet authors declare 
that these institutions of participation have realized the 1977
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Constitution’s Article 1, and proclaim the Soviet state to be a 
“state of the whole people.”

Party Influence on the Soviets
By no means are all deputies in the various soviets members of 

the Communist party, although party members are strategically 
placed throughout the system. The higher the soviet, the higher 
the percentage of party members. Thus, the Supreme Soviet with 
1,500 deputies elected in 1979 has 71.7% party members in the 
chambers and 28.3% non-party spots. The Supreme Soviets of Re­
publics have varying percentages, but less than the federal Su­
preme Soviet—usually around 65%. In provincial soviets the av­
erage was 55.3% after the 1977 elections; the county soviets had 
49.1, the city soviets 46.6, the borough soviets 47.4, the industrial 
settlement soviets 41.6, and the village soviets 41%. In all soviets 
the Komsomol members who are deputies provide additional 
support within the group of non-party members, for they number 
about one-quarter of the non-party deputies in the provincial 
soviets and one-fifth in the village soviets.

Executive committees oflocal soviets with their greater power 
have attracted closer attention from the Communist party. Only 
12.1% of the 2,229,785 deputies seated in soviets at the province 
level and below sit on executive committees. Of these 71.6% are 
Communists. Fewer Komsomols sit on executive committees, 
but they add some weight, for they constitute 7.8% of the non- 
party members. Executive committees at the province level have 
93% Communists, while those in villages have only 68%.

Variations in percentages of party members in local soviets is 
unexplained. No longer is there a correlation with the time the 
republic has been in the U.S.S.R. Formerly, soviets of new arriv­
als had fewer Communists. In 1977, however, Latvian local 
soviets had 46.6% Communists while Kazakh soviets had 40.2%. 
Executive committees were no different, Latvian having 77.2 and 
Kazakh 66.4% Communists.

These statistics suggest that the Communist party is able, 
through the soviets, to spread the influence of its limited mem­
bership among a large number of people. More important, it is 
thus able to bring many of the most active non-party people into 
an apparatus which makes some policy decisions, even though 
these decisions are limited in character, and, in so doing, de­
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velop in them a sense of participation and, presumably, a corol­
lary sense of loyalty to the regime.

Reports from the soviets indicate the subjects of their policy 
debates. A school milk program is one such subject. The manner 
of distribution of schoolbooks, whether to be through kiosks in 
the schools or through regular bookstores throughout the city, is 
another. The distribution of natural gas to consumers for their 
cooking stoves is studied and a policy established. Those few 
party members who are deputies can, through their caucus, pre­
vent an undesirable conclusion to the debate, and meanwhile 
they may learn from an irate mother or from an angry housewife 
what needs to be done to improve the distribution of schoolbooks 
or milk or cooking gas. The end result is that the party need not 
spend the time of all its members on such details.

In the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., to which matters of 
greater national concern are presented, the pattern of Com­
munist party membership is, as we have seen, different. Every 
election prior to that of 1954 named to the office of deputy to the 
Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. a higher percentage of party 
members than to the pteceding Supreme Soviet. One can con­
clude either that the matters presented were of such great con­
cern that the party felt increasingly that its members had to be 
present in mass or that almost all politically active citizens had 
already been made members of the party.

Such crowding of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. with 
party members may have defeated the purpose for which it was 
established as the peak of the state apparatus, for it brought very 
few people in touch with policy matters who would not ordinarily 
be close to them anyway by virtue of their Communist party 
membership. Such an approach may have been that of the Com­
munist party leadership for two years after Stalin’s death. A sug­
gestion that party thinking was along these lines is to be found in 
the manner in which important changes in the national economic 
plan were made. A decision to introduce a greater quantity of 
consumers’ goods into production was made by the Central 
Committee of the party and issued over the signatures of the 
Central Committee, together with the signatures of the officers of 
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet and the Council of Minis­
ters. The same was done with a program of agricultural expan­
sion into virgin lands that was adopted in 1953. Both these very 
important matters would in earlier years have been brought be­
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fore the Supreme Soviet or discussed at a meeting of the Su­
preme Soviet following adoption by the Supreme Soviet’s Pre­
sidium. Yet neither program was brought before the Supreme 
Soviet for discussion in any form, except in so far as the programs 
were reflected in the annual budget approved by the Supreme 
Soviet at its annual sessions of 1954 and 1955. Perhaps the Su­
preme Soviet was being permitted to lose even the limited im­
portance it had had in the past in bringing a group of the most 
active of the non-party citizens into close relationship with the 
economic policies of the government.

If the tendency of Communist party leaders was to ignore the 
Supreme Soviet on important economic issues immediately after 
Stalin’s death, that policy began to change in 1955. Sessions of 
the soviets were held on schedule, and the work of each was 
enlivened by activity of the standing committees, which during 
Stalin’s time had met in secret if at all.

It is these committees which have provided the measure of 
change in attitude toward the work of the Soviets. Under ar­
rangements made for organization of the Supreme Soviet after 
the 1937 elections these committees functioned to discuss the 
budget, new legislation, foreign affairs, and credentials of the 
deputies, and they were established in both chambers. The first 
of these to become active publicly after 1955 was the committee 
on the budget of each chamber. Hearings were held prior to the 
plenary sessions of the Supreme Soviet, and ministers were 
questioned on the justification for requested appropriations. 
With the major reforms in the codes of law initiated after Stalin’s 
death, the legislative committees also came to life, and reviewed 
over long periods drafts submitted by the Council of Ministers. 
Witnesses were heard, issues debated, and some drafts returned 
to the Council of Ministers for revision. Still, the committees did 
not participate in all cases, for from 1961 to 1965 its preliminary 
consideration was limited to 53 of the 241 laws enacted.

Foreign policy was not debated in the same way, even when 
the Supreme Soviet was asked to ratify treaties signed by the 
government. Khrushchev and his ministers merely stated the po­
sitions they had taken and asked for confirmation. The committee 
made a report supporting what had been done, and the report 
was then adopted by a show of hands in the assembly without 
debate or dissent.

The work of the Soviets was a major item of concern of the 
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twenty-third congress of the party, held in 1966. The party’s 
General Secretary stated that in the soviets was to be found the 
place to manifest a new emphasis upon democracy. Practice 
since that time has pointed the finger at the committees of the 
soviets as the focus of the attempt at democratization of what 
used to be moribund bodies. The committees have proliferated. 
Thus, for example, the Supreme Soviet at its 1966 organizational 
meeting added six new committees in each chamber to those 
already existing, these being to consider matters of transportation 
and communication, construction and the building materials in­
dustry, agriculture, public health and social security, public edu­
cation, science and culture, trade and services. The budget 
committees’ duties were expanded to include review of the na­
tional economic plans, which had formerly issued from the party 
alone. Since the budget concerned economic matters, the Eco­
nomic Committee, formerly existing only in the Council of 
Nationalities, was discontinued as no longer necessary.

The movement reached into the Republic Supreme Soviets in 
1967, when they were organized after new elections. The Rus­
sian Republic followed the federal soviet’s pattern to create 
seven new committees to add to the traditional ones. These cor­
responded in the main to those in the federal soviet, but con­
cerned some matters reserved by the Constitution to the re­
publics alone, such as sports, which were added to the new 
committee on public education and culture, and public catering, 
which was added to the committee on trade. Committees for 
which nothing comparable existed at the federal level were 
created in the republic for activities conducted by the local 
soviets in providing communal services, as well as for civic im­
provements and nature conservation. The committees were 
small, numbering from 30 to 40 persons, while that for foreign 
affairs had but 13.

From these events, it is evident that the role of the soviets is 
being reassessed. From bodies which served Stalin to ratify his 
proposals and publicize them among the people of the deputies’ 
homelands, they are becoming forums for discussion and perfec­
tion of plans and performance in economic and cultural fields, 
and for discussion of legislative proposals affecting the personal 
life of large numbers of citizens. They are not, however, places 
for voting contests, as the decisions are based on consensus and 
are always unanimous.
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The conclusion seems justified that the state apparatus, which 
Lenin created out of necessity when his party had to share with 
others in the formulation of policy and which was continued by 
Stalin to serve the useful purpose of radiation of party influence 
throughout the whole population, has been reformed. Its func­
tions are now dual: radiation of influence as before, but also the 
gathering of experts in administration and with specialized 
knowledge to consult on detail necessary to the formulation of 
policy. The Communist party members among these relatively 
popular bodies are always present to provide guidance, but the 
new vitality of the soviets permits party members to he ar witness­
es from outside the ruling circles in meetings which could not 
easily be organized inside the party where the tradition has been 
one of secrecy of meetings.



CHAPTER

CONTROLLED MASS PARTICIPATION

A strengthened socialist democracy has been the theme since the 
fiftieth anniversary, but it presents problems to the Communist 
party leaders. Even with a tradition of firm leadership by the 
party of the political life of the country, Soviet citizens have 
become restless. Increasing numbers travel abroad to represent 
the state or to study or to tour. Ideas from abroad in a form sym­
pathetic to Western democracies are still withheld from the mass­
es by limitation of foreign newspapers except those published 
by foreign Communist parties, but foreign radio broadcasts can be 
heard. Soviet citizens know that modernized mankind now mea­
sures democracy in terms of opportunity to choose leaders and to 
influence policy formulation. The Communist party leaders can­
not escape consideration of thejeflectioa-^f these world-wide 
aspirations upon their own people. They are trying to meet the 
demand, but without sacrificing whaLthey believe essential to 
progress aFthe~U.S.S.R.’s current stage of economic and social 
development, nainely strong leadership by the party.

The Soviet state apparatus provîdës the means through which 
democratic aspirations are balanced with the desire to retain 
strong leadership. Fortunately for the Communist party leader­
ship, the state apparatus was never merged by Stalin with the 
party, so that there is ready for use in execution of the new policy 
a form preserved by Stalin. Still, that form is not to be developed 
as Western Jeffersonian democrats would expect. Communists 
cannot bring themselves to open wide the gates to unrestricted 
selection of leaders and determination of policy. They insist on 
creation of a pattern of action designed to balance freedom of 
choice with control over what they believe to béTts irresponsible 
use. The theme is to be controlled mass participation, differing 

56
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from Stalin’s concept in that emphasis is to be on participation 
rather than on control.

Elections and the One-party System
The key to mass participation in the eyes of the world is the 

electoral process, and since 1936 the Communist party has 
opened elections to all when deputies are to be chosen for the 
bodies comprising the representative agencies of the Soviet state 
apparatus. The restrictions existing until 1936 denying the vote 
to those who hired labor, served as priests or monks, or had been 
former members of the Imperial Police or the royal family were 
revoked at that time. Elections were simultaneously opened to 
every person of eighteen years of age~and~6ver7 regardless of 
social origin, occupation, race, or ereed.

Elections were also made direct for all levels of soviets. Since 
1936 the indirect system of election, still maintained within the 
Communist party, under which delegates to all higher levels 
within the party are chosen not by the rank and file of party 
members but by the next lower party body, has been abandoned. 
Further, since 1936 all elections to the various soviets have been 
secret. Printed ballots are used, and curtained booths are pro­
vided for the voter to scrutinize and mark the ballot. Herewith, 
the U.S.S.R. is able to offer to its citizens and to the world a 
picture of general, direct, and secret elections, and to claim that it 
has established institutions that are the cornerstones of democ­
racy.

To understand how little risk is really being taken by the 
Communist party in reforming the electoral procedure, the 
Westerner must note the counterweights that have been set up to 
prevent popular selection of state functionaries who might be 
unwilling to accept the guidance of the party. The most impor­
tant of these counterweights is the constitutional provision 
establishing the Communist party as the sole political party 
within the U.S.S.R. No other political party may be organized in 
competition for votes.

While Western peoples do not consider one-party systems 
compatible with the processes of democracy, it must be admitted 
that there are parts of the world that are accepted as dem­
ocratically governed and in which there is only one effective 
party because the competing party is traditionally too weak to 
make the slightest challenge to its rule. It is possible, therefore, 
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for a system to merit attribution of the democratic label if there 
be only one effective party, but, in such cases, there must be a 
choice of candidates within that party. In many places this choice 
is provided through a party primary, in which the citizen can select 
the candidate he prefers. If he belongs to the traditional minority 
party, he may even declare membership in the perpetual major­
ity party, so as to have an opportunity to vote in its primary and 
thus share in the selection of candidates.

Opportunity for such choice of candidates is deniecLin-the 
U.S.S.R. The Communist party holds no primaries, nor does it 
permit the piaciuto! more thanone name per office on a ballot. 
Nothing in the law prevents a multiple-candidate election. On 
the contrary, the new constitutional provisions applied in elec­
tions for the Supreme Soviet in 1937 provided for a ballot on 
which was printed the instruction to the voter to cross out all but 
one name. This same form of ballot is still in use. There is noth­
ing in the regulations to show that there is no choice.

The nominating procedure provided by law appears to make 
possible the nammgfoFmore than one candidate for eachoffiee of 
deputy. VnderTlnsprocedure, public organizations, such as 
sports clubs, trade unions, and co-operative associations, may 
propose candidates in addition to those named by the Com­
munist party. However, none of these organizations may be a 
political party or conceal the mechanism of a political party 
under a mask, so it is clear that ifs basic program must conform to 
that of the party. It can be imagined that one organization would 
propose a candidate who would emphasize local school im­
provement, another might enter a candidate who favored build­
ing branch libraries or sports fields. All would have to favor basic 
party policies such as progression toward communism. None 
could seek to retrace steps from state-owned enterprise to private 
enterprise, but candidates could differ in emphasis and, easily, in 
ability.

In spite of the legal possibility of a choice of candidates in the 
elections of 1937, the first held under the new rules, there was no 
choice. On the day the ballots were printed, there appeared on 
each ballot only one name for each position. The individuals who 
had been nominated by different organizations within each dis­
trict had been reduced to one, presumably after the executive 
committee of the party conference at the county or big-city level 
had made its selection from among the nominees. To this day, 
there has appeared on the ballot only one name for each place.
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Soviet specialists argue that there is popular choice in select­
ing the single candidate. This is because names are sent to dis- 
trict electoral commissions by nominating groups in factories, 
universities, trade unions, sportForganizations, and tarms, and 
repTesentatives of these groups extol their nominees before the 
commissions where finaTchoice is made. Admittedly this is a 
method of choosing, but nobby the general public, even though 
electoral commissions for the 1977 elections for local soviets 
comprised 9,223,355 citizens. These were thought representa­
tive in that 61.5% were workmen and collective farmers, 47.6% 
were women, 26.6% were under 30. Still, the party dominates the 
choice, for 35.7% of the commission members were party mem­
bers and 17.1% were Komsomols. This permits selection of 
individual candidates to form part of a composite slate helipved 
by party authorities to be desirable, since it includes nationally 
prominenfligures as well as a balance between ages, sexes, pro- 
fessions, and party members.

Soviet defendersofthe claim that the soviet system of govern­
ment is democratic often point to the fact that citizens may cross 
out the name of the sole candidate appearing upon the ballot. 
The voter may even write in a name, so the defenders say. Soon 
after each election the electoral commission in each voting dis­
trict publishes statistics on the number of scratches, and on each 
occasion a considerable number are reported. For example, in 
the 1975 elections for the Supreme Soviet, the scratches were 
said to have totaled 332,664 for deputies to one chamber of the 
Supreme Soviet and 245,750 for deputies of the other chamber. 
Reports on scratches show constant reduction, for in 1979 they 
dropped to 175,600 for one chamber and 185,422 for the other. 
In spite of these scratches all candidates were elected, for in no 
instance did the scratches exceed the number of affirmative bal­
lots for a candidate.

In the local elections of 1977 there were reported 61 cases in 
which the single candidate for the position of deputy to a village, 
city, or county soviet failed of election because the total number 
of scratches constituted a majority of the votes cast. These fail­
ures were not many, however, for over two million deputies were 
successful in the elections at these local levels. Clearly, the pub­
lic opposition was to individuals and not to basic party positions.

The desire to express opposition to individuals led to propos­
als in the press in 1965 to give the voters a choice of candidates. 
No one needed to explain that the choice would not concern 
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party programs, but only personalities and their concern for local 
issues. No change in electoral procedures has resulted, nor has 
there even been public discussion of the matter by high party 
officials. Still, the fact that they were published at all in a con­
trolled press indicates some desire to extend the concept of 
socialist democracy to include a choice of candidates in an elec­
tion, even when all have to adhere to the fundamental strategy of 
the party.

Controls over Voting Procedure
Foreign correspondents who have visited U.S.S.R. polling 

booths since World War II report that there has developed 
another practice which yet further reduces the possibility of dis­
sent. Although curtained booths are always provided for the 
marking of ballots, voters are not required on pain of punishment 
to enter the booths whether or not they wish to mark the ballot, 
and zealous citizens are permitted to stand ostentatiously in the 
open room, fold their ballot without marking it, and then move to 
the urn and deposit it. Such a practice illustrates the possibilities 
open to leaders who want to control the vote: folding the ballot 
unmarked, in plain view of the poll watchers, can and probably 
has become a sign of loyalty to the regime, which timorous per­
sons dare not hul to give?

It is clear that even though the elections for soviets at all 
levels are now open to all and are also secret and direct, they are 
subject to various strict controls so that they cannot result in a 
serious surprise to the Communist party leaders who guide them. 
The laws provide the formal framework of democratic institutions, 
but the counterweights prevent their operation toward an un­
hindered expression of opinion.

Notwithstanding this, Soviet leaders make much of full par- 
ticipation in elections. It isTrnpossible forTbreigners to verify the 
attendance,Tint it is currently reported to be in the neighborhood 
of 99.9 per cent of the eligible voters. It may be that the atten- 
danceTindeed approaches this percentage, for by all accounts 
nearly everyone votes, if need be in the ballot boxes that are 
carried into the hospitals and the homes of the sick, onto Soviet 
ships at sea, or to Soviet troops abroad. Communist party pres- 
sure to vote js. so great that it results in an even higher percent- 
age of participation than is foundrin those democratic countries 
were the law itself reqüïfës a citizen to vote andprovidesa pen­
alty if he does not.
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Voting by deputies within the soviets is controlled by the sim­
ple procedural expedient of voting by show of hands. It may be 
that a deputy would always choose to vote for the party’s program 
out of gratitude for the prestige brought him by election to the 
soviets, for prestige obviously accrues to being a deputy. Yet, 
even if he wished to vote against some measure, he would prob­
ably think twice lest he lose the confidence of the party and the 
seat he holds. He might even fall under the observation of the 
repressive agencies, of which more will be said later. That there 
are no such public dissenters—at least in the Supreme Soviet, to 
which foreign diplomats and correspondents are invited as 
observers—is proved bydhe fact that there has never yet been a 
vote, on any subject, which has not been unanimous. This was so 
even on the dramatic occasion when in 1955 Malenkov was re­
placed as Prime Minister by Bulganin. Although the move came 
as an obvious surprise to some of those in the room, not a voice 
was raised against it. Everyone must have assumed that the 
change had been arranged by the Presidium of the Central 
Committee of the Communist party, and, with such sponsorship, 
there was no likelihood of opposition from the floor.

Given the system that evolved during Stalin’s time for the 
election of deputies to soviets and their participation in meet­
ings, the representative function was that of a rubber stamp on a 
program prepared by the Communist party. Still the drama of 
deputy participation in budget-making was presented in realistic 
form. After the Minister of Finance had read the budget propos­
als, the two chambers of the Supreme Soviet met separately to 
hear the reports of their respective budget committees. These 
reports made detailed suggestions for changes in the govern­
ment’s proposals, recommending items to be added to the reve­
nue and expense sides of the budget. When the draft was re­
submitted for action by the deputies, the committees’ proposals 
were always incorporated.

The drama was too well acted in Stalin’s time to have sub­
stance, particularly for those with knowledge of the planning of 
the Communist party for each Supreme Soviet meeting. For the 
Communist party there could be no surprises, and it seemed 
obvious that the drama had been planned in advance.

Since 1955 the emergence of committee hearings well before 
the Supreme Soviet sessions to which reference has been made 
in the preceding chapter may be preparing the way for a change. 
The Communist party, notably since 1966, gives evidence of 
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having decided that it is to its advantage to utilize the committee 
structure to seek to improve efficiency through consultation with 
the republic and provincial experts who sit on committees. 
Such consultation would, of course, be possible within party cir­
cles alone, but it is being sought through Supreme Soviet com­
mittees as well.

Explanation of the increasing importance of budget commit­
tees suggests that the drama of committee consideration without 
the substance of real participation may have seemed undignified 
to those who participated in it, especially in light of the exposure 
of its lack of substance by critics abroad. The value the drama 
may have had in winning friends for the U.S.S.R. among peoples 
who really did not know that it was being staged may have been 
reduced as explanations of competent observers of the Soviet 
scene reached their ears through advanced media of mass in­
fo nnation.

Whatever the explanation, a report on activity within the Su­
preme Soviet cannot omit consideration of increasing committee 
activity. Yet, the conclusion is still justified that the forum pro­
vided by the Supreme Soviet is still a highly controlled forum. It 
provides nothing like the place provided by parliaments in 
Western lands for the introduction of ideas unexpected by a party 
in power and for the possible rejection in totality of a scheme 
introduced by that party.

Limitations on Freedom of Expression
Democracy is measured in the public mind by more than par­

liamentary representation. Before the Russian Revolution, 
Communist party leaders claimed for their adherents the right to 
speak their minds, and the first Soviet Constitution included this 
as a right to a free press and to free speech, but a qualification 
was added. In this qualification the policy-makers of the new 
state showed their concern with a counterweight to complete 
freedom of expression. They provided that the constitutional 
freedoms be extended to the general public for a limited pur­
pose. They might be exercised solely in the interest of the 
socialist revolution, and, if exercised contrary to that interest, the 
responsible person might be deprived of them.

Limitations upon freedom of the press and of speech were 
stated less precisely in the 1936 Constitution, but the-4977 Con- 
stitution is clear. Its Article 37 declares/‘Enjoyment by citizens 
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oflheir rights and freedoms must not be to the detriment of the 
interests of society or the state or infringe the right of citizens.” 
Article 50 adds that freedom of expression exists to strengthen 
and develop the socialist system. The Criminal Code states that it 
is for the courts to determine whether speech is contrary to the 
interests of the toilers and whether it is exercised with the inten­
tion of harming the Soviet state.

Probably few among those who supported the Soviet regime in 
the early years thought that the limitations on the right to free 
speech and press would prevent a significant part of the citizens 
from expressing their views. None of the revolutionaries felt 
sorry about constitutional limitations on their enemies. The op­
ponents of the regime were thought to be relatively few and all to 
be members of classes that had supported Tsarism or the pro­
visional government that followed it. These classes were accused 
of having failed to provide the masses with economic benefits, 
and Marxist supporters of the new regime felt them to be out­
right traitors to the Russian people in opposing a development 
that was an outgrowth of a scientific analysis of the course of 
history. As political failures or even as traitors who would prey 
with their ideas upon the uninformed millions who had not yet 
come to understand the program of the revolutionaries, these 
opposition elements had to be silenced, at least until the new 
regime had established its own power. Writers of the time in­
dicated that the restraints which they espoused were to be 
operative solely upon the enemies of the regime. They did not 
anticipate that any but the obviously capitalist elements would 
be denied the exercise of democratic rights, and they cared 
nothing for these elements. They trusted the new state apparatus 
to preserve the rights inviolate for their own purpose.

History has proved the peril of thinking that democracy can be 
preserved if any group is deprived of the right to a free press and 
to freedom of speech unless it is established beyond reasonable 
doubt that a clear and present danger to the state is threatened by 
persons attempting to exercise the constitutional freedom of 
speech and press. The Soviet authorities began with a limitation 
which seemed to them to be beyond question a reasonable mea­
sure for preserving power over their enemies. They have since 
turned it, again and again, against citizens who have no desire to 
upset the regime but who have wanted to grumble against some 
detail immensely important to them.
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Early judicial decisions interpreting the constitutional guar­
antees in the course of application of the criminal code’s ban 
on speech designed to overthrow the regime exemplify the type 
of extreme action that was taken by local officials to silence the 
opposition. A man was convicted for opposing the plan for spring 
sowing in his Village by speaking up in the meeting of the village 
soviet in which he was a deputy. His opposition was in no sense 
an effort to overthrow the regime; he simply wanted to discuss a 
very concrete problem, since it affected his personal life, and was 
doing no more than many an American farmer who opposes his 
government’s plan for agricultural subsidies. Yet the local soviet 
judge, on motion of the local prosecutor, found the soviet peasant 
guilty of violating the criminal law. Only on appeal to the Su­
preme Court of the Russian Republic was the peasant successful 
in having his conviction quashed, and then it was not because his 
words were not deemed seditious. It was concluded that he 
could not have intended to overthrow the regime since he “was a 
workman, he had been at the front in the civil war, he was an 
invalid, and he was not a class enemy.” In short, the Supreme 
Court felt that the speaker had been one of those who were 
presumed to support the regime, and his criticism of the sowing 
plan must therefore have’ been intended by him to be a proper, 
rather than an improper, exercise of the constitutional guarantee 
of free speech.

A class enemy in the form of a well-to-do peasant also was 
convicted of counterrevolutionary speech, in opposing a plan of 
self-taxation introduced for approval of the village soviet. His 
conviction was appealed, and the Supreme Court of the Republic 
freed him because it found that no harm had come from his oppo­
sition to the plan since it had been adopted by an overwhelming 
majority. The peasant was, however, convicted of criiminal def­
amation because he had cursed the officials of the soviet in 
“unprintable words” while registering his opposition to the pro­
posal.

The Supreme Court of the Russian Republic reveals in these 
two decisions of the early 1930’s that it was trying to establish 
some yardstick which would remove from the ban against sedi­
tious speech grumbling against proposals introduced into soviets, 
even when those proposals were deemed necessary by local 
party bosses to the success of a program. The court, in establish­
ing its yardstick, examined the class origin of the speaker to see if 
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he could be presumed to be a class enemy and also looked to the 
result of the speech. The court seems to have felt that the local 
authorities needed correction for reading revolutionary intent 
into speech of a limited critical character.

Examination of class origin to determine the real intent of a 
critic continued into the 1940’s. For example, a Soviet army 
sergeant training recruits on the drill field during World War II 
was heard to make derogatory remarks about the rights granted 
by the Soviet Constitution. In a trial for counterrevolutionary 
speech in violation of the criminal code, he was acquitted be­
cause the court could not believe that he meant to harm the 
regime. He was found to have served most of his life in ex­
emplary fashion in the army, had been a member of the Com­
munist party for twenty-three years, and had always conducted 
himself in a manner which suggested that he was devoted to the 
motherland.

By these court decisions top Soviet authorities are obviously 
trying to make a good impression upon the public. They are 
hoping to put a popular meaning into their Constitution’s 
guarantee of free speech. They have built an official record de­
signed to show that while the guarantee is not unlimited, it will 
be held to be meaningful in circumstances when no real harm is 
caused, or when the speaker can be presumed loyal because of 
his record of loyalty or class origin. Testimony of émigrés in­
dicates that lower Soviet officials are not so careful and that here 
the guarantee provides very little restraint on repressive action 
against the vocal dissenter, even when his dissent is expressed 
on a subject of local concern having no connection with the sta­
bility of the regime.

Practical Restrictions on Printing and Meetings
Limitation upon the constitutional guarantee of freedom of the 

press is even more clearly defined by Soviet law and regulation. 
Because of a constitutional ban on the employment of labor by a 
private individual for any commercial purpose, no private indi­
vidual may own a printing establishment in which labor is em­
ployed. In consequence, operation of a mass-circulation daily 
paper or even of a less frequent periodical is impossible, unless it 
were to be by a co-operative association of printers. But even this 
is forbidden, because the licensing instructions under which pri­
vate enterprise without employed labor may be conducted, with­
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in limits, excludes specifically the operation of any reproductive 
apparatus. A citizen may not, therefore, so much as operate a 
mimeograph or duplicating machine for the publication of hand­
bills. He may not use the printed word to spread his ideas, except 
through channels provided by the state.

Even state-operated printshops^ have been, censored under a 
1 aw requiring submission to a central censorship office prior .to 
publication of all matter prepared for reproduction. During Sta­
lin’s time this office on occasion licensed à FöolTör drama only to 
have the license revoked when Stalin saw the play or read the 
book and demanded that the play end and the books be de­
stroyed. Private citizens at that time even hesitated to keep a 
questionable book in an apartment lest it be taken as indication 
of lack of support for Stalin and subject the owner to suspicion and 
surveillance. Khrushchev claimed to have abolished centralized 
censorship, and to have left the decision to publish to the edito­
rial committee of each state publishing house, but there have 
been indications that a central office still exists for the difficult 
decisions. Soviet authors even protested publicly against central 
censorship in 1967.

The right of assembly as a popular democratic right is also 
guaranteed by the Soviet Constitution, but a statute requires that 
all public meetings be licensed, whether to be held indoors or 
out of doors. No meeting to which representatives from all parts 
of the country are to be invited may be licensed without the 
consent of the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. If the meeting 
is to bring together only people from within a single republic, the 
consent of the council of ministers of that republic is required. If 
the gathering is to include only members of a single ministry, the 
minister must consent. When the people to be invited are only 
from within a single province or smaller unit, the Provincial 
Soviet’s Executive Committee has discretion to determine what 
shall be permitted.

The right of association is also guaranteed by the Constitution, 
but, again, is subject to limitation. Any association must be 
licensed, regardless of the purpose for which it is to be formed, 
and each republic is authorized to establish a procedure under 
wlnchsuch associationUmay receive a charter.

By virtue of these licensing provisions, public opinion can be 
effectively expressed only through a licensed agency. This is not 
to say that the Communist party wants to hear no public opinion.
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The contrary is true. The party has always been attentive to rest­
lessness among the masses, for such restlessness can spell dif­
ficulties for the leadership. If there were no way short of violent 
revolution for dissent to find expression, the Communist party 
would not only have little chance of convincing anyone at home, 
much less abroad, that a democratic system existed within the 
U.S.S.R., but would find out about the unrest so late that it would 
have to apply expensive measures of repression, causing perhaps 
even greater unrest.

The state-owned and -licensed press is therefore thrown open 
to letters to the editor. Analysis of great numbers of these letters 
has indicated that their subject matter is far different from that 
which might be found in any American newspaper. For one thing 
it is limited to complaints about public administration, and never 
refers to a basic matter of policy. Further, criticism of adminis­
trators is limited to those only slightly higher in the administra­
tive hierarchy than the writer. Thus no bench operator would 
write in criticism of the minister under whose supervision his 
factory might be but rather of his foreman or, at most, of his 
factory manager. No one has ever had published a criticism of the 
leadership of the Central Committee of the Communist party, or 
even of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet. The highest posi- 
tion to be criticized seems to be that of minister, and such criti- 
cism is usually made by a deputy to the Supreme Soviet either in 
a letter to jhe editor of the local newspaper or in a speech from 
the floor of the Supreme Soviet,

All letters to the editor are obviously jubjecttQjcleanuicejjiI^ 
editorial office of the party-controlled newspaper, just as any 
proposed speeches in the Supreme Soviet must clear the office of 
those who plan the agenda. It can be presumed that censorship, 
or anticipation of censorship, causes the exclusion of those letters 
and speeches which touch upon matters too sensitive to air. Still, 
many criticisms are aired, and a letter to the editor is usually 
followed some days later by an article in which the editor reports 
on action taken to set right the administrative shortcoming in 
question. It is quite possible that many Soviet citizens interpret 
such action as proof that the public can influence administration 
and that the Soviet system is democratic.

Soviet citizens with little knowledge of the extent of public 
criticism in Western countries and of the influence brought to 
bear upon major policies by associations of irate citizens cannot 
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measure their success against anything but the experience of 
their own limited past. Although Soviet youths sometimes think 
out for themselves the political shortcomings of the Soviet sys­
tem, it has been more usual to find the defectors from the Soviet 
system among those who are sufficiently old to remember ac­
counts of the freedoms of Western democracies read in their 
childhood or who have been brought into touch with Western 
practices through capture during the war, visits outside the 
U.S.S.R., or Western broadcasts.

Limitations on Trade-Union Organization
Trade unions represent the largest non-governmental system 

of organizations in the U.S.S.R. and, as such, have probably pre­
sented Soviet leaders wrth_their most difficult problem in con­
trolling freedom of association.. During Tsarist times the work­
men had come to associate trade unionism with the democratic 
goals for which they were struggling, and after victory the bol­
sheviks had to permit trade unions to function if they wished to 
retain the loyalty of these working masses in the factories. 
Moreover, since these were the people to whom the leaders 
turned for maintenance of their leadership, trade unions were 
given wide powers. At the outset they could do no harm to the 
Soviet leadership, and indeed, since they helped to eliminate the 
remaining private owners of industry, in accordance with the 
bolshevik policy of nationalization of resources, they were not 
only a necessary evil to humor the laboring masses but also a 
useful tool.

With the progress of events following the turbulent revolu­
tionary years, private industry became extinct in all but its artisan 
form. Of this category of industry, only the self-employed artisan, 
or the closely controlled co-operative of artisans, was allowed to 
produce goods. Since the great factories and mines were state 
owned, producing in accordance with a national economic plan, 
the question was raised, in the Communist party’s Central Com­
mittee in 1928, as to whether trade unions still had a place.

The issue was made quite clear, because the leader of the 
trade-union movement, who had been placed in his position by 
the Communist party, had been won over to the cause of his 
charges, the workmen. He saw in state-owned industry very little 
less opportunity for arbitrary direction by management than the 
Communist party as a whole saw in a private enterprise system. 
He thought that the workmen would now have to be protected 
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against overly ambitious state managers seeking to enhance their 
own reputations within the administrative hierarchy by cutting 
costs of wages, lengthening hours, and being inattentive to 
workers’ grievances. The Central Committee concluded that it 
could not support the position of the man it had placed in charge 
of the trade unions, and it ousted him. It declared that there 
couldjae no antagonism between state managersjmd the work- 
in en because the manager was representative of the state, and 
the state was the creature of the workmen. This was clearly not 
Æe casèrâs tHb’state was the creature of the Communist party 
which ruled in the name of the workmen, and the workmen were 
by no means admitted to the Communist party in such numbers 
that it could be said to be directly responsive to their demands. 
Nevertheless, the party had to find a solution to its problem of 
keeping the trade unions as the most important institution 
through which the democratic right of association could be 
exercised and, at the same time, holding these multimillion­
member organizations in check.

To be sure, party members had permeated the trade-union 
organization as they had permeated all organizations within the 
U.S.S.R., and these members had tried in their caucuses to in­
fluence all its decisions. But this seems to have been an in­
adequate form of control for such a body. One of the strong men 
of the inner party circle, Lazar Kaganovich, was therefore put in 
the position of the ousted trade-union chief, and the task,of the 
trade unions was finally defined clearly. It was not to combat 
management but to assist management in increasing production.

New Functions for Trade Unions
To popularize the trade unions in their new role, the Com­

munist party leaders sought a dramatic function for them. They 
achieved their aim by abolishing the Ministry of Labor in 
1933;—then called a Peoples’ Commissariat—and transferring its 
labor-inspection service to the trade unions. This-jneant that the 
trade unions were placeom control over safety devices and 
couTd require management to meet the safety rules established 
byTaw^. Further/Thetrade unions were given the task oT~ad­
ministering those provisions of the social insurance system re­
quiring payment of workmen incapacitated on the job and be­
lieved by the doctors to be able to return to work after a tempo­
rary absence.

With these new functions, the trade unions could again appeal
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to the masses. This appeal was enhanced by a provision in the 
social-insurance law which doubled for trade-union members 
the payments made to non-members. Finally, the trade unions 
were provided with supervision over a grievance procedure 
unHerwhich workmen who tangled with foremen or with man­
agers over details relating to the performance of their job might 
express their grievance and obtain a decision as to its merits.

No mass pressure was to be Trought upon management 
through strikes, nor was the trade-union system to be permitted to 
influence, through collective bargaining with management, the 
level of wages or the number of working hours. These came to be 
set by statute, and for a time collective bargaining ceased. It was 
resumed only after World War II, when it seems to have been 
found useful in providing an occasion for arousing enthusiasm 
among workmen for greater production, and in providing a dra­
matic quid pro quo in allocation, to projects chosen by the 
trade-union members, of funds set aside by law from the receipts 
of the enterprise.

To preserve the popularity of the trade unions in the face of 
legal restrictions and narrowly defined functions, the trade-union 
chief was given honors. In 1946, on the death of the long-time 
chairman of the Presidiüm of the Supreme Soviet, Mikhail Kali­
nin, the trade-union chief, Nikolai M. Shvernik, was placed in 
the post. His successor as trade-union chief, V. V. Kuznetsov, was 
made a member of the Soviet delegation to the first General 
Assembly of the United Nations, to argue for inclusion of the 
World Federation of Trade Unions within the framework of the 
United Nations. By this act the Soviet leadership sought to win 
friends among the trade-union membership of the world.

Following a period of apparent reduction in prestige after Sta­
lin’s death, the trade unions have been given a more important 
place than at any time since 1937, when Stalin forbade trade- 
union interference with management at the plant level by 
abolishing the formal structure of the “triangle” of management, 
trade union, and Communist party representative, through which 
major plant decisions had passed.

While the “triangle” has not been restored in name, the role of 
the trade-union shop committee has been enlarged by the Cen­
tral Committee of the Communist party in its decision of De­
cember, 1957, instituting “permanent production meetings” to 
consult with management on matters of output and efficiency.
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Although this institution, which was strengthened in 1962 by the 
creation of a permanently sitting committee to serve as its execu- 

to be permitted to upset the principle of managerial 
gghfegfe 1 for conduct of faeton affairs, its existence sen es as

on managerial predominance than has been e\ i- 
before the war. It is far from the “workers' council” 

* BWauded by Marshal Tito in Yugoslavia and demanded by Hun­
garian workers during their short-lived revolt of 1956, but it ap­
pears to be the Soviet answer to an ill-formulated desire of Soviet 
workmen to obtain some measure of participation in the operat­
ing decisions in the plants in which they work, particularly those 
decisions regarding dismissals for incompetence and unfitness, 

» as well as holiday arrangements and pay. It may also be a means 
favored by the Communist party to restrain arrogant plant man­
agers. That this is not unimportant is suggested by the fact that in 
1959 the party’s Central Committee ordered the creation in pri­
mary party organizations of a commission of control of enterprise 
administration, with the right to make proposals which must be 
examined immediately by management.

The trade unions in 1958 were also enhanced in prestige when 
the Council of Ministers of the Russian Republic ordered that 
matters of planning and organization of production, labor, and 
wages, together with the safety and culture of workmen be in­
vestigated by the ministries arid other administrations with rep­
resentatives of the central committees of labor unions. The 1977 
Constitution reasserts this policy.

Trade-Union Structure
Trade unions in the U.S.S.R. are structurally organized so that 

control by top state agencies is relatively easy. They do not take 
the form of craft unions, such as has been traditional in the 
United States, and thus there are no unions of bricklayers, car­
penters, or longshoremen. Instead, employees in all the agencies 
falling within a given branch of economic activity are brought 
together into one union comprising the craftsmen and the char­
women of the industry. Under such a system there can be no 
coming together in defense of a common professional or craft 
interest. Management has to deal with only one union, instead of 
with several as is still frequent in the United States. In the plant 
there U^ factory trade-ujiLomcommittee, which works with the 
factory management. At the county level there is a trade-union
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committee, for each union, to co-ordinate the work of the various 
factory committees of that union within the county. There is a 
similar co-ordinating committee for each union at the^^ y^nc^'n I 
and republic levels and an all-Union committee fo; procedure 
union in Moscow. man-

Prior to 1957 when industry was directed by a large num^ 
ministries, trade unions were organized to parallel each ministij, 
and they were numerous, numbering 43 in 1954. Co-ordination 
of the activities of the many trade unions functioning within a 
city, a county, a province, or a republic was achieved through an 
inter-union council to which each union sent delegates. When 
the ministries operating in the industrial sphere were largely 
abolished in 1957 and regional economic councils were created 
to direct industry, the total number of trade unions dropped to 
23. The interunion councils were given new prestige since they 
provided at the regional level trade-union representation in the 
economic councils.

The 1962 reforms in industrial and agricultural direction 
brought changes also in trade-union structure. The interunion 
councils were reconstructed. At the provincial level two inter­
union councils were established in place of one. Each was con­
cerned with the unions operating in one sector of the economy. 
One co-ordinated the trade unions functioning in industry, con­
struction, transportaion, and municipal services; the other co­
ordinated the trade unions functioning on state farms and serving 
the rural population, including state wholesale and retail outlets, 
consumers’ co-operatives, schools, cultural institutions, scientific 
institutes, the rural building industry, and industries producing 
building materials. Below these at the county level, interunion 
councils co-ordinated the work of trade unions in the industrial 
zones or in large cities, or in the state farm-collective farm ad­
ministrative regions of the agricultural sections of the country.

With Khrushchev’s ouster in 1964 and restoration within a few 
months of the single line of soviets from top to bottom without 
division into agricultural and industrial zones, the trade unions 
reverted to their original structure, but with a small difference. 
The interunion regional councils, which had been strengthened 
under Khrushchev’s system of economic management to co­
ordinate the trade union activities in the provinces, counties and 
cities were told not to revert to the relative inactivity of the pre­
Khrushchev period. The trade union chief demanded that they 
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become strong agencies exerting direct influence upon the work 
of all trade unions in the regions in which they sat. They did not 
have to go through channels in each union to its top to influence 
local policy.

When the decentralized system of economic administration 
which Khrushchev had introduced was abolished in 1965 with 
restoration of the centralized ministries, outsiders expected the 
unions again to be split into organizations paralleling manage­
ment in each ministry, but this did not occur. Their number 
remained almost what it had been under Khrushchev’s system, in 
which there had been 23 unions. Subsequently the number was 
increased to 25 through splits.

Co-ordination of the trade unions is provided at the alFUnion 
level by a congress of delegateslrom the governing body of each 
union. In 1977 this Congress brought together 5,033 delegates 
from the 25 unions, and these elected a large Presidium and a 
small Central Council of 25. It is through this Council that the 
Council of Ministers exercises its influence over the entire trade 
union hierarchy and the 113.5 million trade union members. The 
Congress meets only once in five years, and thePresidiumonly 
twice a year, while the Council is in permanent session. Its 
chairmarTrepresentstracfe unions in Soviet policy-making circles 
and also in international associations of trade unions.

The trade unions have regained some of the pfestige lost dur­
ing Stalin’s declining years. The chairman of the Central Council 
of the all-Union congress of trade-union delegates was named an 
alternate member of the Presidium of the Central Committee of 
the Communist party immediately after Stalin’s death and a full 
member in 1957. His successor became an alternate member in 
1961 and remained so after the twenty-third party congress in 
1966, but a surprise occurred in July, 1967, following a reassign­
ment of the chairman to the Moscow Communist party commit­
tee. As his successor a full member of the Political Büro of the 
party was named. Foreign analysts tended to explain the move 
not as an upgrading of the political standing of trade unions, but 
rather as a first step in downgrading a high official beginning to 
lose favor, an analysis supported in 1975 when he was dismissed 
from the Political Büro and from his trade union post. His succes­
sor, A. I. Shebaiev, was not elevated to Political Büro member­
ship, although trade unions continued to receive close party at­
tention.
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Creation of the “permanent production committees” to co­
ordinate employment matters with the managers of the factories 
has increased trade-union prestige at that level, but the presence 
of the Communist party’s commission of control of enterprise 
administration in every economic unit keeps the trade unions in 
their customary secondary place.

Trade unions in a socialist democracy do not perform the func­
tion normally associated with the right to trade unionism in a 
traditional democracy. They are an instrument of state policy, 
rather than a pressure group through which interested citizens 
may formulate a program beneficial to their special interests and 
press for its adoption over programs presented by similarly orga­
nized associations of citizens with other interests. Their role as 
an instrument of state policy was somewhat broadened by the 
1977 Constitution of the U.S.S.R. Its Article 7 empowered trade 
unions to participate in deciding political, economic, social, and 
cultural matters, and its Article 113 extended this right to the 
initiation of legislation. Much was made of the fact that for some 
time before adoption of the 1977 Constitution legislation con­
cerning labor had in practice been submitted to the trade union’s 
Central Council for comment. Through this procedure specialists 
on labor among Communist party members were given a formal 
role in lawmaking, but their role was far different from that of 
labor leaders in the traditional democracies. Without the right to 
strike and with officers subject to Cmmmunist party discipline as 
members of the party, trade’ unions could not act as an in- 
dependentTbrce in society.



CHAPTER

THE HERITAGE OF TERROR

Terror became synonymous with the Soviet system of govern­
ment during Lenin’s and Stalin’s time. Even after Stalin’s death 
the threat of its return provided a measure of restraint on the 
reformers within the ranks of the Communist party and among 
citizens generally. While Stalin’s heirs have denied that they will 
ever revert to his ways, the history of terror as an instrument of 
policy is so long that it is an uncautious Soviet innovator who 
refuses to give it a second thought, especially since some ele­
ments of Stalin’s terrorizing apparatus still exist. An examination 
of history will show what the innovators still fear. From the ear­
liest days of 1917, members of classes that owned productive 
property, as well as priests, monks, policemen of the Tsarist gov­
ernment, and members of the royal family, were considered to be 
enemies of the government and were terrorized accordingly. In a 
sense they were outlaws, although no formal law declared them 
subject to arrest and execution if apprehended. Punishment was 
to be meted out to citizens only when there was crime, yet in 
practice the “class enemy” could expect no leniency if he 
aroused the hostility of anyone in authority.

The exclusion of a part of the population from participation in 
government was formally accomplished bwthe Third Congress of 
Soviets in a resolution of January, 1918. The first Constitution of 
the Tfussian Republic, adopted in July, 1918, made the rule 
specific by listing in detail the classes of people who could not 
vote or hold office. They were, in effect, second-class citizens, 
subject to all the obligations of citizenship but denied any share 
in the determination of policy or in the administration of the 
state.

The first law establishing a Soviet court system to replace the 

75
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courts of the Tsar created a special bench called a “revolutionary 
tribunal” to try allegations of opposition to the bolshevik regime. 
Contemporary accounts indicate that although these tribunals 
were supposed to act with some semblance of legal procedure 
they reached quick decisions on limited evidence whenever 
they had before them a member of the enemy classes. There 
appeared two yardsticks of criminality, one for the worker and 
peasant, and another for the property owner and the priest.

As if this double standard of justice were not enough to protect 
the regime, there was created an “Extraordinary Committee” 
called the Cheka, with power to ferret out conspiracies against 
the state ancfwlfh aumorizationToTakeImmediate action, even to 
the point ofexëcution, to prevent a newjeyolution. During the 
winter of 1917-18 the Minister of Justice opposed the extensive 
powers granted to the ChekaTlSecause he, as a member of the 
Socialist Revolutionary party, anticipated that the apparatus 
wouIdTurn eventually againsTThe leaders of the sfate itselFTBut 
his voice went unheeded.Ardent supporters oFthe new regime 
seemed to feel that the Cheka could be kept within bounds and 
directed solely against the class enemy. The records of the time 
show no signs that any definable group within the government 
except the Socialist Revolutionaries anticipated what was 
eventually to come. Only the Socialist Revolutionaries feared 
that the Cheka would turn upon some of its masters.

As the day loomed, the Cheka agents infiltrated into the ac­
tivities of workers and peasants, and finally into the ranks of the 
Communist party itself, the bolshevik commissar of justice who 
had succeeded the Socialist Revolutionary incumbent began to 
appreciate the danger and to struggle for the supremacy of his 
own commissariat in maintaining order. By December, 1921, 
hostility to the lawlessness of the Cheka even in dealing with 
supporters of the regime had gone so far that the Ninth Congress 
oFSoviets voted its abolition and the assumption of most of its 
duties by the revolutionary tribunals and the regular courts. Only 
its^investigatory functions were to be left, and these were given 
in February,"1922, to a newly created State .Political Administra- 
tionknown as the G.P.U.

When federation was accomplished in 1923, a new federal 
office known as the O.G.RU. was created by the Constitution~to 
attend to security problems. Il aiiogä’ted to itself greater author- 
ityTfian haRTiFen^ven tWftrfefTrs^Tribunnrwere soon trying 

O.G.RU
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citizens in secret without benefit of counsel. Its lash became so 
hated, especially during the campaign for complete collectiviza­
tion in the early 1930’s that Stalin found it necessary to make a 
change. Inl934,he transferred its functions in limited form to a 
People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs, but thisministry also 
expanded its powers. Its initials, first as the N.K.V.D. and later as 
the M.V.D., caused as much terror as had tbe former O.G.P.U.

The Terrorizing Apparatus
From an examination of evidence brought to light by those 

who have escaped from the U.S.S.R., the pattern of terrorizing 
and its part in the system of government have become clear. The 
instruments were the Ministry of Internal Affairs and a compan­
ion agency that has sometimes been within the Ministry and 
sometimes outside it as a Ministry of State Security. The^M inis try 
of State Security has had the task of ferreting out potential threats 
to the stability of the regime and investigating them. These in­
vestigations nave been exposed by the3ovief authorities them­
selves, since Stalin’s death, as characterized by the practice of 
physical and psychological torture to obtain confessions of guilt. 
With such confessions, or even without them, the Ministry of 
State Security has made a report, and a decision has then been 
made, presumably by the Prosecutor General of the U.S.S.R. or 
his representative, either to prosecute before a court or to permit 
the case to be handled by a special board of the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs.

The special boards in the Ministry of Internal Affairs were 
created by statute. They were not required to hold their pro­
ceedings in public, nor to provide any of the procedural guaran­
tees of the Constitution such as right to counsel, nor to follow the 
procedural provisions of the criminal code. According to the tes­
timony of some whose fate has been settled by one or another of 
them, they often heard cases in the absence of the accused. 
Under a 1934 statute, they were permitted to sentence persons 
foimiì tò be dangerous” tn.five-year terms in remote
places’ in the U.S.S.R. or in concentration camps. No definition of 
social danger wasTet inthe statute, and, from what is known from 
refugees,The provisions and definitions of the criminal code did 
not bind the special boards to prove a charge. On the contrary, 
their primary task was to apply terrorizing methods when there 
was no specific crime involved. They had no function if crime 
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could be proved, for in such circumstances the case was tried by 
a criminal court in accordance with the code of criminal proce­
dure and the constitutional guarantee of counsel.

Documents stolen from files of the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
in the Baltic states indicate that the terrorizing process has been 
applied to ffighten into submission co mimi n i t i e s~i n whicTfoppo- 
sition to the regime was of serious proportion. To arrive at this 
effect, local representatives ofTKeMinistry were instructed to 
arrest and deport to camps in the Russian^ Republic specified 
numbers of persons of giverTcategories, but no specific indfvidu- 
als were named? The categories were those of prospective 
enemies, such as army officers of the former Latvian army, estate 
owners, factory owners, and merchants. The local official de­
termined which persons within the given categories were the 
most likely enemies and proceeded to arrest them under con­
ditions as mysterious and dramatic as possible. The entire oper­
ation was designed to strike fear into the hearts of those who 
remained and thus to silence them, lest they be next. Some of the 
effectiveness of the system would be lost if it were not arbitrary, 
that is, if one could predict where its hand would fall. Appar­
ently, it is in popular insecurity that the regime’s security has 
been thought to lie.

The Ministry of Internal Affairs and its security police, some- 
times organized as a separate security agency, were given a 
privileged position under Stalin. Although the central office op- 
erafed through ministries in each of the republics, its chain of 
command was completely centralized below that level in that the 
on-the-spot officials were free from any influence of local soviets. 
These officials were appointed or dismissed by the Ministry in 
Moscow, and they were beyond the reach even of local Com­
munist politicians. Only the Prosecutor General of the U.S.S.R. 
had administrative authority over the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
and its security agents.

Immediately after Stalin’s death the Communist party’s sur­
viving leaders indicated a desire to redesign the political arsenal 
to eliminate terror as Stalin had used it. In September,Jff5^_the 
special boards of the Ministry of Internal Affairs were abolished. 
Jüfîsdîctfcnrôvêr all security cases was transferred to military tri- 
bunâlsTTêsponsible to the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R. and 
obligated to adhere to the same code of criminal procedure as 
regular courts.
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Somewhat later the Ministry of Internal Affairs in the federal 
government was abolished for a time, leaving only the ministries 
of like name in the republics to administer the prisons and the 
regular police. These local ministries operated under a new 
name as Ministries of Public Order. The experiment was short­
lived, for the traditional name was eventually restored, as was 
the federal Ministry to supervise the republic ministries. Since 
the reform excluded reconstitution of Special Boards, reversion 
to the traditional name looked more like a concession to tradi­
tionally minded bureaucrats than a signal that Stalin’s methods of 
control were being reinstituted.

Even while the federal Ministry of Internal Affairs was elimi- 
nateo ancTits~rëpïïblic counterparts transformed, the Ministry of 
State Secunty’survivecT. It took on a new form as a Committee of 
State Security, entitled the K.G. B. It was subordinated to the 
Council of Ministers ofthe U.S.S.R.? and it^republie agencies 
were subordinated to the Councils of Ministers oTeach republic. 
Administratively this committee obtained a preferred position 
over other governmental agencies functioning in both the 
U.S.S.R. government’s and the republics’ apparatus, in that its 
agents in the provinces were made independent of the executive 
committees of the provincial soviets. This freed them in their 
investigative function from any local influence. In the 1958 re­
form of criminal procedure their authority was limited to the 
investigation of state crimes, but in subsequent years this au­
thority was extended to include economic crimes as well. The 
K.G.B. was not, however, freed by the decrees from the obliga­
tion to deliver its prisoners after investigation to the courts for 
trial.

To facilitate its work, the Ministry of Internal Affairs during 
Stalin’s era had found it desirable to enlist large numbers of 
informers from the rankand file of the population. Through 
them, much information was obtained about unwary neighbors. 
It came to be expected that police informers would be present in 
every group, and this enhanced the terror of those who had rea­
son to fear the hand of the state. Since Stalin’s death this network 
of informers is reputedly greatly reduced in size, but there is 
ample evidence that informing is still an important feature of the 
Soviet security system, especially with regard to the activity of 
foreigners living or traveling under circumstances of suspicion 
within the U.S.S.R.
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Terrorizing was a weapon designed by Stalin to maintain his 
power, noT~only within society generally burwitlnnTüs own 
Communist party. Events sincehisdeath suggest that terror has 
lost much of its former political value in the eyes of his heirs. Not 
only have the instruments of terror been reduced in number and 
those that remain brought under various controls, but gestures 
have been made to indicate a change in policy. Large numbers of 
individuals sent to hard-labor camps by Stalin’s Ministry of 
Internal Affairs have been amnestied and returned to their 
families. Those that were executed or died in the camps have 
been publicly rehabilitated politically with announcements that 
they were not traitors. The epithet “enemy of the people” with 
which Stalin branded those he purged has been dropped from 
the vocabulary of politics. Torture has been denounced officially, 
although émigrés report it continues in sophisticated psycho­
logical forms.

The Rationalization of Terror
With the wave of revulsions against the methods of the past, 

evidenced to the world through speeches in the congresses of the 
Communist party and by legislative action amending codes and 
abolishing some of the instruments of the terrorizing process, the 
foreigner is justified in asking how Stalin’s system was tolerated 
for so long. Why was there no seething revolt, or at least an 
attitude of distrust that would have caused Russians to welcome 
the armies of Hitler as liberators from the Stalin yoke?

The answer to these questions lies, of course, in the notori­
ously brutal manner in which Hitler’s S.S. troops conducted their 
pacifying operations in Soviet villages. This viciousness proved 
to many that Hitler’s dictatorship would be worse than Stalin’s, 
but there are other deeper reasons. Many of those who experi­
enced the harsh treatment of Stalin’s officials have lived to re­
count their experiences, and they declare that millions did not 
seethe on the verge of revolt even during the worst of the epoch 
of purges from 1935 to 1937.

To understand this apparent paradox, one must consider the 
unusual phenomenon of a people, who appear in the main to 
have accepted terror during Stalin’s time as a necessary evil. In 
short, one must understand that terrorizing as a technique of 
government was rationalized by Stalin for most of the rank and 
file of Soviet citizens. The popular acceptance of his methods 
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was confirmed when Khrushchev denounced him in 1956 and 
removed his body from the Lenin mausoleum in 1961. Voices 
were raised in Red Square to ask whether Stalin did not deserve 
respect as the man who had made the U.S.S.R. a socialist country 
of great political, military, and economic power and had saved 
her from Hitler’s invaders. Opposition to Stalin’s terrorizing 
technique came not from the masses but from an inner circle that 
had,in Khrushchev’s words, feared at each personal consultation 
that they might be imprisoned or executed for incurring his dis- 
pleasuxe, These incidents the rank and file did not know, nor 
could they have known them unless they happened to be parties 
to specific instances of injustice within their own families.

The rationalization of terror and the instruments that dis­
seminated this rationalization must be understood if the outsider 
is to grasp the reason why Stalin was able to rule so long. The 
situation is unfamiliar to those with a knowledge only of Western 
democracies.

In a Western democracy, where there is no “official” philoso­
phy of government and no monopoly of the press and the public 
platform, it is incredible that any governmental propaganda line 
would have universal or nearly universal acceptance. There is 
always a powerful opposition newspaper to act as critic of the 
government and of its propaganda. As has been seen, the Soviet 
system has eliminated the possibility of an opposition party, and 
the media of information and propaganda remain completely 
subject to the Communist party’s control. These media, aug- 
mented by compulsory study groups for all members of the 
population, an? employed toconyince the peöple of the correct- 
ness of certain propositions. These propositions bear examina­
tion,TiecauseTtTs through their acceptance that the Soviet lead­
ers expect to reduce and in some quarters even eliminate oppo­
sition to the policies of the regime, including terrorizing.

The foundation of the Soviet government’s propaganda line is 
that its program rests upon scientifically proved fact. To twen­
tieth-century man in any land an aura attaches to a thesis 
said to rest upon scientifically proved fact, and Soviet leaders can 
exploit this situation by quoting Marx and Engels, who claimed 
to be always scientific in evolving their doctrine of revolution 
and the dictatorship of the proletariat. The strongest card played 
by these nineteenth-century writers, on whom Lenin based his 
own thinking, was the claim that the process of historical devel­
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opment had finally been analyzed correctly and the key to the 
process found. It could then be argued that it was now possible 
for man to control the future course of history.

In strengthening his thesis, Marx argued that there was no 
God, no inscrutable divine being who intervened in the devel­
opment obhuman history. Only the interplay of discernible fac­
tors caused man to develop the structure of his society at any 
given period. The primary discernible factor was said to be the 
instruments of production, the tools with which man worked to 
obtain his food, his clothing, and his shelter. So long as the tools 
were primitive, man could produce no surplus. He had to share 
with others, each of whom did his part to keep the family alive. 
The structure of society was centered in the family.

By degrees man learned to domesticate animals and to im­
prove agricultural implements, and this permitted production of 
a modest surplus. Engels argued that some families specialized 
in animal husbandry and traded their surplus for the surplus 
grain of a neighboring family, and with trade Engels found de­
veloping the concept of ownership, which he believed to be 
essential to trade. With constant improvement in tools of pro­
duction, families grew in size until they became clan groupings 
with an increased quântity of property. At this point Engels dis­
tinguishes a very important step. He says that those who were 
leaders of the family by virtue of birth and age developed a lust 
for property, appropriated family property to themselves as indi­
viduals, and built around theinselves an apparatus of force in the 
form of clansmen with whom they shared a portion of the prop­
erty as the purchase price of support. Thus, according to Engels, 
there was created the first state apparatus.

Marx and Engels concluded that the first state apparatus rested 
upon a need to protect private ownership with brute force, and 
that those who owned the most productive form of property at the 
time became the rulers. They argued that the state was born as an 
instrument to be used by a rich ruling class to exploit less wealthy 
classes, and that in this fact lay the key to subsequent social 
development. As new tools were developed, new and more valu­
able types of property came into being, and the class which came 
to own the most valuable property seized the state apparatus, by 
revolution if need be. In this way Marx and Engels attempted to 
explain the fall of Roman ownership of slaves and the growth of 
feudalism with its ownership of land. They moved on to explain 
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the fall of the feudal kings of France by the invention of indus­
trial machines and a consequent reverence for private ownership 
of factories.

For Marx and Engels, it followed from these major factors gov­
erning the course of history that private ownership of factories, 
and private enterprise generally, were bound eventually to be 
less productive than public ownership because the profit system 
of necessity required wages to be of less than full value for work 
done. They thought it self-evident that profits had to be siphoned 
off to the factory owners to make the profit system work. Since 
factory workmen thus received less than full value for their labor, 
they could not be expected to work as hard as if they had re­
ceived full value. In Marx’s opinion, factory workers were not as 
productive under the private enterprise system as they could be 
enticed to be if the factories were owned by the state and if the 
state itself were set up by workmen as their own. The world 
would eventually come to realize this truth.

Marx did not expect, however, that the workmen would be 
able to obtain control over the state apparatus through orderly 
democratic procedures. Few of the workmen would appreciate 
the possibility of such control, since teachers could be expected 
to mask it and so, also, newspapers, the owners of which were 
rich men and thus had a personal stake in the status quo. 
Moreover, when factory owners realized that eventually they 
must lose their own favored position, they would strengthen the 
police arm of the state and thereby introduce censorship and 
terrorizing and all the other weapons of the state designed to 
prevent seizure of power. Under such conditions, said Marx, the 
only way for workmen to achieve the economic and social system 
to which history pointed was violent revolution. The workmen 
were advised to maintain power achieved through revolution by 
turning the state apparatus against the former rulers, by 
establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat.

At this point Marx and Engels stopped, except to say that 
eventually society would require no formal restraints and the 
state would wither away. Marx and Engels were most concerned 
with the first-step^ the instigation of fevoTuHon. They left the 
planning of the postrevolutionary period to those who would live 
to see it, and it fell to Lenin to develop the Marxist thesis to meet 
what he believed to be the needs of this postrevolutionary period.

As was indicated in the first chapter of this book, it was Lenin
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who argued for the creation of a small elite group to lead the 
workmen in their revolutionary struggle for ultimate establish­
ment of the dictatorship of the proletariat. He embellished 
Marx’s thesis that the great bulk of the workmen could not be 
expected to understand the course of history and their own mis­
sion. He said that they would require leadership, and he set out 
to create 'it in the form of the Communist party. Later Stalin 
redefined this “leadership” by the Communist party to mean 
dictation of a program of action to the working masses, enforce­
able upon men and women who opposed it even if they were of 
workman or peasant stock.

The Effectiveness of the Rationalization
All Soviet citizens have been made to memorize the Marxian 

interpretation of the course of history. Those who are less tutored 
or incapable of grasping the detail are taught but the simple 
thesis: that a scientific analysis of history leads to the conclusion 
that the Soviet system of government is the highest type of state. 
It also claims to be the most democratic type of state, the logical 
final stage in the development of an economic and social system 
designed to come closer to satisfying man’s wants than has any 
society in the past. iLalone is said to make possible, through state 
ownership of land, factories, mines, means of communication, 
and means of distribution, the quantity of production necessary 
to meet man*Tneeds. It afonecjmms.to.b^ in such a

Avay that the woiTmen, and their..allies the peasants, may de- 
dennine poHcy and hence-claim the position of masters of their 
own fates. ILalone claims to be preparing the way for the ulti- 
mate withering awâÿ"of rëprësMön^when men will perform their 
social duties withoutTieecLöf compidsion_and when production 

'WiibbesarfficienttodisTfibutegoods to men in full accordance 
with their needs. *
—Wes'temstndents can point out effectively that the Marxist 
thesis is oversimplified and untrue, that the Soviet state is struc­
tured so that in the name of democracy there have been elimi­
nated the fundamentals of democracy because the general public 
cannot control the formulation of policy. Western economists can 
also prove that a workman in a private enterprise economy at a 
comparable stage of development is much more productive and 
better paid than in the U.S.S.R. The iron-curtain policy of closing 
Soviet frontiers to the foreign press and to foreign speakers has 
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been designed in part to prevent the foreign view, and even the 
facts of Western economic life, from reaching the ears of the 
masses of Soviet workmen and peasants.

The success of Soviet propagandists in preaching their line at 
the height of Stalin’s power can now be measured by means of 
interviews with those who escaped. These interviews, con­
ducted by teams organized by Harvard University, indicated 
marked success in certain fields, which is the more remarkable 
because they were held with people who had come to dislike the 
Soviet system so much that they were willing to flee, often at 
risks to themselves and to the families they left behind.

It is generally true of all those interviewed that they were 
convinced by Soviet schooling, press, and radio that production 
for maximum public benefit was possible only when factories, 
natural resources, and means of transportation and distribution 
were state owned. In short, private enterprise as a way of life was 
rejected even by those who hated the Stalin regime. The key to 
long-range prosperity came to be for most Soviet citizens, what­
ever their political persuasion, state ownership of the means of 
production.

This acceptance of state ownership as the key to prosperity 
extended even to the peasants, although among these there was 
divided opinion. Among the older farmers in the displaced- 
persons camps of Europe in which most of the interviews oc­
curred, there was found strong opposition to state ownership and 
to its hand-maiden, collective-farm operation of the land, on the 
ground that such communal use of the land was not right. The 
younger farmers, on the other hand, as reported by Alice C. 
Rossi, seemed to have accepted their Soviet education. While 
these younger people thought that the collective farms had been 
bad, their criticism was of management rather than of the system. 
All, both young and old, were agreed that there must never be a 
return to the system of estates under which large landowners 
owned the land and employed peasants to work it.

With mass acceptance of the basic tenet of Marxism—that there 
is no room in modern society for private ownership of productive 
resources—the Soviet leaders scored their major victory. They 
did not have to worry about any serious opposition to the funda­
mental principle of their society. No large group of persons was 
likely to try to restore private enterprise in relation to the primary 
sources of wealth. There might be individuals who would want 
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to make a profit on the sale of homemade products or of home- 
grown vegetables or meat, and there might even be individuals 
who would want to steal state property and sell it on the open 
market, particularly during periods of short supply when the 
price was high. But there was not to be expected a demand for a 
basic change from the policy of state ownership of the means of 
production. The basic principle behind the implementation of 
this tenet—the principle that workmen require leadership to 
reach the goal of abundance—was also generally accepted. Re­
spect for education was high, and leadership based upon 
superior skills, whether in operating a factory or in conducting 
the affairs of the state, was revered.

Here Marxist doctrine has helped the Communists especially, 
for it relates politicar parties to class interests. It teaches that in 
Western democracies one party will normally represent the 
landowners, another the peasants, a third the wealthy industri­
alists and their associates, a fourth the shopkeepers and small 
producers, and a fifth the working class; then, that class lines are 
clearly drawn in the differences between political parties, 
whence it can be argued logically that multiple political parties 
develop to represent the different economic interests existent in 
a given society. Conversely, where instead of multiple economic 
interests there is but a single economic interest, there need be 
oply a single party. Soviet society is said by the Communists to 
have reached the stage where there is only one economic 
interest, that of the “toilers,” whether these be workmen, clerks, 
or farmers. In consequence, there need be only a single political 
party to provide the leadership which all agrée'lb he necessary. 
Since both refugees from, and recent AmencarTtfavelers in, the 
U.S.S.R. say that belief in a necessity for multiple parties has 
lessened there with the years, it is probable that most Soviet 
citizens accept this tenet of Communist doctrine.

It is probable that most accept also the idea that they can have 
a democratic system under conditions of state ownership when 
there is only one political party. What doubt there has been within 
the U.S.S.R. has centered on the desirability of permitting fac­
tions or organized voting blocs to exist within the single party. 
Stalin thought it necessary to preservation of his own power to 
stamp out with violence those of his colleagues who wanted to 
retain factions within the Communist party, but it is uncertain 
how successful he was in eradicating the lingering desire to form 
them.
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Since Stalin’s death factions have emerged within the party, 
and there is ample proof that although members are denied the 
right to organize voting groups before entering party meetings, 
they are doing so. Several of those who opposed Khrushchev’s 
policies in 1957 organized a vote against him in the “Presidium” 
of the party while he was on a state visit to Finland. By his 
maneuvers with the Central Committee and the Army he suc­
ceeded in overcoming the negative vote and in ousting from the 
“Presidium” the ringleaders of his opposition. Again in 1964 his 
opponents prepared a negative vote prior to a meeting of the 
Central Committee, and when Khrushchev arrived to make a 
speech in his own defence, he lost the vote and was forced to 
withdraw from his position as First Secretary and from his gov­
ernment post. Whenever strong opposition develops it now 
seems likely that factions will be formed in spite of the rule 
against them. The difference from Stalin’s time lies in the fact 
that terror is no longer being used to discourage them.

This does not mean that factional grouping will be encouraged. 
On the contrary, the Communist leadership seems still to fear the 
effect of factional disputes. This may explain why there has been 
no move to accept the recurring proposals that a choice of candi­
dates be offered on a ballot for a seat in any of the various soviets, 
as has been permitted in some of the other Communist-led 
countries of Eastern Europe. The multi-candidate system might 
invite the formation of factions to support candidates, even 
though such bloc struggles are forbidden. Such a democratic de­
velopment, if organized on a party-wide scale, still seems peril­
ous to men and women who think in terms of monolithic leader­
ship.

The Beginning of Disbelief
With an understanding of this background to support a policy 

of terrorizing in the interests of preserving power, the outsider 
will ask why there has been the change of attitude toward terror 
since Stalin’s death. One answer was given by Khrushchev when 
he indicated that the inner circle of Stalin’s colleagues had come 
to fear for their lives. This may be explanation enough, but any 
lasting reform must rest on a wider acceptance of a policy of 
institutional and legal restraints on the exercise of power and on 
disbelief in the infallibility of leadership. Has there been evi­
dence that such a trend is emerging in the thinking of large 
numbers of Soviet citizens?
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The role of the new intellectuals has already been considered 
in the analysis of trends within the Communist party. It is evi­
dent that these men and women consider themselves good 
Communists beyond suspicion of disloyalty. Further, they want 
to share in policy making with the expert knowledge which they 
have acquired and which no generalist can master in sufficient 
detail to understand the problems of a complex industrial soci­
ety. While they probably accept wholeheartedly the necessity of 
preservation of the economic system of state ownership and the 
idea of one-party government, it may well be that they now op­
pose terrorizing because it threatens predictability of tenure of 
office, for themselves and their colleagues in whom they have 
confidence and on whom they rely.

The managers and bureaucrats of today witnessed or have read 
about the purge of the late 1930’s when their superiors were 
blacklisted, declared enemies of the people, imprisoned, and 
often executed. They are determined to avoid a return to such a 
situation. They are sophisticated, educated people who reject 
Stalin’s application of the label “capitalist” to all opponents of 
his scheme of things. For them the rationalization of terror as an 
instrument to achieve what they are prepared to accept as the 
good and inevitable life has worn thin. They have found spokes­
men in the writers both of the Stalin era who are now speaking 
out and in the new generation. These writers may seem to some 
Communist traditionalists to have exceeded safe bounds in 
challenging the base of Soviet authoritarian leadership. There is 
evidence that this is so in the criticism leveled at them in 1963 by 
the Central Committee, and again in the trial and sentencing of 
two authors in 1966 to terms at hard labor for anti-Soviet agita­
tion. Severe as this punishment was, it was not like Stalin’s 
purge, for it was not a trumped-up charge, nor was the punish­
ment death. They had smuggled abroad through a foreign diplo­
matic pouch highly critical manuscripts already rejected for 
publication at home, and they had used pseudonyms. Authors 
were executed or imprisoned by Stalin for much less, even after 
making abject public apology for their deviation from Stalin’s 
criteria of suitable literary and artistic production. While the tol­
eration shown dissent bears no resemblance to that exhibited in 
Western democracies, its discouragement by the criminal process 
rather than by terrorization bears noting by those assaying the 
measure of development in the U.S.S.R. of a stable society.

Some astute students of Stalin’s regime, such as the former 
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Communist Wolfgang Leonhard, have gone so far as to suggest 
that Stalin’s terrorizing methods proved uneconomical and 
politically ineffective in promoting the growth of Soviet society. 
To Leonhard the U.S.S.R. had reached toward the end of Stalin’s 
era a level of industrial and social development that required 
sophisticated methods of government as well as men and women 
capable of initiative and personally motivated to cope with com­
plex new problems. The party and state bureaucracy, the army 
officers, the educated men, and even the workers and collective 
farmers had to be freed from fear in order to produce. This argu­
ment corresponds to that used by the advisers of Tsar Alexander 
II in 1861 when he freed Russia’s serfs. It rings true in historical 
perspective, and if it is not overcome by a resurgence of Stalin’s 
rationalizations, perhaps in a paroxysm of fear among leaders 
who see their entire system endangered by some international 
development or by such internal collapse of discipline as to 
threaten complete loss of control, it will determine the future.

To this conclusion there appeared one challenge during the 
decade from 1957 to 1966 in the form of a “social assembly,” 
which looked to some outsiders and even to Soviet law-trained 
Communists to be a potential source of terror. Its rationalization 
was the necessity to discourage “parasites,” who were defined as 
persons living with no evident source of income, namely, as 
blackmarketeers exploiting the situation of shortages in con­
sumers’ goods to establish often quite extensive illegal economic 
activities.

These social assemblies were established outside the regular 
court system and even the administration, although there was a 
measure of restraint exercised by the latter. Under the 1957 
legislation, which emerged first in the border republics, they 
were conceived as gatherings of citizens in factories, administra­
tive institutions, apartment houses, and on the state and collec­
tive farms. They were convened on call of a community public 
order committee, composed of Communist party members and 
other community leaders.

Charges were brought by the Communist youth league, a trade 
union, or other public organizations against a citizen whose con­
duct revealed “an anti-social, parasitic way of life.” No definition 
was provided, and reports indicated that it covered not only cases 
of speculation, but even of listening to foreign broadcasts. 
Clearly the bodies served a political function.

Penalties authorized to the social assemblies were banishment 
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from the community of residence to a remote area for periods up 
to five years, during which the citizen was to reform himself 
through work to which he would be guided by the local au­
thorities at the place of banishment. Procedure was of the 
simplest variety at the trial. Vote was by a show of hands. There 
was no appeal, but the sentence had to be approved by the 
executive committee of the county soviet so as to avoid injustice 
on the basis of personal grudges. The accused had to be present 
unless he refused to attend.

Soviet lawyers in the Russian Republic criticized these in­
stitutions as likely to violate the new legality established by the 
procedural reforms of 1958, and it was presumed by many that 
they would cease to function. On the contrary, they spread to all 
of the republics, but in a form indicating some restraint. In the 
statute of 1961 adopted by the Russian Republic and sub­
sequently copied by all other republics to replace their previous 
legislation, the social assemblies were given jurisdiction only 
over parasites who already had some regular job and performed 
their speculative activities in their spare time. Further, it was for 
the prosecutor to decide whether the person against whom 
charges were brought should be tried before such an assembly or 
by a regular court. Practice indicated that the prosecutor in the 
preponderant majority of such cases sent the charge to a regular 
court, although the latter did not follow the rules of criminal 
procedure but acted in less formal fashion.

When the individual accused of parasitism had no regular job 
at all, only a regular court was given jurisdiction by the 1961 
statute. This further emphasized the court’s role in the punish­
ment of anti-social conduct. Previous requirements that the 
executive committee of a county soviet approve a sentence of 
banishment by a social assembly were retained in the new 
legislation. Press reports tell of such referrals to the executive 
committees and of approvals of the social assembly’s sentence.

Some outsiders saw in these social assemblies, when they 
were inaugurated in 1957, a substitute for the recently abolished 
special boards of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. They appeared 
to permit the same feature of banis h ment that-wasrthe- eomp e - 
tepee of the former special boards buLwith one. difference .T h e 
individual sentenced to banishment was not confined in a hard- 
labor camp but remained at liberty, subject to the obligation to 
report to the local officials ot the region of banishment and also to 
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wgrk during the term of sentence. The social assemblies under 
this view became a modified form of terrorization in that individ­
uals, as in the past, could not anticipate the circumstances that 
would incur the wrath of the social assembly, so they would feel 
the urge to establish for themselves forms of self-restraint in the 
exercise of freedom of criticism and action that they might 
otherwise have thought enjoyable under the post-Stalin reforms.

In response to criticism leveled at the social assemblies from 
forces within the Communist party and abroad, they were 
abolished in September, 1965. In their place the courts in the 
great cities of Moscow ancTLeningrad were to be given the task 
of determining the offense, and elsewhere the executive com­
mittees of the county soviets were to make the decision without 
priciFreview by associai assembly. In form, this left open to~the 
party a means of terrorizing speculators and those who might be 
assoni latedto^^^ as undesirable elements of the com-
munity, but it was an administrative mechanism far different 
from the special boards of Stalin’s time. Hearings were no longer 
secret, the accused was present, and the penalty was not con­
finement at hard labor, but banishment without confinement to 
another community where a relormëcTdrle~wâsTd be lived.

While the changes in policy relating to terrorizing are begin­
ning to be impressive, the end is not yet. Stalin’s excesses have 
been denounced, but there are still some within the Soviet 
leadership who are reputed to be “Stalinist” in their sympathies. 
This evaluation comes from men who know them well, namely 
citizens of some of the People’s Democracies of Eastern Europe 
on the fringe of the U.S.S.R., who have occasion to visit the 
U.S.S.R. on business. Whether these potential Soviet Stalinists 
are isolated figures who could, if they wished, oppose the trend 
established by the bulk of the educated men and women of the 
post-Stalin epoch who dream of a communism bereft of terror has 
yet to be determined. Treatment of dissidents suggests that 
Stalinism is not dead, but muted. Some who have protested have 
simply been tried and imprisoned, like Alexander Ginsburg in 
1978. Others who enjoy an international reputation and seem­
ingly some immunity from confinement have for that reason been 
expelled, like the Nobel Laureate author Alexander Solzhenit­
syn. Some have been deprived of Soviet citizenship while 
abroad, like Valery Chalidze. The noted physicist Andrei 
Sakharov remains in his homeland at liberty but is deprived of 
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work suited to his qualifications. Dissidents argue differently 
about terror’s role in the system. SoïzKej^sÿn~fEînks it so in- 
grained that only democratization in traditional form and 
humanization could make the quality of life tolerable. _Chalidze 
says that the Constitution, IFobservedFTöüIcTprovide a frame- 
workTfor ^society without terror, since the problem is not the 
law, but irigrained bureaucratic attitudes which need to be eradi- 
cafëd^ Sakharov argües that the system js^enerally acceptable, 
but by terrorizing citizens to avoid Western contacts, it cuts 
communications and becomes obsolete and inefficient.

For Western democrats the danger of reversion to terror in its 
Stalinist model can be avoided only if a political opposition, 
whether as a party or as factions within the Communist party, 
becomes permitted. This form of political pluralism seems un­
likely so long as the Constitution forbids it and Marxist philoso­
phy is interpreted as requiring leadership by a structure such as 
that of the current Communist party.



CHAPTER

THE FEDERAL SYSTEM

Democratic institutions have sometimes been said to depend 
upon a federal system of government. The experience of the 
United States has made its impress upon the world, and federa­
tions have appeared in countries such as Brazil, Mexico, Argen­
tina, Venezuela, Canada, Australia, India, Indonesia, Burma, and 
Yugoslavia. The reorganized German Federal Republic was con­
sciously shaped in the form of a federation so as to improve its 
chances for the development of firm democratic institutions. It 
was thought that its länder might provide grass-roots democracy 
that would restrain any trend toward authoritarianism at the 
center. To many people who shared in the planning for Ger­
many, a centralized government spelled potential dictatorship, 
even though the history of France, with her great centralization, 
had indicated that a centralized state could also be democratic.

The Soviet leaders have made much of the fact that the 
U.S.S.R. is also a federation. They have claimed that through the 
federal form the various peoples of the U.S.S.R. have obtained 
control over their own affairs, and that they have more privileges 
than states in other federations. The status of the various Soviet 
republics that make up the U.S.S.R. is said to be further proof of 
the democratic base upon which the Soviet system rests.

In spite of the familiar terminology used to describe the re­
lationship among the various peoples of the U.S.S.R., the Soviet 
federation has some special characteristics. It is not as loose a 
federation as that of the United States, and by no means as de­
centralized as Canada or Australia. The Soviet leaders have 
characterized their system as being a federation that is “national 
in form but socialist in substance.” An examination ot its details 
will indicate what is meant.

93
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The federal structure of the U.S.S.R. grew out of the efforts of 
the bolsheviks to win friends to their revolutionary plans. The 
Tsarist empire, unlike the United States, had been a territory in 
which large numbers of persons of different races, religions, lan­
guages, and cultures lived in self-contained pockets rather than 
diffused throughout the empire. In addition to the Great Rus­
sians, representing the most numerous of the Slavic branch of 
mankind, there were large numbers of Ukrainians and 
Byelorussians, who were also within the Slavic group but had 
cultures and languages differing from the Russian. There were 
the Latvians, Lithuanians, Estonians, and Finns, who had quite 
different cultures and religions from those of the Slavs. In the 
areas south of the Caucasus there were the ancient Armenians 
and Georgians, and in Central Asia and Siberia the numerous 
Turkic peoples and some Mongol peoples.

Tsarist practice had been to give the underdeveloped peoples 
of the non-Slavic groups in Central Asia and Siberia considerable 
cultural autonomy, but for all peoples theTifficial language of the- 
empire had beenTttrssîânrthe positions of prestige weTe'giVen 
primarily to Russians, and the empire hacTbeen administerecfin a 
completely centralizedTnarmer,"except far the Grand DucKy~of 
Finland- Even Finland had been closer to union with the Rus­
sians than the Finns had been willing to admit. Because of the 
policy of centralized government and what seemed to the minor­
ity peoples to be a policy of “Russification” of culture as well, 
considerable hostility toward Russian domination had developed 
by the turn of the twentieth century. Lenin decided to play upon 
this hostility in winning friends for his program. In 1912 he set 
Stalin to work to write a program for the national minorities that 
would enlist them in bolshevik ranks on the basis of the subject 
of their dreams, namely, independence. Stalin, being himself a 
Georgian, was well fitted to dramatize the willingness of the 
Russian Lenin to accede to the wish for independence expressed 
by the national minority groups.

Stalin’s Concept of Self-determination
In Stalin’s book, which subsequently became the bolshevik 

propaganda manual for dealing with the minority peoples, the 
position is taken that ethnic groups have the right tn self- 
determination, that is, they have the right to determine their own 
political future. Stalin knew that all of them had but one desire, 



THE FEDERAL SYSTEM 95

and that was to be independent. He knew that in taking his 
position he was inciting revolution against the Tsar and dis­
memberment of the empire.

Stalin anticipated the trouble which might befall his bolshevik 
party in the event of ultimate victory in the revolution. The newly 
independent national minority peoples might go their own ways 
and become splinter groups so weak as to be absorbed by another 
empire. He argued, therefore, that while each people had the 
indubitable right of self-determination, the party for which he 
was writing would oppose the exercise of self-determination if it 
did not represent a step toward what the Marxists called “prog­
ress,” namely, communism. Stalin warned that his party would 
not agree to the passing over of the minority peoples, once they 
were free from the bonds of the Russian Empire, to a capitalist 
camp hostile to what was to be the new Russia.

When the Revolution had been won in the capital of the Rus­
sian Empire, Petrograd, the bolsheviks found themselves tested 
in their policy toward the peoples who had been the national 
minorities of the old empire. The right of self-determination had 
been promised, and it had to be offered, at least to the peoples 
who were sufficiently numerous to present a problem in control 
if it were denied. In some cases, as with the Finns, it meant 
losing them for the Soviet system, yet they, and the Ukrainians, 
the Byelorussians, the Armenians, Azerbaidjanians, Georgians, 
and Baltic peoples, were permitted to break away. The Central 
Asian principalities that had been in close union with, but not a 
part of, the empire were likewise permitted to establish their 
own states. Yet, for the peoples of Buryat Mongol, Yakut, Bashkir, 
and Tatar stock, no such privileges were granted. They were kept 
within the new Russian state, although it was called a “federa­
tion” to indicate that they were to have at least token autonomy.

Lenin could not afford to fail to fulfil his party’s promises of 
self-determination to the really vocal minorities. He probably 
thought that in fulfilling these promises he was gaining more in 
good will than he was risking in ultimate loss of these peoples 
and of the territories they controlled. Lenin had two reasons to 
expect that the newly emancipated peoples would eventually 
return to his fold. One reason was the Communist party, and the 
other was force of circumstances.

The Communist party had been organized as a unitary body 
soon after its permanent creation in 1903. The minority peoples 
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who had asked that they be permitted to create their own party 
organizations and to federate them with the Russian organization 
had been denied that privilege. In consequence, the members of 
the Communist party who lived in the territories of what had 
become the new Ukrainian and Byelorussian and other republics 
were under orders from the highly centralized headquarters of 
thè Communist party. Their task was to bring back into close asso­
ciation with Lenin’s new Russian Republic the peoples with 
whom they lived. Their ideal was “internationalism” of the 
working class, and not nationalism. They knew full well that 
their party had bowed to the demands for self-determination in 
order to win friends and that it was their task to bring back the 
various new republics into the fold as soon as possible. In most 
cases they proved themselves competent to the task.

Force of circumstances greatly aided the Communists in their 
effort to reunify the republics. The Revolution had taken place in 
November, 1917, a year before the Germans, Austro-Hungarians, 
Bulgarians, and Turks were finally defeated by the allied and 
associated powers in the First World War. The German army was 
still a very powerful force on the Russian front, and it continued 
to press its advantage as the Russian troops disintegrated. The re­
publics on the fringes of what had been the Russian Empire were 
being overrun. The peace of Brest Litovsk in the spring of 1918 
brought only a respite, for there soon began a merciless civil war in 
which those who remained loyal to the past sought to unseat the 
bolsheviks. This civil,war raged most prominently in the Ukraine, 
and the forces hostile to the bolsheviks finally captured all but a 
small partof it in mid-1919. Various foreign powers participated in 
the civil war, the most effective being the Poles, who marched into 
the Ukraine and captured its capital in 1920. It was a time when 
the Ukraine and the other fringe areas could conclude with rea­
son that their future as independent states depended upon mili­
tary and economic support from the Russians.

The lesson that unity was necessary for survival in war was 
reinforced by the lesson that unity was necessary for economic 
development in peace. The empire, quite naturally, had devel 
oped its economy without thought of ethnic boundaries. Rail­
roads ran where the terrain was best, crossing and recrossing 
what had now become the new ethnic frontiers. Raw materials 
from one province had been used to supply industry in 
another. After the Revolution, these provinces were often sepa­
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rated by what was in law an “international” boundary. It was 
clear that if the boundaries were not to be eradicated, a very 
difficult economic readjustment would become necessary, and in 
this readjustment pfôdüctivé~capâcîtÿ~ woulcIBe~réduced. Urii- 
fication within one state was the obvious solution to~the prob­
lem.

Creating a Soviet Federation
Playing upon the growing realization of most of the minority 

peoples, fanned by the Communist party in each republic, that 
there must be a new unity within what had been the Russian 
Empire, Lenin and Stalin planned a federation. Communist 
party delegates from the various republics that had adopted the 
Soviet system of government, frequently under the pressure of 
military operations, met during the late summer of 1922 and 
evolved a draft constitution that called for a federation of four 
republics. Three of these already existed as the Russian, 
Byelorussian, and Ukrainian republics. The fourth was created 
by bringing together in a new Transcaucasian Republic the three 
existing republics of Azerbaïdjan, Armenia, and Georgia.

While each of the latter was to retain its own republic struc­
ture, it was to be within a federation which, in turn, would join 
the larger federation of the U.S.S.R. The reason given later for 
the subfederation of the . Transcaucasian Republic was that the 
peoples south of the Caucasus had to be forced into a mold of 
co-operation because of their long history of conflict with one 
another. Presumably it was easier to do so with them than with 
the more numerous Ukrainians and the Byelorussians. One can 
speculate that if the Ukrainians had been more pliable and less 
nationalistic in outlook, they also might have been brought closer 
to the Russians than was done in 1922.

Having secured agreement among the Communist party mem­
bers living in the various republics, the Russian party leaders 
had to take only a step to obtain formal agreement among repre­
sentatives of the four republics that were to join in federation. A 
constitutional congress was held in Moscow at the end of De­
cember, 1922, and the delegates from the four republics accepted 
the treaty of union that had been drafted. They then declared 
themselves the new All-Union Congress of Soviets, which was to 
be the body bringing together delegates from the whole territory 
of the new U.S.S.R. A constitution was ordered prepared; it was 
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completed and adopted provisionally in July, 1923, and when the 
Congress of Soviets of the U.S.S.R. met in a second session in 
January, 1924, the Constitution was ratified.

Where was the federal principle to be found in the govern­
mental structure of the new Union? As in all federal con­
stitutions, there were clauses allocating powers to the federal 
govtemment and clauses reserving powers to the states that had 
come together to form the federation. Those who know the history 
of the Constitutional Convention in the United States know of 
the struggles between those who wished to reserve to the states 
significant powers and those who urged greater federal powers. 
There is no indication that such a struggle occurred in the Com­
munist party group that formulated the first draft of the Constitu­
tion, nor in the drafting committee of the Congress of Soviets 
which prepared the formal document for adoption. The Com­
munist party seems already to have become sufficiently sure of 
its power and of the acceptance of its leadership by the minority 
peoples to plan for much more centralism than was acceptable to 
the Founding Fathers in Philadelphia.

The federal government in the U.S.S.R. was granted by the 
Constitution some powers familiar to the system in the United 
States. The federal government alone could coin money, main­
tain a postal service, establish standards^ of weights and mea- 
s u res, regulate~citizenship in the~ Union, and settle dispu tes 
among republics. The federal government also had sole power to 
declare war, conclude treaties, and conduct diplomatic relations. 
AfThis point similarity ends lor the Soviet Constitution gave 
additional powers to the federal government, of which the 
Founding Fathers in the United States had not even heard.

This grant of additional powers stems from the Marxist doc­
trine of what is necessary to achieve maximum production. As 
has been seen, the Marxists deny that private enterprise can pro­
duce as much as state-owned enterprise. One of their professed 
reasons for such a belief is that the workman will labor harder 
when he anticipates payment in full for his work rather than 
payment of only that part which is left from the value he pro­
duces after the private enterpriser’s profit has been siphoned off. 
Another reason, one which has been elaborated by the Soviet 
leadership on the basis of limited implication by Marx, is that 
economic planning will save waste and duplication. In a planned 
economy there should be no surpluses seeking customers.

For both these reasons, economic planning has become one of 



THE FEDERAL SYSTEM 99

the major tenets of present-day Soviet leadership, and the reflec­
tion of this view is to be found in the first federal Constitution of 
1923. The first Constitution empowered the federal government 
to develop a general plan for the entire national economy; to 
establish general principles for the development and use~of the 
soil, mineral deposits, forests, and waters; to direct transport and 
telegraph services; and to conduct trade.

Special Features of the Soviet Federation
While the Soviet federal Constitution transferred far more 

economic power to the federal government than did the United 
States Constitutional Convention in 1787, there were some nota­
ble omissions in other areas. The Soviet fedpral Constitution 
included no bill of rights, such as did the United States Con­
stitution in its first group of amendments. The Soviet bills of 
rights, such as they were, existed in the constitutions of the re­
publics that had formed the Union, and it was decided, appar­
ently, to leave them in these constitutions alone. It was also left 
to the republics to develop their own electoral law. No federal 
provisions declared who might vote and who might not vote. 
Finally, the federal Constitution left unmolested the civil, crimi­
nal, family, land, and labor codes, and the codes of criminal and 
civil procedure, as these had developed in the republics before 
fecleration. While some of these codes might be affected by such 
general principles for the use of the soil, mineral deposits, 
forests, and waters as the federal government might adopt, the 
Communist party seems to have preferred to rely upon the uni­
fying influence of its members in the various republic legisla­
tures rather than to require the republics to accept a system of 
federal codes.

The concept of federation found reflection in the structure of 
the Central Executive Committee of the U.S.S.R., which, under 
constitutional provision, was to be elected by the Congress of 
Soviets to legislate and generally to supervise the administrative 
and judicial arms of government during the year-long intervals 
between meetings of the Congress of Soviets. The Central 
Executive Committee was made bicameral: one chamber was to 
be chosen on the basis of population representation alone, while 
the other chamber was to be chosen on the basis of representa­
tion from each national minority group within the U.S.S.R.

The chamber in which each national minority group was to be 
represented seems to have been the major concession made to 
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the minority peoples in the federation. It may also have been 
introduced into the Soviet system of government to appeal to 
other peoples outside the U.S.S.R. In 1922 it was still anticipated 
that revolution of the Soviet type would occur in Europe and in 
Asia in the foreseeable future. It was equally anticipated 
that German and other Western European Communists, who 
were by this time sending delegations to a Communist Inter­
national with its seat in Moscow and having as its goal world 
revolution, might be sufficiently proud to want a share, in any 
future union, equal to that of the very numerous Russians. The 
bicameral Central Executive Committee could serve as proof to 
national groups outside the U.S.S.R. that they would not be sub­
merged in a sea of Slavs.

The second chamber of the Central Executive Committee was 
to contain representatives not only from the constituent re­
publics that had formed the Union in December, 1922, but also 
from other national minority groups as well. The Communists 
had to think of the sensibilities of the Azerbaidjanians, the 
Armenians, and the Georgians, who had started as independent 
states after the revolutions organized in each and thus had been 
of equal status with the Russians, Ukrainians, and Byelorussians. 
While these three peoples south of the Caucasus had been brought 
into the federation as a sub-federation, they were proud, and each 
was therefore given the same number of seats in the chamber of 
nationalities as each of the three larger republics, rather than 
only a one-third share, of the seats which might have been given 
to their subfederation. Then there were the Buryat Mongolians, 
the Yakuts, the Tatars, the Bashkirs, and the Volga Germans, as 
well as some less numerous peoples who had been, since the 
Revolution, given the title of republics within the Russian Re­
public. These peoples had, apparently, expressed through party 
channels in 1922 the feeling that if the Byelorussians and Ukrai­
nians were to be brought into the Union on an equal basis with 
the Russians, there was no reason why they should be one step 
removed from the top level and required to channel their re­
lations with the federal government through the Russian Re­
public.

A Place for Small Minorities
Stalin reported at the constitutional convention of 1922 that 

some thought had been given to the status of the small ethnic 
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groups within the Russian Republic. He said that he believed 
that their relationship with the Russian Republic had been 
established on a satisfactory basis and that to put them on the 
level of a constituent republic would be to take a step backward 
and to loosen a bond which had been tightened. In making this 
remark, Stalin indicated the direction in which he intended to 
move and clarified the reason why the federal rather than the 
unitary form of state was being adopted. The reason was simply 
that no closer bond than that provided by the federation was 
politically possible at the time.

As a concession to the pride of the Tatars and of the other 
peoples within the Russian Republic who had cultural minority 
status as “Autonomous Republics” but not the higher political 
status of a constituent republic, the Communists offered them a 
number of seats equal to that of the Russians and of the con­
stituent republics in the chamber of nationalities of the Central 
Executive Committee. With this provision there appeared the 
curious form of representation that TrasTrecdme a peculiarity of 
the Soviet federal system: subordinate parts of the republics that 
comprise the Union send representatives to the highest body of 
th^Tederafibn? somewhat" as iriTTe Pennsylvama Dutch had a 
representative''in the United States Senate alongside the senators 
from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Even the Eskimos and 
other very small national minority groups were given seats in the 
chamber of nationalities, though not in the same number as the 
larger groups. In consequence, the chamber of nationalities con­
tained a large number ofrepresentatives of non-Russian peoples. 
To thbihinofity groupsTand to the world at large, it lookecTas if 
the "Russians" were prepin^dTWsliârëZpmver with their—small 
neighbors in the U.S.S.R.

Yet, in assessing this situation, the role of the Communist party 
must be kept in mind. Throughout each national group there 
were Communists, required to think of themselves as inter­
nationalists and subject to strict discipline originating at the 
center. These might even be nationals of groups other than the 
one in which they were ordered to make their home. Further, 
they had been trained in the party to propose only those pro­
grams which central party officials favored. Under their in­
fluence, the representatives of the national minority groups have 
never expressed a special interest in any but very limited local 
policy matters, such as the allocation of funds for irrigation in 
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Central Asia or for housing in Georgia. The minority representa­
tives have always voted unanimously for any program presented 
by the party, and it has never been necessary to reconcile 
through reconciliation procedure any contrary views of the 
chamber of nationalities and the chamber composed of repre­
sentatives selected on the basis of population alone, although the 
Constitution provides for such an eventuality. The very real 
contrast between the Soviet legislature and those of Western 
democracies is indicated by the fact that there has never been a 
public difference of opinion between the chambers.

The Influence of the Tears
With the passage of time, the local nationalism of the minori­

ties seems to have been reduced, although events in Georgia 
in 1978 suggest that it may still be aroused by signs of dis­
crimination against a minority people. Soviet text writers de­
clare that a lessening of local patriotism is inevitable, since these 
minority groups have found that no “Russification” of their cul­
tures is occurring. However, such a declaration does not accord 
with the facts. It is true that Soviet law does not require that 
Russian be the sole language spoken in schools, government 
offices, and courts. On the contrary, the law guarantees that both 
schools and government business will be conducted in the lan­
guage of the local ethnic community. Nevertheless, Russian is 
compulsory as a second language, and any young man or woman 
who wants to achieve a position of prominence in the U.S.S.R. 
learns Russian to the best of his or her ability because it is a key 
to~sôcïât~îind geographic mobility. Knowledge of Russian opens 
doors to the highest professional schools, where it is the lan­
guage of instruction. Knowledge of Russian enables a man to 
communicate both in any part of the country to which the party 
orders him and also on the international scene. The Russian lan­
guage has become a political and social asset, and the ambitious 
Ukrainian, Georgian, or other minority representative cultivates 
the use of it. Nevertheless, in 1978, when republic constitutions 
were being redrafted, Georgians, Armenians, and Azerbaidjanis 
protested successfully against elimination of previously existing 
clauses granting their languages official status in their respective 
republics.

While minority cultures are fostered, if need be through Rus­
sian subsidization of their opera, drama, and literature, local au- 
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thors are admonished not to be “chauvinistic” in their art. Some 
of them have even been criticized and disgraced within the 
Communist party for alleged preaching of national pride and of 
hostility toward the Russian culture.

The Communist party criticism has not, however, silenced 
cultural dissent. Indeed, it became intensified during the 1970’s 
as theorists fostered a rapprochement of cultures to create a new 
homogeneous culture of “Soviet man.” Their enthusiasm 
alarmed critics in minority areas who feared for the future of their 
cultures, and the party Secretary General sought to calm their 
fears by denying that there was any desire on the part of the party 
to merge national cultures into a single culture of the U.S.S.R.

The 1977 Constitution and Federation
While presenting the final draft of the 1977 Constitution to the 

Supreme Soviet, the party’s Secretary General revealed that a 
group had proposed abolishing the federation to create a unitary 
state. The proposal revived a position taken originally in 1928 by 
the State Planning Committee, which had asked whether part of 
the Ukraine and all of Byelorussia should not be attached to the 
Russian Republic in the interests of economic integration and 
effective planning. The issue was taken to the party’s Political 
Büro, where the answer was in the negative on the ground that 
the proposal was untimely. Presumably the Political Büro sensed 
that ethnic rivalries and fear of Russification were not yet dead 
among minority peoples. While no one in 1977 stated reasons for 
rejecting the proposal out-of-hand, it is likely that the Political 
Büro held to the same view and for the same reasons. At least no 
provision was made for transition to a unitary state, and the re­
publics were carried into the new constitutional era as they stood 
on the eve of the document’s adoption, although a few innovations 
were made in detail.

One has to refer to the “eve” of the 1977 Constitution’s adop­
tion, for the original 1936 pattern no longer existed: it had been 
altered in the intervening years, and the alterations suggested 
that forces had been tugging policy makers in opposite di­
rections. Some amendments had expanded the republics’ juris­
diction, and some had narrowed it.

Expansion had occurred in 1944 through two amendments: 
oneauthorizing union republics to conduct foreign relations, and 
the other establishing a military force. Both were limited in that
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the federal authorities retained supervisory powers. A third 
amendment in 1957 had authorized union republics to enact 
their own codes of law, a power they had lost in 1936 when the 
Constitution passed to the federal parliament the right to enact 
legal codes. Again, the new legislative power was limited, for 

s republic draftsmen had to adhere to federal fundamental princi­
ples established by the federal Supreme Soviet.

Narrowing occurred when in 1958 the Karelian union republic 
was deprived of its constituent status established in 1936 and 
was incorporated within the Russian Republic as an Autonomous 
Republic. This caused it to lose its full representation in the 
chamber of the Supreme Soviet representing republics, since 
Autonomous Republics had been given by the 1936 Constitution 
fewer seats than their higher-level colleagues in that chamber. 
Also the Karelian administrative agencies became subordinate to 
those of the Russian Republic instead of reporting directly to the 
federal Ministries.

Interpretation of trends indicated by these divergent moves 
requires consideration of their individual circumstances. The 
1944 amendments were made at a time when Stalin was ma­
neuvering with President Franklin D. Roosevelt to obtain greater 
weight in the United Nations, which was then being formed. He 
altered his Constitution to give his union republics some of the 
attributes of sovereignty, and then demanded seats for them in 
the General Assembly of the United Nations. Roosevelt resisted 
the move, but finally, in compromise, allowed the Ukraine and 
Byelorussia to have seats. Thus, the 1944 amendments were 
understood by the world to be preparation for political maneu­
vers rather than a concession to internal pressures from minorities. 
This became even clearer when it was discovered that no re­
public established a military force, although two republics 
minted medallions to pin on the lapels of native recruits. 
Further, except for the Ukraine and Byelorussia, the conduct of 
foreign relations was limited in the other republics to ceremonies 
pertaining to relations with neighboring states.

The 1957 amendment authorizing union republics to enact 
their own codes of law seems no more important. Since no fed­
eral codes had been enacted under the 1936 authorization, re­
publics had continued in the period since 1936 to apply their old 
codes, most of which dated from the years prior to federation. 
Thus, the 1957 amendment represented no more than recogni­
tion of the facts and abandonment of the 1936 move to centralize 
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lawmaking, even with regard to minor matters. It was empha­
sized that in a country of many cultures, climates, and geograph­
ical conditions, some variation in law was desirable. The fed­
eral authorities showed themselves content with the influence 
they maintained by claiming the right to require that republican 
draftsmen adhere to the federal fundamentals, and most espe­
cially to the constitutionally required fundamentals of state own­
ership of the means of production and the one-party political 
system.

The interpretation of the demotion of Karelia needs some 
knowledge of Soviet history. It had been created as a union re­
public when hopes ran high that Finland might some day be 
brought into the Soviet federation, just as it had been part of the 
Russian Empire when a Grand Duchy. It was seen as a desirable 
buffer against what was seen as a hostile Europe. The Finns 
showed no willingness to make the change, and even resisted 
military pressures during the Russo-Finnish war of 1940. Preser­
vation of union republic status must, therefore, have seemed 
unjustified in light of the need for more rational economic plan­
ning for the rump group of Finns on the Soviet side of the fron­
tier. The Russian Republic was the logical center for the eco­
nomic life of the frontier territory.

This interpretation gains support from well-explained moves 
by Secretary General Nikita Khrushchev in other regions, as 
when in the early 1960’s he moved to unite economically the 
Central Asian republics in a Central Asian Regional Economic 
Council. He even spoke of uniting republics in other regions in 
similar economic groupings, notably the Baltic republics and 
those south of the Caucasus. His plans were terminated when the 
party dismissed him from power in 1964, and the Central Asian 
experiment was ended.

The standing of union republics as administrative units was 
enhanced soon after Khrushchev’s ouster. As will be shown in 
chapter 7, some industries previously operated directly by fed­
eral ministries, such as steel and non-ferrous metallurgy, were 
placed in 1965 within the category of a type of ministry split 
between federal and republic governments, so that the federal 
government planned and the republics operated the industries. 
The move looked like a victory for the republic-oriented forces, 
but it seems not to have been based on ethnic considerations, but 
rather on administrative convenience.

In view of this experience, disclosure in 1977 that voices had 
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called for abolition of the federation and restructuring of the 
U.S.S.R. as a unitary state came as a surprise to outsiders, even 
though demands for ethnic recognition were known to have 
weakened over the years. This points out a contrast between 
1977 and 1957, when a Soviet professor of administrative law 
told visiting foreign scholars that the Supreme Soviet’s chamber 
of nationalities had resisted amendment of the Constitution be­
cause they thought the amendment would lessen republic in­
fluence on government. The issue was raised by a proposal to 
remove from the 1936 Constitution the articles establishing lists 
of ministries in the federal and republic governments, whose 
enactment would have made it easier to shift authority away from 
republics to the federal Council of Ministers. By 1977 the ethnic 
opposition to such a move had faded, as is evident by the fact that 
the 1977 Constitution took the very step that had been opposed 
twenty years earlier and eliminated all lists of ministries. The 
result is a separate law which may be changed without con­
stitutional amendment, thus making it unnecessary to obtain 
consent of two-thirds of the deputies from the republics each 
time that administrative change is desired.

Preservation of the dignity of the republics is another matter. 
Dignity impinges neither on economic planning nor on mainte­
nance of political power. It is enhanced by a new provision of the 
1977 Constitution, namely, the provision requiring that the two 
chambers of the Supreme Soviet be equal in number of deputies. 
Under the 1936 formula, the chamber based on population grew 
in size as population grew, and overshadowed the chamber rep­
resenting republics, because a fixed ratio of representation had 
been established, namely, one deputy to 300,000 citizens. The 
new formula is to require that both chambers have an equal 
number of deputies, so that the ratio will be changed with each 
census to prevent increase in the number of deputies.

The Right to Secede
Dignity is also enhanced by the constitutional guarantee to 

union republics of the right to secede. No Soviet citizen who 
reads, much less a member of the Communist party, can think 
this right realizable in light of the historical record. While it was 
inserted in the first Federal Constitution of 1923, presumably to 
calm fears of Russification, the Communist party was on record as 
opposing secession if it meant retrogression to capitalism. As 
early as Stalin’s 1912 pamphlet on the national question, it had 
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been clear that “self-determination” was a formula designed to 
split empires, not to hamper the development of socialism and 
communism. After the Russian revolution, Stalin repeated his 
position, making it clear that self-determination was to be op­
posed if it meant abandonment of the Soviet system. Under this 
thinking, if leaders of a soviet republic opted for secession, they 
would have been seen as violating their party’s discipline, and 
they could expect merciless opposition from those who remained 
loyal to the center. To have been effective, secession would have 
had to become a mass revolt against the center, and civil war 
would probably have ensued.

Not only republican leaders, but ordinary individuals as well 
have had their way blocked when they have wanted to exercise 
their right of tree speech, guaranteed by the Constitution, to urge 
secession, t his has been the conclusion of specialists on Soviet 
criminal law who note that the definition of “treason” includes 
“an act intentionally comnirtted by a citizen of the U.S.S.R. to the 
detriment of state independence, the territorial inviolability*or 
the military might of the U.S.S.R.'' Arrest and prosecution of 
dis'sêïTFfü’S^rpinp-secjessionJiave indicated that the code has in­
deed lïëën implemented.

Tn view’ot this record, the right to secession must be only 
symbolic, designed to enhance the dignity of the union republics 
and to implement formally the declaration in Article 76 of the 
1977 Constitution that union republics are “sovereign.” Perhaps 
draftsmen thought that sovereignty without the right of seces­
sion would be limited, although theorists have not suggested as 
much. On the contrary, they have argued that mere membership 
in the U.S.S.R. enhances a republic’s sovereignty, presumably on 
the assumption that it is better to hang together than to hang 
separately. In short, federation is thought to contribute to wealth, 
prestige, power, prosperity, and protection, all of which are goals 
of sovereignty. If this argument is correct, the right to secession 
seems in no need of constitutional sanction. Consequently, its 
continuing inclusion must stem from the shock, both at home and 
throughout a world unlikely to support the U.S.S.R. in such an 
irreversible step, that might follow if the right were excised.

Budgets and Sovereignty
Many federations accord their members the right to levy taxes 

and dispose of revenues as they wish. The Soviet system denies 
to its republics the right to tax and to dispose of revenues, except 
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in accordance with terms established by the federal authorities. 
This means that the federal Supreme Soviet annually adopts a 
budget for the entire federationTAIthough the republics are con­
sulted, the final decision is the federation’s. Revenues are com­
puted by republics, based primarily on a “turnover tax” on pro­
duction of state enterprises, but also there are revenues from 
taxes on personal incomes and collective farm income. Needs of 
republics are reviewed and revenues allocated by the federal 
Council of Ministers, on advice of the state planners.

With few exceptions, the share of the revenues made available 
to each union republic and its geographical subdivisions is lim­
ited to the taxes collected within it, but if revenue is inadequate 
to meet planned tasks, the desired activity is subsidized by 
transfer from collections in other republics not requiring all that 
their industries and citizens pay as taxes. The final budget of 
each union republic is established in detail by the Supreme 
Soviet of the republic, within the general limits established for 
that republic by the federal budget.

If a union republic’s authorities believe it possible to increase 
production beyond the plan, they are encouraged to do so, and 
they may then keep extra revenue resulting from expansion. This 
system, like .others in the Soviet incentive program, encourages 
increase in production, but it cannot be said to make for eco­
nomic independence within the federation. The position of the 
republics is far different from that of the provinces of Canada or 
the states of the United States. Budget procedures may con­
tribute to a sense of participation in governing and to a sense of 
dignity, but they are surely a limitation on a republic’s power to 
plan its own future.

Criteria for Status within the Federation
The fact that there are varying types or levels of republics 

within the federation often provokes outsiders’ curiosity as to the 
criteria for status. In 1936 several Autonomous Republics were 
elevated to union republic status when the constitution of that 
year was enacted; Bashkir and Tatar, however, were not. In 1977, 
when the third constitution was introduced, no elevations oc­
curred, even though some republics seemed to outsiders to be 
likely candidates.

In his explanation to the constitutional congress in 1936 why 
the Bashkirs and Tatars had to remain Autonomous Republics 
while their colleagues were promoted, Stalin set forth three
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criteria: sufficient population, compactness of population, and 
location on a frontier of the U.S.S.R. The Bashkirs and Tatars 
fulfilled the first two criteria, for they were compact ethnic 
groups, and their populations numbered over a million; but 
neither was on a frontier. To Stalin, the frontier location was 
important, for if an internally located republic were to secede, it 
would become a foreign island within the U.S.S.R., and Stalin 
felt that such a situation was intolerable, probably because he 
expected a seceding republic to revert to capitalism. At that time 
the U.S.S.R. was surrounded by capitalist states, and Stalin gave 
frequent evidence of his fear that the “encirclement” was a major 
threat.

To outsiders, the Bashkirs and Tatars had reason to want union 
republic status because, under the 1936 Constitution’s provisions, 
such status carried with it a higher rate of representation in the 
Supreme Soviet than did Autonomous Republic status. Also, it 
probably enhanced the prestige of the peoples who were granted 
it. Nevertheless, Stalin seemed to associate the higher status 
solely with the union republic’s right to secede, and since he 
could not countenance that, he held down these two aspiring 
peoples.

There may have been, however, another unspoken reason for 
refusing elevation to Bashkirs and Tatars, namely, a historical 
one. Historically the Bashkirs and Tatars had been brought suc­
cessfully within the Russian Republic during the early years of 
Soviet history, before the U.S.S.R. was formed. This incorpora­
tion was achieved without the fierce resistence offered by the 
peoples of Central Asia. Once incorporated, the Bashkirs and 
Tatars presented no political problem requiring solution by 
compromise. Consequently, none was made. The Central Asians, 
who had resisted sovietization, had to be treated differently, and 
their elevation to union republic status, with its heightened dig­
nity and right to secede, represented an effort to pacify them.

From a doctrinal point of view, there was added reason to 
refuse elevation. Communist party doctrine, in application of the 
principle set forth in the 1848 Communist Manifesto written by 
Marx and Engels, anticipated that as socialism became a reality, 
workers would relate to their class and not to ethnic origins. 
Consequently, elevation to union republic status when no politi­
cal pressures required it would have been doctrinally retrogres­
sive.

Thus, on several grounds, elevation of Bashkirs and Tatars to
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union republic status would have been undesirable, although 
Stalin chose to speak of the geographical problem of location 
within the heart of the country. Because he favored this explana­
tion in 1936, the place of the Bashkirs and the Tatars became of 
interest to outsiders in 1977. The question was raised, Why were 
they not elevated to union republic status, since by this time the 
frontier test seemed unrealistic? Events following World War II 
had changed notably the political complexion of the U.S.S.R. No 
longer was there what Stalin had called “capitalist encircle­
ment,” at least in the geographical sense, for two neighbors, Po­
land and Romania, had been brought into the socialist system by 
their Communist parties with the help of the Soviet army.

In view of the changed situation, had the Ukrainian and 
Byelorussian republics chosen to exercise their right of seces­
sion, they would have become islands in a socialist common­
wealth, which although looser than the Soviet Union’s federa­
tion, was, nevertheless, a close association. Islands, even within 
the commonwealth, would have been likely sources of trouble, 
especially if their leaders had chosen to adopt patterns of gov­
ernment unacceptable to commonwealth leaders. It seemed evi­
dent that Stalin’s border test had become irrelevant to status 
within the Soviet federation, and outsiders wondered why 
Bashkirs and Tatars could not be elevated to a position of dignity 
equal to that of Ukrainians, Latvians, Armenians and the other 
peoples of union republics.

No published explanation has been given for failure to seize 
the opportunity, provided by the 1977 Constitution’s adoption, to 
elevate those minorities who could meet Stalin’s other two tests. 
Private conversations with Soviet constitutional specialists, 
however, have suggested an answer based upon assessment of 
the strength of the ethnic pressure coming from Autonomous 
Republics for elevation in status: since pressures seem to be 
manageable among the Bashkirs and Tatars, there is no thought 
of changing their status to that of union republics.

In view of this assessment of pressures, outsiders are asking 
why the republics continue to exist, why the proposal of the 
group favoring a unitary state which would meet the needs of 
economic planners was rejected. Evidently, the Political Büro 
sensed that some of the ethnic groups now governed as union 
republics were still restive, as evidenced in part by demonstra­
tions in 1978 when the party proposed to demote Georgian, 
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Armenian, and Azerbaidjanian from their “official” status as re­
public languages. The federal structure appears still to be politi­
cally necessary to give ethnic minorities a sense that their cul­
tural autonomy will be preserved, even though economic and 
political direction are becoming increasingly centralized.

There may be an additional audience to which Soviet politi­
cians want to appeal by maintaining the federation, namely, the 
Third World of Africa, Asia, and Latin America. Peoples on these 
continents still suffer the trauma of dependence upon mét­
ropoles in the developed world. If the Communist party were to 
create a unitary state, the step might seem to potential converts to 
the Soviet system to be a move against the world trend toward 
independence of peoples. It might give rise to suspicion that 
from the ruins of the former Russian Empire there is emerging a 
new Soviet Empire, and this could hamper Soviet efforts to make 
friends among the developing nations.



CHAPTER

POPULARIZING ADMINISTRATION

“Bring the housewife into administration!” This was one of the 
slogans by which Lenin hoped to dramatize a popularization of 
public administration. He declared that the new Russia was to 
depart from the system of the past under which a highly skilled 
and conservative group of professional employees manned the 
offices of the state. His plan was to simplify management proce­
dures and to discard the red tape that is characteristic of all 
large-scale administrative machines. This he expected to be able 
to do if he could put the housewife and her husband into the 
local soviets, which were the administrative bureaus of the new 
regime, for short periods of time. To effect his plan, he provided 
in the first Constitution of the Russian Republic that the term of 
deputies to the local soviets should be but three months.

While espousing the popularization of administration at the 
local level, Lenin held no brief for the decentralization of 
policy-making. He wanted citizens to take turns at local offices 
performing the tasks of the state, but he wanted the principles on 
which the tasks rested to be established by the central govern­
ment. He and his party opposed vigorously a January, 1918, at­
tempt by the left wing of the Socialist Revolutionary party, with 
which the bolsheviks were still in coalition government, to place 
policy-making as well as operating functions in the local soviets. 
Just as he had opposed any decentralization of policy-making 
within the Communist party, Lenin opposed decentralization of 
authority in the state apparatus.

Lenin had his way. The left-wing Socialist Revolutionaries 
finally withdrew from the coalition government in the spring of 
1918, and with them went the last effective challenge to Lenin’s 
favored principle of centralization of policy-making. Lenin 
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adhered for some years, however, to his program for the 
popularization of administration. It was not until December, 
1921, that the terms of deputies to local soviets were extended 
from the original three months to one year. The change coin­
cided with the abandonment of many other early policies, in 
order to establish a mechanism capable of administering the 
modified system of capitalist economy introduced in late 1921 to 
restore the economy after the devastation of the civil-war period. 
Lenin found it necessary at the time to sacrifice some of his 
precious principles to the needs of the people for food, clothes, 
housing, and industrial goods. Among the sacrifices was the con­
cept of a non-professional civil service.

The principle of popularization of the administration not only 
was applied at the local government level but was set as an ideal 
for the central government of the Russian Republic as well. Yet 
here there was less opportunity to place the housewife in gov­
ernment. Administration of a central government in a huge state 
could not be simplified, and it was necessary to maintain an 
apparatus at headquarters composed of professionals. Many of 
these had to be held over from the offices of the old regime, for 
few of the bolsheviks could cope with the details of complex 
operations such as those of the Ministry of Finance or of the 
Ministry of Communications. Thus the old ministries were 
bound to influence the structure of the new commissariats, even 
though Lenin hoped to avoid such influence by eliminating the 
Tsarist bureaucrats as fast as new personnel could be trained to 
replace them. Meanwhile he could do nothing more than place 
his own supporters at the head of each commissariat and sprinkle 
throughout the ranks a few “commissars” who would have the 
task of watching the professionals and stopping sabotage on their 
part. The policy of utilizing such political commissars was even 
extended to the new army, in which the old officers had to be 
retained because they alone knew the skills of war.

Mass Psychology Requires Attention
Public opinion was always a matter of grave concern to Lenin. 

He had gained the mass support necessary for his revolution 
from workmen and peasants, to whom much had been promised. 
Lenin knew that these largely uneducated people would lose 
interest in his regime, and even become hostile, unless he car­
ried out his promises of democratization of the state administra- 
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tive apparatus. He had to be careful lest the masses conclude that 
they had supported no real revolution but had only changed one 
authoritarian state for another. Lenin discussed the council of 
heads of administrative departments with his colleague Trotsky, 
who recorded their conversation. Lenin asked Trotsky what 
might be done to indicate to the public that the new Council of 
Ministers would differ from the old. Trotsky said that he recom­
mended a new name for the body, “commissar,” because this 
term had become popular in its application to the watchdogs of 
the new regime scattered throughout the old apparatus. Trotsky 
further proposed that, to indicate superior rank, the men who 
would perform the function of ministers be called “Peoples’ 
Commissars,” and their government or “cabinet” the “Council of 
People’s Commissars.” Lenin is reported to have been delighted 
with the suggestion. He said, “That is splendid. That smells of 
revolution.”

The title “Council of Peoples’ Commissars” was retained until 
1946, when the name was restored to the traditional “Council of 
Ministers.” The government gave little explanation for the rever­
sion, except to say that the old name was more conventional and 
that there was no longer need to emphasize the new character of 
the council in this way since its special character had been 
established by the practice of the preceding twenty-nine years.

The scheme of administration established in the Russian Re­
public in 1917, and subsequently in the other soviet-type re­
publics that emerged within what had been the Russian Empire, 
accorded with Lenin’s concept of centralized policy-making and 
localized operations. The new “Peoples’ Commissariats” in the 
capital were to establish policy, while the executive committees 
of the provincial, county, village, or city soviets were to execute 
policy. Thus, the Peoples’ Commissariat of Justice enunciated 
the policy to be followed in establishing the courts, but the actual 
establishment was the work of the county bureaus of justice 
within the executive committees of the county soviets, and these 
were co-ordinated within each province by the department of 
justice within the executive committee of each provincial soviet.

The local soviets were so sure of themselves in the early 
months that they often determined their own policy instead of 
waiting for the decisions of the Peoples’ Commissariats in Mos­
cow. In the early days, local policemen were recruited and put to 
work by local soviets, and it was some months before the 



POPULARIZING ADMINISTRATION 115

Peoples’ Commissariat of Internal Affairs was able to establish its 
policy direction over the police function of the local soviets. It 
was a time when the men and women who had fought the Revo­
lution were drinking the heady wine of power, and they were 
slow to relinquish any part of it, even to a central government to 
which they had pledged allegiance and in which they were sup­
posed to have confidence.

Only in a few matters, such as the conduct of foreign affairs, 
did the local soviets play no part. In such realms the central 
government both determined policy and conducted operations. 
In the great bulk of administrative matters touching the people, 
the conduct of affairs was otherwise. The people were given the 
authority to decide questions of local concern subject only to the 
policy set by headquarters. In fact, they often usurped even the 
policy-making function. It was not until 1919 that the Moscow 
commissariats began to pull the reins into their own hands and 
not until late in 1920 that a strong centralized policy-making 
authority was clearly apparent. It is hard to tell whether the men 
around Lenin during this period were being forced to centralize 
because of the inefficiencies caused by decentralization of 
policy-making or whether their political philosophy dictated cen­
tralization while mass resistance against it compelled them to 
compromise. Most students of the period incline toward the lat­
ter view that Lenin and his colleagues were in favor of centraliza­
tion from the start but had to move slowly lest they unseat them­
selves.

The Effect of Federation on Administration
Federation of the republics in the U.S.S.R., at the very end of 

1922, raised again the question of administrative structure. As 
has been seen, the federal rather than the unitary form of gov­
ernment had been thought necessary by Lenin and Stalin to win 
the confidence of the national minority peoples, who were sus­
picious of highly centralized government after their experience 
with the unitary system of the Russian Empire. This concession 
to the sensibilities of the minority peoples found further practical 
reflection in the structure of the new federal administrative ap­
paratus. It was impossible, under the circumstances of the time, 
to give policy-making authority in all fields exclusively to the 
federal government while leaving only operating authority in the 
hands of the republics.
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The division of powers between the federal government and 
the governments of the republics had given the federal govern­
ment certain monopolies, such as the conduct of foreign affairs 
and foreign trade, the conduct of defense, and the preparation of 
economic plans and basic rules for the use of the land, but noth­
ing had been said on such a vital matter as education. Education 
was obviously closely linked to the preservation of culture, and 
culture was a touchy subject. The fear of “Russification” had 
been one of the primary reasons why the minority peoples had 
wanted to separate from the Russian Republic immediately after 
the Revolution. Culture was a field into which the federal gov­
ernment could not intrude without stirring up old hatreds and 
losing mass support from the minorities whom it was trying to 
woo.

Those who drafted the first federal Constitution prescribed an 
administrative structure suited to their purposes. In the eco­
nomic areas whose development seemed essential to the mate­
rialist Marxist, the emphasis was upon centralization. Most of the 
state factories were placed under an agency like a commissariat 
but called “the All-Union Council of National Economy,” which 
was charged with centralization of policy and sometimes of oper­
ations as well. For the cultural areas such as education and judi­
cial administration, no commissariat was established in the fed­
eral government. Both policy-making and operations in the form 
of the conduct of schools and courts were left solely to the re­
publics comprising the federation.

Because of the policy bf nationalization of factories and of 
other instruments of production, the U.S.S.R. had at its inception 
in late 1922 an unusual administrative problem. Although very 
few cabinet members in countries such as the United States de­
vote even part of their time to the administration of natural re­
sources and of industry, this had become the U.S.S.R.’s principal 
administrative burden. This weighting on the industrial side was 
evident in the first federal Council of Peoples’ Commissars, of 
which The All-Union Council of National Economy was one 
major member. Within the offices of this specialized agency sat 
the men who supervised and sometimes operated the 
nationalized industries. The All-Union Council was still a rela­
tively small body at the time, but it was destined to grow in 
importance until its administrators became so numerous that it 
was split into many parts, each given the rank of a Peoples’
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Commissariat dealing with a specific and limited branch of in­
dustry, such as steel, chemicals, textiles, machine-building, 
coal-mining, petroleum, or copper.

For the industrial plant there was thought to be no problem of 
hostility on the part of the national minorities toward centraliza­
tion. The sole consideration for those who established Soviet 
administrative policy in this sphere of industry was, therefore, 
efficiency. The question asked at headquarters was whether the 
operation of a given industry would be better if it were turned 
over to the republics or if it were retained by the commissariat in 
the federal government. In some fields, such as textiles, the Rus­
sian Empire had achieved a reputation for production, ahd there 
were already numerous textile mills that had been nationalized 
by early decrees following the Revolution. In other areas, such as 
metallurgy, the Russian Empire had been less developed, and 
the new regime, with its desire for self-sufficiency in the field of 
heavy industry, called for rapid metallurgical development as a 
matter of defensive necessity.

New Forms of Ministries To Aid Efficiency
As events have proved, the policy decision taken at the time of 

federation or soon after seems to have been to retain in the fed­
eral government’s hands complete authority to plan and operate 
the various heavy industries òf the land, while passing on to the 
republic governments the authority to operate the consumers’ 
goods industries within a framework of policy established by the 
federal government. Two distinctive types of commissariats were 
designed to administer these two kinds of industry: the type that 
planned and operated heavy industry was called the “All-Union 
type’’ while the type that did the planning but left operations to 
the republics was called the “Union-Republic type.’’

Although these two types of ministry, with roots in the federal 
government, seemed peculiarly fitted to administer industry, 
they were expanded to other fields as well. Foreign trade is still 
planned and conducted by a ministry of All-Union type. Until 
1944, foreign affairs and defense were planned and conducted by 
ministries of All-Union type. Until 1955, communications (tele­
phone and telegraph) were planned and operated by the federal 
government through a ministry of All-Union type.

The All-Union type of ministry is to be found only in the fed­
eral government at the federal capital. Thus, a Ministry of Rail­
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ways exists only at Moscow, and its chief sits in the Council of 
Ministers of the U.S.S.R. To operate the trains in faraway Siberia, 
the minister in Moscow acts through agents responsible directly 
to him. Although such agents are supposed to be considerate of 
local sensibilities in performing their functions, they often are 
not. For, example, Soviet newspapers once complained that men 
from the Ministry of Communications cut down the prized 
boulevard trees in a provincial town to make room for the wires 
they were stringing. Although the local state officials could com­
plain in the newspaper or by telegram, they had no administra­
tive channel through which they could require consideration of 
their views, for the Ministry of Communications was at the time 
and until 1955 an All-Union type of ministry, responsible to Mos­
cow alone.

The Union-Republic type of ministry is different. In the fed­
eral capital there is a Ministry of Communications, and there is a 
ministry of the same name also in the capital of all but one of the 
republics. If Ukrainian officials and citizens with authoritative 
voices have a complaint against the local employees of such a 
ministry, they have more than an opportunity to write letters to 
Moscow. The Minister of the Ukrainian Ministry of Communica­
tions sits in the Council of Ministers of the Ukrainian Republic in 
Kiev. He is responsible to the ministry of the same name in the 
federal government in Moscow, but he is responsible also to the 
government of the Ukrainian Republic. He is not remote and 
unapproachable for the Ukrainians he serves.

As the trend toward centralization of authority, to which refer­
ence was made in the last chapter, extended, the effectiveness of 
complaints from enraged citizens to nearby ministers of the 
Union-Republic type probably diminished. Nevertheless, al­
though, under Stalin, the republics lost political power, the fact 
remains that the Union-Republic type of ministerial structure 
provided a direct channel through which the influence of local 
officials could be brought to bear upon operations. There was no 
such channel in a ministry of the All-Union type. This difference 
may have been of some importance under Stalin and is probably 
more important since his death.

The possibility of local influence upon operations is enhanced 
by the manner in which ministries of the Union-Republic type 
usually conduct their affairs locally. Unlike the linesmen of the 
Ministry of Communications, who were responsible only to the 
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head office in the federal government at the time of the tree­
cutting episode, the managers of public health clinics in a given 
province or city are not responsible solely to a distant ministry. 
This ministry decentralizes its operating functions by channeling 
them through the executive committees of the provincial, county, 
and city soviets. Within each executive committee at these 
levels, there is a “department” charged with the duty of serving 
as the administrative arm of the ministry of Union-Republic type 
in connection with operations in the province, county, or city of 
the kind controlled by that ministry. It is these departments that 
employ the civil servants who coordinate relevant activities in 
the territory over which the soviet has jurisdiction.

Facts and figures on public health in a given locality are 
gathered by these departments of local soviets. Also, administra­
tive orders containing policy directives pass through the hands of 
these departments for distribution within the territory over 
which they have jurisdiction. Thus, the Ministry of Public 
Health in the Ukraine will not transmit its orders directly to the 
heads of public health clinics throughout the Ukraine but will 
channel them through the department of public health in each 
province of the Ukrainian Republic, whence they are fanned out 
to the many counties within each province and, finally, may be 
sent to various small city soviets for execution.

There are exceptions to systematic procedures in any adminis­
trative system, and the U.S.S.R. had a large share of them under 
Stalin. Thus the efficient operation of some units of industry 
subject to the control of a ministry of the Union-Republic type 
was deemed to be so critical for the nation as a whole that ad­
ministrative authority for the unit was given directly to the minis­
try in the federal government. For example, a particular textile 
mill or shoe factory was sometimes subordinated to the then 
existing Ministry of Light Industry in the federal government 
rather than to the Ministry of Light Industry in the Latvian Re­
public in which it was physically situated and to which it would 
normally have been subordinated in accordance with the princi­
ples established generally for units of the textile or shoe in­
dustries. Shortly after World War II, when the Soviet economy 
was barely able to put itself on its feet, a considerable number of 
such key units were transferred from the administrative supervi­
sion of ministries of the Union-Republic type in the various re­
publics to the ministry in the federal government. In mid-1956, 
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many of these plants were returned to the operating control of 
the ministries in the republics, as a first step in recognition of the 
advantages of local direction of operations.

The transfers to centralized operation after the war and back to 
local operation in 1956 have suggested to foreign students that 
loss of skilled personnel in the war reduced the number of able 
administrators in the provinces and counties so greatly that the 
central authorities dared not trust the judgment of local men. In 
spite of the increased red tape to be expected from centralization, 
these authorities seem to have decided to risk loss of efficiency 
through overloading central planners with operating functions 
rather than to lose production because of lack of skills at the local 
level.

Reorganization of industrial administration in 1957 marked re­
cognition of the failure of the policy of centralization of opera­
tions to solve managerial inadequacies. Soviet public administra­
tion was set on a new course. The character of the change and its 
durability will be examined after discussion of republic 
monopolies.

Administrative Concessions to Minority Cultures
The cultural affairs’ of a republic have been classed, for the 

reasons indicated, in a category different from that of industry. As 
has been indicated, there is more involved in cultural relations 
between the federal government and the government of each 
republic than efficiency of operation. There is the whole matter 
of “Russification” with its overtones of Tsarist days. To meet the 
problem raised by the sensitivities of the national minorities, the 
first federal Constitution left education solely to the republics. 
The Ukraine and the other republics were to plan for their own 
schools and to operate them. The same was true of the judicial 
system; there was no ministry of justice established in the federal 
government by the first federal Constitution.

Certain other activities also were left exclusively to the re­
public governments by the first federal Constitution. Since the 
first Constitution established categories, some ministries have 
been removed from the exclusively republic group and others 
have been added. Some have moved back and forth. Some have 
been abolished entirely. In April, 1963, the Russian Republic’s 
newly constituted Council of Ministers contained republic 
ministries dealing, respectively, with automobile transport and 
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highways, municipal housing and services, protection of public 
order, grammar school education, social security, trade, and 
water transport. Trade became Union-Republic soon after.

Transfer of ministries from one category to another has re­
flected philosophies of administration. During Stalin’s time 
when the emphasis was upon increasing centralization the fed­
eral government assumed planning and policy control over vari­
ous vital matters. One such was agriculture, and the ministry was 
moved into the Union-Republic category. After Stalin’s death his 
heirs reversed his pattern, in part, because of their preference for 
placing at the republic level as much decision making as possi­
ble. Justice has been moved about. In 1966 the federal ministry 
was abolished, and later some republics also abolished their 
ministries, distributing their functions among non-ministerial 
agencies and republic supreme courts. The experiment was 
abandoned in 1970, and the original structure re-created, 
although with somewhat less supervisory control over courts. 
Education, which was originally subject to the sole control of the 
republics has progressed through various stages which illustrate 
not only the fluid attitudes of Stalin’s declining years and the 
decade after his death but also the extent to which current lead­
ership is willing to relinquish centralized controls.

A committee on higher education was established as an ap­
pendage to the federal government’s Council of Ministers during 
World War II. This committee was given broad co-ordinating and 
planning authority. The authority seems to have proved in­
adequate, for in 1946 the committee was transformed into a 
Union-Republic type of ministry, but of a special character. It 
was authorized not only to plan for higher education but to oper­
ate directly a group of key institutions of higher learning and to 
guide the republics in operating the rest. Through this action the 
republics lost the last vestige of control over education at the 
higher level, although they still retained nominally sole control 
over the grammar schools. Yet even these schools were brought 
closer to conformity with a uniform policy; the federal govern­
ment set minimum limits on compulsory education, and its de­
crees established standards for teaching and model textbooks.

The trend toward centralization of what little monopoly ad­
ministrative authority had been left to the republics by federation 
in 1922 reached its zenith after Stalin’s death, for in March, 1954, 
a Ministry of Higher Education of All-Union type assumed the 
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duties of operating the universities and higher schools. The cen­
tral authorities seem to have overstepped the bounds of national 
minority sentiment by this latter decree, for in December, 1954, 
a cautious step was taken in reversal of policy: higher education 
was restored to the jurisdiction of a ministry of Union-Republic 
type. But it was not to be a ministry of the usual kind, for there 
was to be a republic Ministry of Higher Education only in the 
Ukrainian Republic. In all other republics the higher schools and 
universities were to be operated by the federal government. The 
trend toward restoration of republic authority was advanced in 
1959 with transfer of all institutions of higher and specialized 
secondary education to ministries newly created in all republics. 
The ministry in the federal government, however, retained im­
portant powers: control over certification of faculty members, 
approval of textbooks, and the giving of assistance in the organi­
zation of teaching, methodology, and research. The reservation 
of these powers was clear evidence of the limits within which the 
republics might operate.

Experiments with Widened Local Autonomy
The year 1957 marked a sharp reversal of the trend toward ever 

increasing centralization of industrial management to cope with 
the failure of industry to achieve the levels set in the economic 
plans. The reversal had not come entirely without warning. 
There had been the cautious step with education, but that was 
linked with cultural sensibilities. More important had been a 
partial return to republic operation of two heavy industries, coal 
and petroleum. In 1954 both were assigned to new ministries of 
the Union-Republic type, and their ministries of the All-Union 
type abolished. The standard pattern of the Union-Republic type 
of ministry was not duplicated, however, for in each instance 
only one republic of the federation was authorized to establish a 
ministry subordinate to the ministry in the federal government. 
Those mines and refineries located in other republics were still 
to be operated from the federal capital.

Khrushchev took personal charge of the implementation of the 
policy of decentralization of operations. The Central Committee 
of the Communist party accepted his proposals in February, 
1957. He announced that while the centralized direction of in­
dustry had been necessary for the quick development of heavy 
industry in the early days, it was unsuited to postwar conditions, 
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especially since there were being operated more than 200,000 
state industrial enterprises and 100,000 construction projects. To 
continue the former policy of attempting to reduce burdens upon 
ministers in the federal government by subdividing their re­
sponsibilities and creating new ministries would, in Khrush­
chev’s view, reduce co-operation between branches of industry, 
increase administrative costs by duplicating ministerial services, 
and separate more and more plants from the local communities 
in which they functioned.

The national interest had to be served, in Khrushchev’s opin­
ion, by a radically new approach: by developing local decision­
making. To make his proposals concrete Khrushchev published 
theses in March suggesting the creation of councils of national 
economy, to be called Sovnarkhozy. Each was to be placed in a 
region established with regard to ease of communication with 
plant managers and co-operation between related industries. The 
All-Union ministries were to be abolished, except for a few ac­
tivities transcending republic boundary lines. The planning ad­
vantages provided by the former ministries in co-operation with 
the co-ordinating functions of the State Planning Committee of 
the U.S.S.R. were to come in the future only from that Committee 
and the State Planning Commissions in each republic. To meet 
the increased burdens on the planners at headquarters in the 
republics and in Moscow the federal Committee was to be en­
larged by the establishment of departments for groups of in­
dustries, and these were to be headed by some of the newly 
displaced ministers.

The scheme became law in May, 1957. Sovnarkhozy were 
established in 105 economic regions, as defined by the republics. 
Small republics created but one, to administer industry absorbed 
from the abolished ministries. Large republics created many, fol­
lowing generally the boundary lines of their provinces but occa­
sionally combining two provinces within a single economic re­
gion. Relatively small industries not desired for the Sovnarkhoz 
systems were transferred to the long-existing departments of 
local industry in the provinces and counties and large cities to be 
co-ordinated with the small brickyards, gravel pits, glass fac­
tories, and repair shops which these local soviets had long been 
permitted to develop as being solely of local interest.

A trend toward recentralization developed soon after the 1957 
reforms had been put into effect. The State Planning Committee 
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(Gosplan) and its republic agencies attached to the republics’ 
Councils of Ministers began to demand so much information 
from the Sovnarkhozy and dictated so many details affecting 
operating decisions that the chairmen of Sovnarkhozy com­
plained that their operating duties were being absorbed by cen­
tral agencies through the planning mechanism. In July, 1960, 
the three largest union republics, each with several Sovnarkhozy 
functioning in their provinces, namely the Russian, Ukrainian, 
and Kazakh Republics, were provided with a republic Sovnar­
khoz to co-ordinate the work of the provincial Sovnarkhozy.

Chairmen of some Sovnarkhozy began to suggest at the same 
time that there was no good reason to retain production enter­
prises under the direction of the executive committees of pro­
vincial soviets. They proposed that all production activity be 
placed under Sovnarkhoz direction, leaving only service ac­
tivities under the provincial soviets. Another indication of the 
attitudes being developed is found in a 1960 handbook declaring 
that the Sovnarkhozy must not be considered either as local or 
republic organs but only as organs of the central economic lead­
ership on the local level.

Further centralization occurred through expansion in numbers 
of an institution called a state committee or “board” attached to 
the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. These boards had been 
created in limited numbers in 1957 to co-ordinate planning 
primarily of defense industries. In 1961 new ones were created 
to deal with nearly all branches of heavy industry in planning 
and implementing policy on investment and technical advance­
ment. This step returned to the federal government authority lost 
in 1957, when the newly created Sovnarkhozy received adminis­
trative direction of the industrial enterprises formerly under the 
control of the various ministries which planned investment and 
technical advancement of the enterprises under their authority. 
It was not a complete reversal of the 1957 reforms, for ministries 
had assumed before 1957 direction of the enterprises in many 
details, but it represented a significant shift in policy.

By 1961 the signs were multiplying that further recentraliza­
tion was in progress, but the formal decision to retreat from the 
advanced position of 1957 was withheld until the party Central 
Committee’s meeting in November 1962. The party’s decision, 
when implemented by legislation in the following month, ac­
complished several steps toward further centralization: it created 
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state committees in the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. to 
plan investment and technical advancement for light industry, 
the food industry, the electro-technical industry, and in whole­
sale and retail distribution; it withdrew from the executive 
committees of the provincial and large city soviets jurisdiction 
over the producing industries leaving them only the service in­
dustries; it enlarged the geographical area of a Sovnarkhoz, thus 
reducing their number from 103 to 42; it removed from the Sov­
narkhozy jurisdiction over construction activities, placing them 
under a construction committee (Gosstroi) within the Council of 
Ministers of the U.S.S.R., with subordinate committees in each 
union republic; it created a new Economic Council of the 
U.S.S.R. (Soiuzsovnarkoz) to become the chief implementer of 
the annual economic plans and restored to Gosplan its historic 
function of preparing long-range perspective plans; it revised the 
system of state control and audit to combine the long experi­
enced state agency with the Communist party’s internal control 
mechanism. A strong man trained in the Komsomols who was 
later head of the security police, was placed at the head of the 
amalgamation.

Explanations accompanied these changes. The Sovnarkhoz 
districts were criticized as having been too small for efficient 
operation and for having given too much thought to local rather 
than national interests. The enlarged Sovnarkhoz districts were 
designed to bring under one administration all production draw­
ing upon a common raw material base such as iron ore deposits or 
conducting within a given region a single type of activity such as 
textile manufacture, petroleum refining, or food processing.

Sweeping as were the reforms of late 1962, they proved to be 
no more than forerunners of further change in March, 1963. A 
Supreme Council of National Economy, bearing a title that had 
become well-known in Lenin’s time in designation of an agency 
that served as the co-ordinator and planner of all industrial activ­
ity performed by state enterprise, was established and sub­
ordinated to the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. to become 
in effect its economic committee. To it were subordinated the 
recently created Soiuzsovnarkhoz, Gosstroi and Gosplan, all of 
which in the November, 1962, reforms had reported directly to 
the Council of Ministers.

The very important investment planning committees or boards 
that had been established in the Council of Ministers from 1957 
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to 1962 to intensify centralized control over economic growth 
during the period of decentralized operation of the economy 
were divided into two groups. One was subordinated to Gosplan 
to control investment in long established industries such as 
metallurgy, food processing, and textiles. The other to control 
investment in the vital spheres of defense and new industries 
such as atomic energy was directly subordinated to the Supreme 
Council of National Economy without the intervention of 
Gosplan. Presumably for these activities where priorities might 
be required over investment in established industries, political 
considerations necessitated that the highest political-economic 
body of the land should make the decisions, subject to ratification 
by the Council of Ministers.

Finally, both Gosplan and Soiuzsovnarkhoz were given firmer 
authority with regard to activity in the republics than they had 
been assigned in November, 1962. An editorial explained that 
under the 1963 scheme they would exercise direct control over 
the republic agencies of like name rather than the limited co­
ordinating authority envisaged previously.

The Communist party indicated in its maneuvers of 1962 and 
1963 that it was still seeking a workable balance between local 
operation and central planning. The pendulum, which had 
swung toward increased authority for administrators at the re­
public and provincial level in 1957, started on a return swing 
because such local autonomy as had been granted was hamper­
ing planning.

The sheer size of the planning task in the U.S.S.R. has been 
likened by Gregory Grossman to the square of the number of 
commodities plus the square of the number of economic units. In 
his view the task of the planners swells much faster than the 
growth of both products and producing units. Given this situa­
tion it is no wonder that there has been further experimentation 
with administrative structure; the wonder is that it had to await 
Khrushchev’s ouster. Apparently, his determination to conduct 
the economy with emphasis upon centralization only in planning 
could be weakened only in small degree. His opponents moved 
slowly to undermine him: first by centralizing both planning and 
operations of key defense industries, then by instituting central 
investment planning and capital construction, and finally by 
creating new co-ordinating instruments above the economic re­
gional organizations which he considered to be his “trade mark.” 
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He could not be made to return, however, to any semblance of 
Stalin’s centralized ministerial system. This led eventually to his 
undoing. Within weeks of his ouster the first steps were taken by 
his successors to pull down his novel structure, but the architects 
of the new pattern were careful to claim that they were not re­
turning to Stalin’s system. There was to be recentralization, but 
with a difference.

The Post-Khrushchev Administrative Recentralization
As a first step toward recentralization, and before the complete 

scheme could be prepared, the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet 
reformed the various planning and co-ordinating committees for 
key industrial segments of the economy into All-Union Minis­
tries. Thus, in March of 1965 there emerged ministries for the 
industries concerned with aviation, defense, radio, shipbuilding, 
electronics, and the catchall categories which have included in 
the past some military components, such as “medium and gen­
eral machine building.” Clearly, for these key industrial ac­
tivities there was to be immediate central planning and direct 
command of the enterprises concerned.

The major change took longer to prepare, not being submitted to 
the Supreme Soviet until its session of October, 1965. It con­
stituted a sweeping upset of Khrushchev’s economic regionaliza­
tion. All Sovnarkhozy and their superior co-ordinating bodies 
were liquidated, and in their place emerged centralized minis­
tries of both the All-Union and Union-Republic types. For those' 
industries requiring standardization of parts, united research and 
design efforts, and close co-operation generally, the All-Union 
form was chosen; these were machine tool and other tool in­
dustries, the manufacture of equipment for construction, road 
building and civil engineering, tractors and farm machinery, 
motor vehicles, chemical and petroleum equipment, automation, 
control systems and industrial instruments, and the manufacture 
of machines for light industry, the food industry, and household 
appliances.

For the activities that use rather than manufacture equipment 
the Union-Republic form of ministry was chosen, these being: 
electrification and power, fishing, installation and specialized 
construction, geology, trade, and land reclamation and water re­
sources. Not every republic was to be required to establish a 
ministry in each field, but only those where the volume of output 
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and the number of enterprises to be directed warranted such an 
administrative center at the republic capital. If only a few in­
dustries were located in the republic, they could be operated by 
the ministry of a neighboring republic or by that of the federal 
government.

A subsequent meeting of the Supreme Soviet in December, 
1965, clèared up some details that had been left untouched, the 
most notable administrative one being abolition of the title of 
minister for executives who were not in fact ministers. Under 
Khrushchev’s system some division chiefs of the State Planning 
Committee had been seated in the Council of Ministers of the 
U.S.S.R. with the title and rank of minister so that their expert 
knowledge might be utilized without making formal recognition 
of the problem of co-ordination presented by Khruschev’s plan.

The post-Khrushchev reforms looked to many like a return to 
Stalin’s system of industrial administration, but the new govern­
ment was at pains to quash any such suspicion. It admitted that 
the reform restored centralization, but it was to be of a new kind. 
It was designed not to discourage individual initiative among 
directors of the producing units, the state enterprises. Attention 
was focused on these enterprises to create in their directors a 
willingness to act without an order from above, and for this pur­
pose draftsmen set to work on a new model charter. To under­
stand the problem one has to look back over the years of indus­
trial history.

Administration of the htdustrial Plant
Administrative problems at the industrial-plant level have be­

come entwined in Marxist countries with popular conceptions of 
democracy. Before the Russian Revolution, bolshevik writers 
had argued that nationalization of factories would take from the 
owners the power they had enjoyed of operating their factories 
without consulting the workmen. In Marxist terms, industrial 
management would be democratized because the workers them­
selves would be brought into the process of management. When 
the Revolution occurred, many workmen seized the opportunity 
to oust or even to kill the owners of the factories in which they 
worked. In other factories the managers were retained but were 
subject to the control of the workmen.

Workmen understood the operation of their own machines in a 
factory, but they did not comprehend the co-ordinating function 
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performed by management. In consequence, it became neces­
sary for workmen to form committees to manage the plants, or to 
check upon the decisions of managers in those plants in which 
managers were retained. This system became known as “work­
ers’ control,” and it epitomized for the workmen the democratic 
plant management for which they had fought.

Difficulties developed early out of the system of workers’ con­
trol. It satisfied the workmen to have managerial decisions made 
democratically by vote in committee, but it did not make for 
industrial efficiency. The new Russia needed production, espe­
cially at a time when production was hampered and even dis­
rupted by the dislocation and destruction of the civil war. As had 
been indicated already, by mid-1921 Lenin found himself forced 
to abandon his program of complete nationalization of industry 
and channels of distribution. Among the measures instituted in 
an effort to restore the economy was the system of industrial 
management that had been traditional in capitalist Russia. Many 
factories were to be restored to the original owners or leased to 
other persons willing to accept managerial responsibilities. In 
the key industries that seemed to the bolshevik leaders too im­
portant to the retention of their own political power to be re­
stored to private ownership or management, the pattern of indus­
trial management was to be made like that of capitalist industry. 
A public corporation was to be formed, and a single man was to 
be placed in charge. State-owned industry was no longer to be 
operated as a bureau of a ministry. Factories were not to be run 
by a committee of workmen.

Lenin’s policy for nationalized industry came to be known as 
the policy of the “trust.” The policy of vesting responsibility in a 
single state manager, rather than in a committee of workmen, 
came to be known as “one-man management.” The new ap­
proach was incorporated in a decree of 1923 that grouped all 
nationalized industry in related combines, to each of which was 
given independent economic status like that of a corporation. 
The state treasury allocated to each group of industries such 
nationalized property as was necessary to its functioning, and 
this property was inventoried and attached as a schedule of 
property to a “charter,” in which the purposes for which the trust 
was created were enumerated. Thereafter, the trust was required 
to operate as best it could in competition with the newly revived 
private enterprise sector of the economy. It was to buy its raw 
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materials, pay its labor, amortize the value of its buildings, and 
sell its products to make a profit. At the head of the trust was to be 
a single individual named by the ministry under which the cor­
poration was to function. In exceptional cases the industry might 
be run by a committee of workmen, to be called a “college,” but 
Lenin wanted the new principle of one-man management to 
apply universally as soon as possible, because he thought it made 
for efficiency.

The system did prove successful in improving the efficiency of 
operation of state-owned industry, although it was years before 
the managers’ complete authority was accepted by the workmen. 
In 1927 the system was extended by reducing the size of each 
corporate unit. The groups of related industries were broken up, 
and each unit within a combination was given the status of a 
public corporation in its own right. This means that each unit was 
charged with property responsibilities and held accountable for 
its property through a system of cost accounting like that in use in 
capitalist countries. It could bring suits in courts of law, and it 
was, in turn, subject to suit by creditors. Judgments against it 
could be collected from its current assets, and it could be put 
through bankruptcy if these assets were insufficient for all cred­
itors. >

By 1927 the private enterprise sector was being taxed out of 
existence, and the first of the five-year plans for the expansion of 
the state-owned sector of the economy was being put into opera­
tion. A decree provided that the state corporations were no 
longer to buy and sell in the open market as best they could with 
the aim of making a profit. They were now required to help fulfil 
the national economic plan. They had no choice but to do their 
part.

Capitalist-like Techniques Serve Planning Purposes
To assure that costs would not mount, as they probably would 

have if all the economic controls developed for the trust in 1923 
had been dropped, the system of cost accounting was retained. 
But now there was no free market in which the state enterprises 
could function. Their economic activities were to be planned by 
the central authorities. They were to be informed of the prices at 
which to buy their basic raw materials and of the prices at which 
to sell their finished products. Wages were set in collective bar­
gaining agreements arranged by management with labor unions 
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and under the eye of the Communist party so that no undue 
advantage would be taken of the workmen by ambitious man­
agers. Later, even wages were set by law. The corporation was 
expected to make a profit between the planned costs and the 
planned selling price. If a profit was not made, the auditors of the 
Ministry of Finance could presume that management had been 
lax, and inspection would follow. Sometimes it would be found 
that the fault lay not with management but with those in the 
state planning commission who set prices, and a revision in the 
price schedule would be made.

Incentives to efficiency were created through the cost­
accounting system required of each public corporation. If a man­
ager could reduce costs by rationalization of production or the 
elimination of waste, he could increase the profits of his corpora­
tion over the expectation of the planners. When profits increased, 
the inspectors of the Ministry of Finance, upon receipt of the 
corporation’s profit-and-loss statement, would investigate to see 
whether the unexpected profits were really the result of skill or 
rather of error in the fixing of prices. If the latter, the error would 
be corrected, but, if the former, the successful manager would be 
promoted to a larger plant or to a ministerial post.

Incentives were made even more concrete, in the form of 
bonuses for management, and for workmen who increased pro­
duction beyond established norms. These norms were measured 
on a piece-work basis whenever the type of production permitted 
such a system, and charts kept the workmen informed of their 
success or failure. Through such incentives some of the more 
intelligent workmen developed their own schemes for rationaliz­
ing production, and some even invented new machines or com­
binations of existing machines. To encourage such inventive­
ness, there was devised a system of “authors’ certificates” which 
entitled an inventor not only to a share in the financial saving 
resulting from the use of his invention over a period of one year 
but also to a waiver of personal income tax on his bonus and to 
priority in the allocation of the coveted positions in research 
laboratories and training schools.

It is on this system of incentives that the post-Khrushchev gov­
ernment is now building, to create in the directors of enterprises 
and in their staffs the will to innovate without command from 
above or constant reference to headquarters for approval. Plan­
ning in detail has been reduced for all but key items such as 
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steel, copper, and aluminum, and manufactured components of a 
unique kind, such as hydroelectric generators. Today most goods 
are produced under global figures involving overall volume of 
production. Within this global figure, the director is authorized to 
manufacture to meet consumer demand, whether it be the de­
mand of other state enterprises or the citizen directly. If he can 
sell his product in greater quantity by altering specifications to 
reduce cost, or if he can make it more attractive to consumers by 
improving design features, he is free to do so. Such profits as he 
makes from the resulting savings accrue to the enterprise, and 
are distributed as bonuses to the workers and the administration 
directly and also indirectly to all through improved communal 
benefits on which the profits are spent.

Those who know the methods by which capitalism encourages 
management and workers alike to exert themselves will see in 
the adoption of these incentive methods the aping of the most 
successful of the schemes employed in American industry. 
Soviet authors admit that they have copied American industrial 
methods, but they claim that they use them in more democratic 
fashion. They can no longer claim that Soviet industry is ad­
ministered by committees of workmen, but they claim that the 
labor unions share in setting norms of work. They claim further 
that the state itself, which owns the factories, is the creature of 
the workmen and that hence there is democracy in determining 
the policies of the owners.

Such arguments as this sound persuasive to those who have not 
investigated the character of the Soviet trade union or the coun­
terweights established within the Soviet political system to neu­
tralize the influence citizens might exert through the ballot box 
in choosing the leaders of the state. As was indicated in earlier 
chapters, the controls are so inclusive that Soviet industry cannot 
claim to be operated more democratically than American in­
dustry. On the contrary, it can be said that throughout American 
industry today the labor unions, with their enormous influence 
upon management and the considerable pressure they have been 
able to exert at times at the polls, provide a more democratic 
instrument to the workers of American industry than do the laws 
of the Soviet system.

Centralized Planning Remains Paramount
In a review of developments in the Soviet administrative ap­

paratus, centralization stands out as Stalin’s remedy for in­
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efficiency. Through it he expected to exceed production rates in 
the private enterprise economies, but he met difficulties. He 
could plan through a centralized apparatus, but rates of produc­
tion failed to rise because the local managers came to fear in­
novation, the more so when many of them lost their lives in the 
great purge of 1934-37. Instead of imaginative directors, cen­
tralized planning created bureaucrats who risked as little as they 
could. It also led to lack of response to consumer tastes, and even 
needs. Central planners could not foretell them as they were too 
far from the markets, and the local directors did not care so long 
as they met the plans established for them at headquarters.-

Khrushchev’s scheme, adopted in 1957, was an attempt to 
overcome these evils, but some colleagues, imbued with the cen­
tralized and detailed planning concept, were so-doubtful of its 
success that they sought to oust him. When he turned the tables 
and successfully expelled his opposition, he created his Sovnar­
khoz system, but it soon demonstrated that what it gained in 
fostering local initiative it lost in lack of co-ordination. He had to 
turn quickly to devising panaceas. These violated his original 
theses by calling for increasing co-ordination of key industries 
through state committees, although leaving operating functions 
in the economic regions. Still he obtained little increase in pro­
duction.

His colleagues in the top party circles came to the conclusion 
that the schemes of their leader were ill-devised, even hare­
brained, and they ousted him, but still they were uneasy. They 
felt the need for reform òf Stalin’s system, so their revision was 
made in an effort to strike a balance. They would centralize 
planning and even some operating direction, but through the use 
of incentives and a release of enterprise directors from minute 
direction from above they would create conditions in which they 
hoped for innovation to meet consumers’ demands. In this way 
they expected to institute the democracy of consumers’ choice 
and break away from the bureaucracy which Tito of Yugoslavia 
has called the “cancer of socialism.”

Discontent with the results of the 1965 reform became appar­
ent in the early 1970’s. Centralizers indicated that they thought 
the industrial enterprises too small to permit managers to exer­
cise individual initiative in innovating while reaping the advan­
tages of economies of scale. As a compromise between bureau­
crats in the ministries and high level Communist party gener­
alists, a new program was instituted by the President of the 
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Council of Ministers, who had chosen to favor the local managers 
in 1965.

Under the òpmpromise, the smaller enterprises were amalga­
mated into two types of “combines”: industrial and production. 
In these mergers the smaller enterprises lost their legal inde­
pendence as public corporations, under which they had been 
able to control costs and use of income. They became sub­
ordinate to the combine’s management, which alone enjoyed 
legal personality, budgetary autonomy, and direct managerial 
links with ministries.

While experience suggests that administrative structures 
evolve constantly, the formula currently in use has been 
stabilized by the 1977 Constitution, whose Article 16 requires 
maintenance of a balance between centralized planning and 
managerial direction on one side, and operating independence of 
managers on the other. The latter are encouraged to devise tech­
niques to stimulate production while cutting costs. Communist 
party leaders suggest that new vistas have been opened to man­
agement by the scientific'and managerial revolution.



CHAPTER

FOSTERING THE COMMUNITY SPIRIT

The peasants of Russia have always presented the Communist 
party’s leaders with a problem. They have wanted to own their 
own land, and they have been individualists. The Russian Marxist 
has felt that the success of his system requires eradication of both 
desires. Land, together with other productive resources, has to 
be nationalized, and the community spirit has to be fostered. 
Some of the early Communists thought it unlikely that the peas- 
ant mentality could be changed, therefore the peasants would 
not make good partners in the revolutionary movement, and 
plans for revolution should be prepared without peasant partici­
pation.

Lenin foresaw the difficulties but felt that victory could be won 
more easily with peasant participation in the revolutionary 
movement than without it. He believed that the very poorest 
peasants, especially those who were hired hands on the farms of 
the vyell-to-do peasants, could be relied upon politically to form 
the farni core_of the Communist party. He expected that the 
middle-class peasants, who owned their own farms but (hired no 

/ Làbûijl could be neutralized in the revolutionary struggle and 
eventually won over to the Communist cause. Only the well-to- 
do peasants, who hired labor, seemed to be beyond the reach of 
the Communists, and Lenin was prepared to leave them out of 
his organization and eventually to declare war upon them.

Lenin’s view triumphed early in Communist party circles. 
Peasants were represented at meetings, but they were always 
considered weak partners. The workmen were expected to carry 
the burden of the revolution and to be its enthusiasts. The peas­
ants were to provide the mass support in the villages, but were to 
be subject always to the leadership of the workmen and of those 
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of the educated classes who had thrown in their lot with the 
revolutionary chiefs.

The peasants of Russia resembled the peasants of Eastern
Europe generäjly, except that they were even less familiar with 
problems of government on a national scale. Until 1861 they had, 
in their vast majority, been serfs, tied to the land of the great 
landowners and sold like slaves for domestic service. They had 
lived in peasant villages in which the landowners left them to 
manage their own affairs through their own elders, but they were 
subject always to the control of the landlord. In cases of serious 
disorder, the representatives of the Tsarist state entered the 
scene. After liberation in 1861 by edict of Alexander II, who had 
come to realize with his advisers that industrial progress and 
military strength required a free labor market and an army of free 
men, the peasants were given large portions of land for their own 
use. The landowners from whom the land was taken were pro­
vided compensation by the state, and the peasant communities 
were bound, as communities, to reimburse the state over a period 
of forty-nine years for payments made to the landowners.

Although individual peasant families tilled the land, all the 
families of a community shared in the village government, and 
some of the village pasture was given over to common use. In 
this arrangement there were aspects of both individualism and 
joint operation. It was because oft the latter aspect that some of 
the educated people from the cities who hoped for abolition of 
the Tsarist system sought to enlist the peasantry in their move­
ment. A Populist party, called the Narodniks, was organized in 
the countryside by intellectuals who went out as schoolteachers, 
blacksmiths, and in other disguises. The hope of this group was 
to play upon the long-smoldering hostility of the peasants toward 
the system from which they had only recently been freed for­
mally and to which they were still bound by the duty to make 
payments in redemption of the land taken from landowners.

To facilitate their economic battle for existence, the peasants 
liberated from serfdom fell in with the peasant co-operative 
movement that was sweeping Europe at the end of the 
nineteenth century. With the model of Western European co­
operatives to guide them, the peasants joined in co-operatives to 
buy agricultural implements, to disseminate information on new 
agricultural methods, to market their products; and finally, to 
finance capital development. In some cases they even formed 



FOSTERING THE COMMUNITY SPIRIT 137

agricultural co-operative associations to farm the land. These co­
operative associations aroused the fear of Tsarist officials, lest 
they serve as a medium through which the peasants, in pooling 
their resources, might also evidence collective hostility toward 
the Tsar’s government. In consequence, the co-operatives came 
under strict regulation by statute, and the consent of provincial 
governors was required before they might be organized. In 
spite of these limitations, the co-operative movement thrived, 
and by the early part of the twentieth century, leagues of the 
various types of co-operatives had been organized in each prov­
ince. These leagues were composed of delegates sent forward by 
the various local co-operatives. The provincial leagues finally 
formed a national association with its seat in Moscow, thus creat­
ing a co-ordinate system with considerable economic strength 
and some political influence as a pressure group.

To strengthen the Tsar’s hand against the mounting commu­
nity sense of the peasantry, one of his prime ministers Stolypin 
had sought in 19Q7 to create a strong well-to-do peasant element. 
His legislation provided that peasants were free to leave their 
village communes and to divide their family property, and he 
made available tracts of state land for sale to such peasants. He 
hoped that through this process the natural individualism of the 
peasants might be strengthened at the expense of their commu­
nity spirit, which was being fostered through the need of the 
peasants to combine to become successful farmers in an age of 
costly farm implements beyond the reach of a family purse.

Peasants and the Revolution
The early revolutionary events of 1917 brought the peasant 

into great prominence. Most of the soldiers in the weary Tsarist 
army were peasants, and they wanted to stop fighting and go 
home. The countryside had been disrupted by the war to such an 
extent that food was in short supply. Finally, the continuing 
peasant demand for complete expropriation of the landowners 
had been fanned by a slogan of the most popular peasant political 
party, the Socialist Revolutionary, namely, “socialization of the 
land.” After the abdication of the Tsar in February, 1917, the 
provisional government sought to meet the peasant demands to 
the extent that it could. Yet there was strong sentiment in the 
provisional government for continued support to the allies 
against the central powers, and this sentiment was so encouraged 
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by the leaders of the allies that no peace could be considered. 
The only promise that the provisional government could hold out 
to the peasants was ultimate socialization of the land, but this 
moved slowly. Many of the participants in the new regime were 
opposed to this; there was no clear meaning of what the slogan 
meant, and the country was in such chaos that it would have been 
difficult to organize distribution in orderly fashion even if there 
had been a real will to socialize and agreement upon a program. 
In consequence, nothing was done effectively by the central 
government, and peasants began to take the law into their own 
hands.

The bolsheviks seized upon the growing unrest and unfurled 
their banner of “Peace, Bread, Land.” These three catchwords 
appealed to the peasants, and when the coup d’état was effected in 
October, 1917, many peasants were prepared to co-operate. But 
they were not in complete sympathy with the bolshevik platform: 
peace was wanted as was bread, but the land scheme of the 
bolsheviks was not acceptable. The left-wing Socialist Revolu­
tionaries, who stayed with the bolsheviks in the Congress of 
Soviets after the fall of the Winter Palace, wanted all ownership 
of land, private and state, to be abolished and the use of the land 
to be passed to those who worked it. This program now seems 

Tia rd to understand, but to the peasant mind it seems to have 
been an effort to free him from all restraint. He wanted to be free 
of state interference in the use óf his little family plot. On that 
small plot of land the peasant wanted to be king, and the party 
that represented most of the peasants forced Lenin, in drafting 
his land program, to make a concession on that score. Thus the 
first land decree did not expropriate all land but only that of the 
great landowners. It was not until February, 1918, that Lenin felt 
strong enough to push his program to the limit and declare all 
land to be state-owned.

Piven after the bolsheviks had found themselves strong enough 
to put into effect their basic idea of state ownership of all land, 
concessions to the peasantry still had to be made. There was yet 
the problem of land use. No one had thought out a system of land 
use that could accord with the Marxist principle of community 
use of resources. Lenin’s colleagues, indicating that their ideas 
would be best, now fostered as their preferred form of land use 
the “commune”—a peasant society in which the component 
peas ant families would pool their land and their tools and the i r 
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cattle and their buildings and use these resources as the group 
decided in general meetings.

Less communized forms of land use were also offered to the 
peasantry. A second form would pool land herds and heavy 
agricultural implements but retain private ownership of small 
tools, houses, and barnyard cattle Thi« would he called the “ar­
tel,” and it followed the general pattern of an agricultural co­
operative that had found favor with some peasants prior to the 
Revolution. The third form of land use involved co-operation in 
the purchase of heavv tools and in planning the use of the land, 
but everything was privately owned. This was called the “toz.’’

While the three forms of co-operative use of the land found a 
good many adherents, especially under the enthusiasm of the 
moment for communal types of economic activity, the vast major­
ity of the peasants wanted nothing so much as to be left alone. 
They wanted to have their own plots of land to do with as they 
pleased. Though the ownership of land had been taken over by 
the state, the peasants had the use of the land, and to their minds 
the legal difference between ownership and unmolested use was 
small. Peasant families had lived on small plots of land for de­
cades since liberation from serfdom, and they had no intention of 
moving about and buying and selling farms, such as has come to 
be the custom among American farmers. So long as a peasant 
family had the unmolested use of a plot of land, it had all that it 
considered vital. The Communists knew this, as a result of their 
close study of the peasant mentality, and they were prepared to 
humor the peasant for a time, even though the goal of community 
use of the land remained high on the priorities list of the leaders 
of the Communist party.

A New Soviet System of Land Use
After the civil war of 1919-1920 had been won, and the eco­

nomic and political life of the country had quieted, the Com­
munist party fostered a new land law. As put into operation in 
1922. it set forth policies that had become the rule during the 
early years of experimentation. It reaffirmed the first rule o£-the 
Communists that the land would be state-owned. The use of the 
land would be distributed to peasants by their local land commit­
tees in accordance with the peasants’ desires. Peasants might 
apply for land family by family or as communities. Though the 
code declared that communities be given preference in the 
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allocation of land use, families could apply singly. In fact, most 
peasants decided to apply for land by family groups. Many of the 
existing village communities were broken up in the general 
swing toward individualism that came in the villages along with 
the evolution of limited private enterprise in the urban areas, as 
permitted by what Lenin called a “New Economic Policy” for 
the restoration of the economy.

To dramatize the rights of the peasantry, the new land law 
provided that, whether peasants obtained the use of the land on a 
family or on a community basis, they obtained it in perpetuity. 
This sounded almost like ownership, for a primary feature of 
ownership is the right to own in perpetuity. Yet the new Soviet 
land code revealed its special character by placing limitations 
upon the use in perpetuity. This right, as allocated by the village 
soviet’s land committee, could not be sold. If a peasant family 
decided to give up farming and move to the city to work in a 
factory, it was required to return the land to the village soviet’s 
land committee for reallocation to another family. It could not 
lease the land or any part of it to another family or to a commu­
nity, except for short periods of time when members of the family 
were called into military service, or went to the city to experi­
ment with factory work, or became ill. Moreover, it could not use 
the land for purposes other thart those for which the land had 
been allocated. In short, it was not to be permitted to stop farm­
ing and to build upon the land a slaughterhouse or a sugar-beet 
refinery. It could not inconvenience the neighbors by commit­
ting a nuisance, and it could not use the land in such a way that 
its agricultural value was impaired.

Since an individual plot was allocated to a family, there was no 
problem of inheritance so long as the family did not die out 
entirely. Following long-established peasant custom, there had 
developed during the Imperial period rules for the passage of 
land and of other family property from generation to generation 
within the family, as well as rules for the partition of property in 
the event that members of the family married out of it or decided 
to move away. These rules were continued in force by the land 
code, and the village community was to settle disputes in its 
customary manner. Only if, as a result of division, the family 
became too small to work the land was reallocation considered by 
the land committee of the village soviet.

Stalin continued Lenin’s policy of concessions to peasant sen­
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timent on the use of land, but he seems always to have had his 
eye upon the goal of community use. Foreign students of the 
subject have thought that Stalin realized that in the peasantry he 
had the principal source of opposition to his rule and that this 
opposition was strongest when peasants were organized by 
families rather than as communities; so he determined to do what 
he could to bring about the communalizing of land use. If this 
was his aim, he did not have to lay it bare, because events played 
into his hands.

Pressures for Collectivization
As urbanization of the U.S.S.R. developed with the increase in 

industrialization under the first of the five-year plans in the late 
192O.’s, the demand for agricultural products grew in the cities. 
The fragmentation of the land among millions of small peasant 
families, brought about by the swing to family use during the 
period of the New Economic Policy, caused agricultural produc­
tion to fall. The little farms could not be operated as productively 
as the large-scale communes or the artels, or, at least, so Stalin 
could convincingly argue. He decided that the time was ripe to 
press for communal use. The workmen were crying for more 
food, and thus he had a sufficient pressure group behind him to 
support his plan.

In late 1929 a drive for “collectivization of agriculture” was 
instituted. Stalin chose as the instrument for his purpose not the 
commune, with its very great communalization of property, nor 
the “toz,” with its minimal communalization, but the “artel.” In 
1930 his government enacted a model charter for this artel and 
then required all communities of peasants setting up the nçw 
artels to conform to the pattern. The charter set forth in detail the 
manner in which the government of the artel was to be orga­
nized, the rules for membership, and the purposes for which the 
artel was created. The artel’s colloquial name became “kolkhoz,” 
which is a Russian abbreviation for what has been universally 
translated as “collective farm.”

Having established the pattern, Stalin determined to force as 
many peasants as possible into it. While taking a public position 
that formation of such collective farms should be voluntary and 
no family should be required to participate, Stalin allowed his 
officials at the village level to use violent compulsion in their 
recruiting tactics. Retween January 20 and March 1, 1930, the 
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number of farms was increased from 59,400 to 110,200, and the 
number ~0F~coTlectiviz£d.peasant families, from 4,000,000 to 
14,000,000. Obviously no ordinary recruiting program could 
have produced such results among such hostile people. The vio­
lent nature of the compulsion is evident.

Strong opposition to forced collectivization took place in the 
only manner left open. Many of the peasants felt that in pooling 
their livestock in the collective-farm herd they were being asked 
to contribute more than a fair share, and they preferred to slaugh­
ter the cattle and sell them. The result was a large drop in live­
stock herds. Other peasants refused outright to enter the farms.

Stalin saw his mistake and published on March 2, 1930, a much 
advertised policy directive in which he accused his subordinates 
ofbeing “dizzy with success” in forcing peasants onto the collec­
tive hu ms He called for a relaxation of recruitment pressure, but, 
at the same time, he took means to see that pressure of a different
kind continued. He spoke out against those who would not enter 
the farms, on the ground that they were wealthy peasants trying Mirai
to wreck the Soviet system. He called them “kulaks,” although 
many of them were not in fact as well-to-do as a kulak was nor­
mally supposed to be. Finally, he had his government adopt a 
law “liquidating the kulaks as a class.” This meant adoption of a 
system of guilt by association. It became unnecessary for a local 
official to prove in court that an individual peasant had commit­
ted a crime in destroying state property or in injuring a state 
official trying to organize the farms. It was enough that an indi­
vidual be classed in the ill-defined category of “kulak” to give 
cause for him to be turned over to the local officials of the Minis­
try of Internal Affairs for imprisonment in the Siberian hard-labor 
camps. Foreign experts have estimated that large numbers of 
peasants were imprisoned in this manner.

Even this pressure, however, was not enough to achieve the 
purpose of complete collectivization. Stalin therefore seized 
upon the opportunity of proving his point that the system of 
individualized farming was inadequate to theneeds of the coun­
try, when the harvests of 1931 and 1932 proved to be bad in large 
regions of the southwest and south central parts of the U.S.S.R. 
Famine conditions prevailed, and over a million peasants are 
estimated to have died. Foreign observers who lived in the 
U.S.S.R. at the time felt that food could have been shipped to the 
famine areas from some of the less arid provinces, but it was not. 
The conclusion has been reached by some students of Soviet 
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policies that Stalin let the conditions develop into famine so as to 
teach his lesson that collectivization was necessary to meet the 
food requirements of the nation. Other students have thought 
that famine was not planned but was the result of excessive 
food-collection quotas imposed on the new collective farms.

The Collective-Farm Structure
While using pressures of various kinds, Stalin was not such a 

fool as to miss opportunities to bring the peasants into the collec­
tive farms of their own free will. He made the organizations 
sound democratic and hence attractive. Under the provisions of 
the model charter, each farm was to be run by a general meeting 
of all members. As members entered the farm, they relinquished 
the use of the plot of land that they had been farming and pooled 
it with the plots brought in the farm by other members. The 
peasant families retained, however, private ownership of their 
peasant homestead, of their small agricultural tools and barnyard 
animals, of their furniture, clothing, and supplies of food. They 
were even to be assigned for personal family use a small plot of 
land, varying with the fertility of the soil, on which they were to 
be permitted to do what they pleased and from which they might 
sell the surplus produce in the open market.

The general meeting of the collective farm was to set the gen­
eral policy for the farm, but the execution of that policy was to be 
ìr the hands of an “administration,” presided over by a pres­
ident, which was to be audited in its financial activities by an 
“auditing commission." All these officials were to be elected, on 
a democratic basis, although voting was to be by a show of hands 
rather than by secret ballot. In operation, the voting method en­
abled the Communist party to introduce a nominee for president 
to the general meeting and see that he was elected.

In theory, the members of the collective farm were like mem­
bers of the co-operative agricultural societies of Europe gener­
ally. They were co-operating private owners rather than em­
ployees of a state institution. This was evidenced primarily by 
the system under which they were paid for their work. No one, 
except the bookkeeper and the agricultural expert, who were 
employed by the farm, received a salary. All others received their 
compensation in the shape of a share of the form, produce left 
after taxes had been paid to the state. These taxes took the form of 
fixed quantities of produce that had to be delivered to the state at 
the end of each harvest and for which a purchase price was paid.
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The reason why the deliveries can be considered taxes is that the 
price paid by the state was much less than the same goods would 
have brought if sold in the open markets that the state permitted 
in all villages land cities.

Decisions on the farm were lent a democratic flavor by making 
one of them the determination of each member’s annual share of 
the farm surplus. To provide a statistical basis for payment at the 
end of each season, every job on the farm was rated according to 
its difficulty. For example, the most difficult was running a gang 
plow through virgin land; the least difficult was sweeping up in 
the dairy. The unit of measurement was called a “labor dayj’ and 
for every fulT working day, from morning to evening,"the labor of 
g peasant who plowed was rated in units of, let us say, one and 
three-quarters labor days, while the labor of a sweeper in the 
dairy was rated in units of three-quarters of a labor day. The 
bookkeeper would record the number of calendar days actually 
worked by a member of the farm, this figure would be multiplied 
by the labor-day equivalent of the calendar day, and the quotient 
would represent the share in the total produce of the farm, after 
taxes, to which the individual had a right.

At the end of the season the total number of labor days to 
which all members hada right would be divided into the total 
produce of the farm to achieve the “value” of one labor day. At 
one farm visited during World War II, this value was given as the 
following: cash, 7.50 rubles; grain, 4.4 pounds; potatoes, 6.6 
pounds; cabbage, 6.6 pounds; beets, 2.2 pounds; carrots, 2.2 
pounds; other vegetables, 4.4 pounds; and honey, 2 ounces. The 
labor day” would then be used as a multiplier in determinin g 

the share of each member. Naturally, peasants could not wait until 
the end of the growing season to eat, and an advance based upon 
indicated earnings was given them from time to time. In 1956 the 
system of advances was formalized as routine practice, and some 
farms began to make guaranteed cash payments without distribu­
tion in kind.

Without changing the system of computation a 1966 order re­
quired payment of “labor days” at the same rate as farm wages for 
corresponding work on state farms. Bank loans for up to five-year 
terms were provided to facilitate payment during periods of lean 
harvests. The system was heralded as providing security and at 
the same time incentive to work by demonstrating the re­
lationship between toil and return.

While instituting on the farm what he hoped would be ac-
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cepted as democratic procedures in decision-making, Stalin was 
not prepared to permit the process to continue without regard to 
the interests of the state. In 1933 he expressed the view that 
while it was the purpose of the collective farm to induce the 
peasant to accept socialism voluntarily because of its high rate of 
productivity, the overlaid democratic procedure could not be 
permitted to function if the farm became unprofitable. If it did, it 
was the duty of the state, in Stalin s opinion, to step in and as­
sume the direction. This could be done by introducing to the 
collective, and requiring its election of, a president believed by 
the experts of the community or of Moscow to be capable of 
finding the trouble and restoring sound economy on the farm. 
Many such persons were imposed upon the farmers in the years 
before the Second World War. Even more were imposed after 
Stalin’s death, in Khrushchev’s effort to increase production. In 
this practice lies one of the great differences between co­
operative farming associations in the West and in the U.S.S.R. In 
the West, the members are left free to ruin themselves if they 
prove to be incompetent in administration. In the U.S.S.R., the 
social good, as specified by the Communist party, is used as 
justification for intervention by the state to prevent the members 
from suffering because of their incompetency, even if the inter­
vention destroys democratic determination of policy and choice 
of leaders on the farm.

Further controls over the farms took the form of dictated sow­
ing plans. Each farm was told what it must produce for the state, 
and until Stalin’s death a farm’s entire production was dictated in 
some areas, notably those growing cotton. Only after Stalin’s 
death were rules established under which local authorities were 
to share in such decisions. Some reasonableness was exhibited, 
however, even under the system prior to Stalin’s death, for 
example, in a case in which the Moscow authorities had ordered 
a farm to concentrate on a single breed of cattle. The local farm 
officials had experimented with this breed in the past, had 
figures to show that it did not prosper in the northerly latitude at 
which the farm was located, and were able to support effectively 
their recommendation that the order be rescinded.

Centralization of Agricultural Controls
After 1930, the collective farms were brought under other im­

portant controls. Prior to 1930, the artels provided a channel of 
co-operation and interchange of information by means of a pat­
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tern of relationships similar to that characterizing the co­
operative associations before the Revolution, namely, a pattern 
composed of leagues of artels in each province and a “center” in 
Moscow. When the state wished to influence the artels, it had to 
work through the center, which passed down through the pro­
vincial leagues to the operating co-operatives the suggestions 
made by state agricultural experts.

In 1932, the Ministry of Agriculture of the U.S.S.R. was given 
the task of co-ordinating the collective farms, and the artel system 
oFTeagues ancf center was abolished. The ministry wits of a 
UniondRepubliFtype, so it didimt communicate-directly with 
each collective farm. When it wished to institute a program, it 
communicated the program to the ministries of agriculture in 
each of the union republics. These, in turn, fanned out the direc­
tive to the provincial executive committees. Where it went from 
the provincial level before reaching the farm varied. Up to the 
war’s end it went to the county soviet, which sent it through the 
land department of the soviet to each village soviet. By 1950 the 
counties were bypassing the village soviet with agricultural or­
ders, and in 1953 they in turn were bypassed, for the provincial 
soviet communicated directly with the machine tractor stations 
as the administrative channel to the farms. From 1958 to 1961, 
the county soviet’s executive »committee was again made the 
main link between the central apparatus and the farms, but in 
1961 a series of changes in administrative organization was ini­
tiated, leading to the radical reforms of late 1962.

A major form of control over the collective farms was provided 
prior to 1958 by the machine tractor stations. Except on a few 
isolated farms in Siberia, heavy agricultural equipment was kept 
in tractor parks in which it was maintained by mechanics and 
from which it went forth each morning in the hands of expert 
operators. In a country in which mechanical skills were not 
widely distributed, there was logic in maintaining mechanical 
agricultural implements in such stations. On this logic the system 
rested, but it had wide political advantage as well. Since the 
farms could produce almost nothing without the machines, 
those who serviced and drove and therefore controlled the use 
of the machines could, by withholding them, enforce the will of 
the stations.

The Communist party saw to it that its members were strategi­
cally placed in the machine tractor stations, in greater numbers 
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than on the farms themselves. An incipient peasant revolt could 
be precluded by the strategic distribution of farm machinery, and 
Stalin is believed to have had this in mind in setting up these 
stations. In addition, he may have had a reason arising out of his 
Marxist training. It was Marx’s thesis that the ultimate success of 
his system required the worker and the peasant to be brought 
closer to each other so that the former’s industrial methods and 
psychological acceptance of collective work would be widely 
diffused. Through this union of city and village, Marx expected 
to stamp out the individualistic approach of the peasant.

The machine tractor station represented the first step in the 
spreading of the industrial communal approach to the farms. 
Those peasants who werebrought into the stations to be trained 
as mechanics to service or drive the machines could be expected 
to become shop-minded like their counterparts in the shops of 
the city factories. Being of the peasantry and in close contact with 
Ü, these peasant mechanics were expected to serve as a conduit 
of industrial attitudes and thus to hasten the day when the peas­
ants think like workmen.

Collective Farm Reform
The year 1958 marked the reorganization of the controls over 

the collective farms with conversion of the machine tractor sta­
tions into repair and technical stations and transfer of the own­
ership of their farm equipment to the farms. On its face the 
change was an electrifying restoration of a measure of autonomy 
to the collective farms, presaging perhaps a return to the system 
of collective farm leagues abolished in 1932 to provide for the 
centralized system created by Stalin within the Ministry of Ag­
riculture. On reflection, however, the change might have been 
anticipated, for the system of controls had changed, making the 
machine tractor station unnecessary if that was its major function.

Reorganization of the collective farm system had really begun 
as early as 1950 when Stalin inaugurated a program of amalgama­
tion. Prior fo his order each farm coincided in area generally with 
a traditional peasant village, as it had come down from the pre­
revolutionary period of the Empire. Under the system of division 
of administrative function the farm management conducted the 
economic life of the village, while the village soviet saw to the 
political and cultural life. It was the soviet that provided a link 
with the administrative departments of the county soviet, under 
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whose direction the local school, clinic, store, and fire depart­
ment were run. Administrative instructions to the collective farm 
management were funneled through the village soviet on their 
way down from the Ministry of Agriculture.

The large number of villages throughout the vast expanse of 
the U.S.S.R. required that there be a large number of collective 
farms; there were 254,000 farms before 1950. Stalin changed this 
by ordering farms combined in the interest of agricultural ef- 
ficiency under modem mechanized conditions. The number of 
farms fell during 1950 to 123,700 and by the end of 1952 it was 
97,000. The number continued to fall, and the size of farms~was 
increased by degrees through mergers. This began a trend which 
had gone so far by 1978 that only 27,500 farms remained, uniting 
13,300,000 peasant households farming 230 million acres. Col­
lective farms had come, even by 1952, to include several villages, 
and the village soviet lost importance. Some were combined as 
the farms had been, and the county soviet became the primary 
link with the administrative mechanism of the Ministry of Ag­
riculture, although evqn that link was soon replaced by the ma­
chine tractor station operating until its abolition under in­
structions from the provincial soviet.

The amalgamation resulted in the co-operation of farmers who 
still lived in their own familiar village but who worked together 
in common fields with relative strangers. More than a thousand 
families were counted as members of a single farm instead of the 
fifty or one hundred of earlier times. The general assemblies of a 
farm became too large for intimate discussion and policy-making. 
They fell, as do all large groups, to the manipulation of the 
skilled chairman. The Communist party was strengthened in the 
cpuntryside, for there was now hardly a farm that did not contain 
some party members, whereas the smaller farms often had had 
none. The dictation of elections of chairmen and executive 
boards was thus facilitated, and the party provided the candi­
dates from its own ranks of skilled agronomist-administrators.

Confidence in the administration of the newly amalgamated 
farm? was evidenced in an order signed jointly by the Central 
Committee of the Communist party and the Council of Ministers 
of the U.S.S.R. in March, 1956, authorizing farms to depart from 
the rigid provisions of the Model Charter of 1935 governing farm 
organization. Each farm might now amend the charter to meet its 
own concrete problems, and specifically might alter the amount
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of land permitted for the private use of each peasant household. 
The size of such garden plots had been rigidly set in the older 
charter. The government indicated by the reform that it no longer 
feared that farmers would arrogate to private enterprise large 
parts of the farm, and practice showed that the zealous chairmen 
were prepared to move too far in the other direction. Some got 
their general assemblies of members to eliminate private plots, 
thus causing such discontent that an order had to be issued to 
proceed more slowly.

Chairmen of the new amalgamated collective farms began to 
argue in the press that the machine tractor stations were imped­
ing efficiency and duplicating what the farm could now do for 
itself. There was no longer need to put machines in a depot from 
which they could go forth on successive days to various farms. 
Their entire work was now for a single farm. No chairman 
suggested that the machine tractor stations were no longer nec­
essary as instruments of political control, but that was the im­
plication of the argument centered upon efficiency alone.

What the chairmen did not say about politics, the Communist 
party was soon to add. Following a resolution of the party’s Cen­
tral Committee issued on February 28, 1958, Khrushchev de­
clared that while the machine tractor station had previously been 
necessary as the state’s instrument of leadership, the state could 
now exercise a direct effect upon the farms through the supply of 
machinery. In short, control could be exercised with the help of 
farm management alone. Efficiency needed to be the only con­
sideration, and that dictated ownership by the farms. The task 
remained only of transferring the machines to farm administra­
tions and arranging for payment, on credit terms where needed.

The machine tractor stations were abolished by a laui^f March 
31, 1958, but the desired results were not obtained. Experi­
mentation was again initiated. Repair tractor stations, created in 
1958 with the mechanics formerly employed by the machine 
tractor stations and given the task of servicing the agricultural 
machines of the collective farms, proved a failure. A new organi­
zation called The All-Union Farm Machinery Association was 
formed in early 1961 to procure machinery for both collective 
and state farms and to service it through its own county ma­
chinery associations. Representatives of the farms were placed 
on its boards of directors.

The Ministry of Agriculture was completely changed in fune- 
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tion at the same time. Its activities were reduced to guidance of 
experiment stations and training of personnel. It was no longer 
the supreme pinnacle of the entire agricultural administrative 
structure. No single agency was established to assume these 
functions until March, 1962, when an All-Union Committee of 
Agriculture was formed in the Council of Ministers of the 
U.S.S.R. charged w ith the duty of co-ordinating agricultural plan s 
with the nation’s requirements and of assuring performance of 
party and state directives.

The chain of command of the new All-Union Committee ran 
through committees established in each republic’s Council of 
Ministers to the provincial level, where a committee under the 
chairmanship of the Communist party’s first secretary for the 
province was formed. At the bottom of the administrative 
pyramid a “territorial production administration” was organized. 
This combined what had been the agricultural responsibility of 
several county agricultural executive departments, thus eliminat­
ing county government entirely from the chain of command. Col­
lective and state farms in the district over which the new ad­
ministrations exercisea control received their plans and orders 
from the new agency.

JChrushchev indicated his annoyance with both the party and 
soviet authorities at the county level for their lack of skill in 
handling agricultural affairs, and therein lay the reason for the 
change. The small counties were accused not only of being too 
small for efficient direction of agriculture, but the personnel 
available at this level was declared inadequate for the complex 
problems of modem mechanized agriculture.

Khrushchev’s annoyance bore further fruit, for in November, 
1962, the boundaries of the county soviets and their associated 
county party committees were redrawn to correspond in size 
with the areas placed under the territorial production administra­
tions eight months earlie~

Khrushchev s administrative structure was upset within a year 
after his ouster. The Ministry of Agriculture was restored to its 
traditional role of planner, financier, and supervisor of all 
farms—both collective and state. The grass-roots supervisor was 
the county production agricultural administration. A new collec­
tive farm charter, adopted in 1969, provided a framework of or­
ganization for the large amalgamated farms; a representative as- 
sernbly replacing the now unwieldy general meeting; an exten­
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sion of the executive committee’s term from two to three years; a 
substitution of a secret ballot for a show of hands to select the 
president and committee members; the introduction of a guaran­
teed wage and pension system; and the placement offricreasing 
restraints on the size ofhousehold plots.

More surprisingly, at the same time “unions” or “leagues” of 
collective farms were reinstituted at every administrative level of 
the state. None had existed since 1932, when they had been 
replaced by the Ministry of Agriculture’s chain of command. 
Although the new “unions” were at first only agencies of recom­
mendation and were strictly controlled by the requirement that 
Ministry of Agriculture officials preside at all levels, by 1971 a 
model charter stabilized their role, and in 1973 in the Moldavian 
Republic, as an experiment, the Ministry of Agriculture was re­
placed by the “union” as planner and economic manager of 
farms. Ministry officials still presided, but a body probably more 
responsive to farmers’ desires was emerging. Clearly, the farm 
problem continued.

The State Farm Becomes Favored
Since the Revolution there has existed alongside the collec­

tive farm a different type of agricultural unit, known as the “sov­
khoz.” or state farm. Such farms have been primarily experiment 
stations and demonstration farms and, more recently, farms rais­
ing specialized crops. The sovkhoz is a form of agricultural fac­
tory operating under the same laws as industrial enterprises, and 
the farmers within it are employed at a wage rather than given 
shares of the annual farm produce as are members of a co­
operative association. The management is not elected, even 
nominally, by the farmers themselves, but has been appointed by 
the Ministry of Agriculture of the U S S R in the same fashion 
that managers of steel mills are appointed by the ministry in 
charge of steel mills.

Communist party leaders seem to have a predilection for the 
state farm as the farm of the future. After Stalin’s death, his se­
vere restraints upon the collective farms were reduced~as-a-een- 
çession to the peasants, but the new leaders indicated that wher­
ever they were not hampered by old customs they would in­
troduce the state farm rather than the collective farm. Their op­
portunity came .in developing a program for expanding agricul- 
ture in the fringe lands of the country, known as “virgin lands.” 
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In these territories, where no form of agriculture had been con- 
ductedbeforeT~ffiefe~~was TFo old-fashioned opinionated peasan- 
try with wjiich to deal. Great numbers of Soviet youths were 
organized by the Komsomols to move, to these regions to begin 
farming, and most of these came from cities to work under ag- 
riculfuraTspecialists provided by the agricultural schools.

Most of the agricultural units operating in the “virgin lands” 
are state farms rather than collective farms. Even in European 
areas of the U.S.S.R. state farms are absorbing collective farms, 
especially in regions close to large cities where market gardens 
prevail. Forty-seven per cent of the vegetables and 43 per cent of 
the grain produced by the state in 1960 came from state farms. In 
late 1962 there were 8,571 state farms which represented nearly 
double the number of 1953, and these employed 6,860,000 per­
sons.

At the end of 1965 a new program was introduced without 
fanfare, one calling for quicker transition from collective farming 
to state farming as well as movement of farmers away from the 
traditional village into modernized agricultural towns. On 
Khrushchev’s ouster in 1964 both programs, which had been 
dear to his heart, and had even been outlined in 1952 by Stalin as 
the desirable agricultural structure of the future, were halted by 
the Central Committee of the».Communist party. Apparently the 
party’s leaders feared peasant resistance and thought a tactical 
retreat necessary. The retreat ended in 1965. Transformations 
were rapid: by 1970 there were 14,944 farms, and by 1976, 
19,639, employing nearly 11 million persons farming 278 million 
acres, devoted largely to grains, dairy and beef cattle, sheep, 
goats, and pigs.

The transfer of populations from the small villages had been 
proceeding since 1953 at so fast a rate that a study of one farm 
showed departures from 119 out of 164 farm families of all able- 
bodied members by 1965. In addition, planned transfers were to 
be speeded. Kyril Tidmarsh of The Times of London reported 
interviews held just prior to the fiftieth anniversary indicating 
that 580,000 rural settlements out of the total of 700,000 had 
already been marked for eventual extinction with transfer of their 
inhabitants to new, modernized agricultural towns. All new 
building in the condemned villages is currently forbidden, and 
permits withheld even for adding a room or heating facilities.
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The Future of Agricultural Management
Article 12 of the 1977 U.S.S.R. Constitution promises continu­

ing promotion of collective farms, but its third paragraph de­
clares that co-operative property is “to approximate state prop­
erty.” In a few words this restates the 1961 Communist party 
program’s forecast, which read, “Life itself has been bringing 
public and co-operative forms of ownership closer together and 
will ultimately lead to the establishment of a single, communist 
form of ownership and a single communist principle of distribu­
tion.”

Statistics cited above suggest that the state farm structure is 
fasFovertaking the collective farms, both in area fanned and in 
numbers of farmers engaged. Also, the transition to guaranteed 
wages, old age pensions, and increasingly distant association 
with management as farms expand in size, indicates approxima­
tion to state farm conditions. Further, many collective farmers 
have moved from their cottages to farming towns with small scale 
apartments and distant private plots on the edge of town. The 
difference between farmers in the two types of farms is now 
primarily a legal formality.

While the alternative to collective farming for most of the 
countryside remains state farming, a new experiment is being 
introduced, primarily in the Moldavian Republic. It is built 
around a new institution, called an inter-farm agro-industrial or- 
ganization or association, created by collective farms, state farms, 
and local state enterprises to conduct specialized farming. It en­
gages in cattle fattening, ownership and maintenance of farm 
machinery, chicken raising, fruit orchards and canning factories, 
and large scale fish production. These entities numbered 3,355 
in 1965, and by 1976 they had more than doubled. They function 
as public corporations under a charter, their 104,085 shareowners 
being the farms and industrial enterprises that created them.

Structurally, the new entities are directed by a board, chosen 
by the shareholders, to which their managers are responsible. 
Thus, they are outside the traditional chain of command from the 
Ministry of Agriculture through the provincial soviets’ executive 
committees. They bring together farms and industries subject to 
various ministries whose policies are no longer mandatory, and 
thus need reconciliation by the new board meetings. In Mol­
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davia, because the collective farms were already in an experi­
mental strücture under which the collective farm “unions” had 
assumed administrative direction from the Ministry of Agricul­
ture, the new entities are farther from the reach of the central 
ministerial bureaucracies than at any time since abolition of the 
former collective farm “unions” in 1932.

Soviet commentators show themselves puzzled as to how these 
entities will function and what impact they will have on farming. 
One reporter has stated that in Moldavia some collective farm 
chairmen are figuratively packing their bags because they expect 
their farms soon to be absorbed. They have transferred their ma­
chinery, their beef cattle, their fruit orchards, their chicken 
sheds, and their fish hatcheries out of the collective. The old- 
fashioned farm, raising a little bit of everything, is yielding to 
highly specialized inter-farm associations, who draw away the 
most sk i I led speci a 1 ists from the_ç olle ctives, This leaves the c.o 1- 
lective farmsspecializing in large-scale market gardening and 
intensive agriculture, which produce high yields.

In a sense the remaining collective farmers will now perform 
on the common lands, in much expanded form and with ma­
chines, the intensive agriculture they have been conducting suc­
cessfully on their private garden plots. They are even to be per­
mitted to draw on the grain supplies of the inter-farm entities to 
feed their private livestock so as to increase the national meat 
supply. In short, the giant activities of the collective farms are 
now in other hands, and the farmers today, in Moldavia at least, 
are to be engaged in the production of vegetables, specialized 
meat products, dairy specialties, honey, and milk products.

The experiment in a transition from collective farms to this 
new form of state property has been limited largely to Moldavia. 
There are few inter-farm entities elsewhere. Perhaps Moldavia 
has been chosen because its Communist party is known for suc­
cessful innovation, or because its farming conditions are 
superior. With its expansion of the authority of collective farm 
“unions” and its development of inter-farm entities, it is leading 
the way to what may become a nation-wide agricultural revolu­
tion as profound as that of 1930, when Stalin suppressed the 
private farms of peasant families and drove the peasants into 
collective farms.



CHAPTER Q

STATE INTERVENTION IN PRIVATE AFFAIRS

Democratic currents of thought, awakened by the American and 
French revolutions, developed in the nineteenth-century West 
the concept of a minimum of state intervention in private affairs. 
The state was to be separated from the church, so that citizens 
might be free to worship as they pleased. Those laws that had to 
do with property and with family relationships were placed in a 
separate category called “private,” to indicate that the state had 
only the instrumental function of regulating and enforcing pri­
vate agreements. The state was not to utilize family and property 
law to achieve political ends. The spirit of the era was exem­
plified by the statement, “He governs best who governs least.”

Marx set out to undermine this attitude in his Communist 
Manifesto of 1848. He began by attacking the society in which he 
lived, the society of Western Europe. He tried to show that the 
state was not really leaving its citizens alone. He argued that the 
nineteenth-century western state was the creature of that minor­
ity of its citizens who benefited most from a laissez faire policy 
because it left them free to exploit private property and to make 
profits. In short, to Marx the very absence of laws and of state 
intervention in private matters constituted a policy advantageous 
to a ruling class. Marx argued that the state was not democratic in 
its non-intervention because it left the economic stage free to a 
very small group of capitalists. He called for a state that would 
iQtervene in economic and social relationships forthe benefit of 
the masses, and this he believed to be necessary to achieve de- 
mocracyTn the sense of governoient''for'~tlie great.mass of ihe 
peopled

The Russian revolutionaries seized upon this principle of Marx­
ism. They began to intervene very soon in what had been pri- 
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vate matters of citizens. Lenin expressed the idea succinctly, 
when he tpld a friend in 1922 that all law must be considered 
public. He èaw no possibility of developing the type of society he 
envisaged unless the state used every relationship, even those 
between citizens, to its advantage.

Controls on Religious Practices
Religion offered Lenin his greatest problem in social re­

organization. He inherited Marx’s view on the subject. Marx had 
opposed religious belief as unscientific because it could not be 
proved in~a laboratory that there was a God. Since his interpreta­
tion of historical evolution rested upon his claim that he had 
found the motivating force of social development in discernible 
factors such as the invention of tools of production and the chang­
ing ownership of such tools, he could not accept the thought that 
a divine force influenced social development. It would have 
upset his theory and the argument for revolution which he was 
making. There are those who now suggest that Marx would not 
have been so hostile toward religion if he had not faced a practi­
cal problem presented by religious institutions.

The practical problem Marx faced when he considered reli­
gion was that the church of the nineteenth century was both very 
powerful in much of the West and certain to oppose him. Over 
the centuries it had been accustomed to associate itself with the 
status quo, and Marx conceived of it as a very strong instrument 
for preserving the structure of nineteenth-century society against 
which he was issuing a call to arms. Because of this fact, he 
opposed the institution of the church bitterly. The Russian revo­
lutionaries had more cause than Marx to look upon the church 
similarly as a barrier to the success of their plans. The Russian 
Orthodox Church, to which the great bulk of the Russians and 
Ukrainians belonged, was favored as a state church under the 
Tsar’s regime; its resources were provided in part from the state 
treasury; its large landholdings were protected by Tsarist laws; 
its bishops were named with the consent of the Tsar; and, on 
occasion, its priests were required to report on the political ac­
tivities of members of their congregations. To oppose the Tsar 
often meant to oppose the church as well, and revolutionaries 
had difficulty, consequently, in winning converts among those 
who were religious and who accepted the discipline of the 
church.
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While recognizing that hostility was to be expected from the 
Russian Orthodox Church and, in a measure, from the Moslems, 
the Jews, and the Christian denominations with fewer com­
municants, Lenin could not overlook the potential danger to his 
regime if he aroused fanatic hostility on the part of those who 
were religious. Russian history had been dotted with incidents of 
fanatic opposition to state authority from religious groups. No 
leader could attack the church, or religion generally, without 
risking u 11imatejrtherthrow, Lenin approached the matter cau­
tiously.

The core group of the Communist party was small and disci­
plined. Within this group Lenin could, and probably had to, en­
force the rule of the Communist party program that no member of 
the Communist party could profess religious belief. To make 
certain that his colleagues in the party did not limit themselves to 
lip service, Lenin’s organization carried out a vigorous program 
of antireligious propaganda on the theme that religion was not 
scientific and that the church, its handmaiden, was a threat to the 
success of the Communists’ program.

For the general public, no such dogmatic approach was possi­
ble, for violent hostility toward such an approach could be ex­
pected. The article on religion in Lenin’s first bill of rights in the 
Russian Constituticin of 1918 guaranteed to all the right oFTree- 
dom of conscience, yet it placed the official attitude of atheism on 
record Ky guaranteeing freedom of antireligious propaganda 
though alsbthe right to propagate religion. The constitution’s 
article an religion, like the others having to do with freedom of 
speech and of press, was limited by the general prohibition 
against assertion of any right to the detriment of the program of 
socialism; thus it was not an absolute guarantee of non­
interference, such as that in the First Amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States.

Separation of Church and State
To indicate that the Orthodox Church had lost its position as a 

state church, the 1918 constitution declared the separation of 
church and state. This made necessary an immediate change in 
the mode of keeping vital statistics and of performing marriage 
ceremonies and the granting of divorces. Under the Russian Im­
perial laws, the various religious communities had maintained 
the records on birth, marriage, divorce, and death. There had 
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been no records office in a city hall run by the state, as there is 
everywhere in the United States. But the early Soviet laws 
created a state registration bureau at which all were required to 
register events having to do with status and vital statistics. Soviet 
citizens might still register births in church, but such registration 
had no probative value. There had to be registration also in the 
state bureau.

Marriages, under the first Soviet decree on the subject, might 
stilTEe solemnizeddn church, but the parties had also to declare 
their intent in a civil marriage ceremony  ̂and to register inthe 
state bureau. The ecclesiästicaTcöufts to which the Tsar had 
delegatecT”sole jurisdiction over divorce were abolished. Dir 
vorces were thrown into the newly created peoples’ courts, to be 
handled on the basis of a state law uniform for alL
The new state laws reTating to vitaTstatistics and family re­

lationships sought to remove the necessity of going to church to 
contract or register these basic relationships. In this way the 
Communists hoped to wean the people from the church by re­
ducing the opportunities of the priests to see citizens. The move 
toward secular control of marriage and divorce was revolutionary 
in Russia, although it had long before been completed in West­
ern lands, where the state maintains the records of vital statistics 
and requires licenses for marfiage. Western states even require 
that marriage be solemnized by a state civil servant or by a reli­
gious dignitary authorized by the state to perform marriages and 
thus given the status of a state official. In some Western de­
mocracies, ecclesiastical courts still pass upon the marital status 
of the faithful, but generally no divorce or annulment is rec­
ognized by the state unless there has also been a state divorce or 
unless the ecclesiastical court is given the sanction of the state to 
grant divorce.

Lenin’s steps separating church from state were cautious. They 
went very little beyond what had been accepted in Western de­
mocracies years before the Russian Revolution. His other step 
touched a subject which he believed to be of greater importance, 
and it aroused more hostility. He deprived the church of its 
property. While churches were permitted to collect funds from 
parishioners, they could no longer own land and receive rents, 
nor could they own their buildings and the vestments and sacra­
mental vessels necessary to the performance of religious rites.
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The use of the nationalized church buildings and sacramental 
vestments and vessels was allocated to religious groups for the 
purpose of religious services, but ownership remained with the 
state. Under this arrangement, the state could withdraw use at its 
pleasure. To hamper the church further, religious communities 
were no longer permitted the status of a juristic person or corpo­
ration. The church building and its contents were allocated to the 
congregation as a partnership composed of the elders of the 
community. This legal form established personal responsibility 
for preservation of the property. Since this property was now 
state property, local soviets, as guardians of the state’s interests, 
were authorized to close a church at any time in deference to the 
wishes of the toilers, as these wishes might be determined by the 
local soviet.

Local soviets were protected at the same time from expected 
attempts by priests and monks to influence them. This was done 
by depriving clerics of the right to vote in elections for the soviet 
or to be elected to any state office. In practice, local soviets very 
often decided to pre-empt the church building in a village from 
the elders and to turn it into a grain-storage warehouse or local 
club.

Forbidding Religious Education
Religious education has always been thought by believers to 

be essential to real freedom of religionTToFwithout the right to 
propagate the faith the religious community must dre out. TFe 
Mass or morning prayer has been found insufficient to win con­
verts or to hold the allegiance of children of religious believers. 
Experience has shown that there must be religious instruction, as 
well as freedom of worship, to make meaningful a guarantee of 
religious freedom. The bolsheviks seem to have realized this 
fact, for in 1921 they put a stop to religious education of persons 
under eighteen years of age. The criminal code forbade the 
teaching of religious beliefs to children in public or private 
schools, which, in effect, prevented the establishment of paro­
chial schools. Another article forbade the collection of a tax for the 
benefit of the church. A third forbade the conduct of ecclesiasti­
cal courts and the assumption by them of administrative func­
tions, presumably the keeping of vital statistics for other than 
church purposes. Still another article forbade the exercise of 
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religious ceremonies or the placing of religious emblems in state 
institutions or in places such as trade-union or co-operative- 
association pffices.

The narrowing of the right to teach religion found its way into 
an amendment to the Russian Republic’s bill of rights in 1929, 
when the right to religious propaganda was removed while the 
right to antireligious propaganda was allowed to remain. The 
amendment was soon copied by the Ukrainian, Turkmen, and 
Uzbek republics and was made a part of the U.S.S.R. constitution 
in 1936. It was repeated in substance as Article 52 in the 1977 
Constitution, which reads, “Citizens of the U.S.S.R. are guaran­
teed freedom of conscience, that is, the right to profess or not to 
profess any religion, and to conduct religious worship or atheistic 
propaganda.”

To carry out this guarantee, an article was inserted into the 
criminal code to make it a crime to interfere in the performance 
of a religious service, but a loophole was provided in that the 
article makes intervention a crime only if the service does not 
violate the public order and does not encroach upon the rights of 
citizens. The concept of public order has been broad in all Euro­
pean countries, and particularly so in the U.S.S.R., so that the 
article provides a basis only for punishing a hoodlum who breaks 
into a church and commits an indignity at a time not deemed 
wise by the state officials. The article suggests that the problem 
of quieting the religious people of the U.S.S.R. has been found to 
be a difficult one. The leaders of the U.S.S.R. apparently wish to 
keep in their own hands decisions as to when interference shall 
be encouraged and to prevent overly zealous individuals from 
pressing antireligious acts at the wrong times or in an undesir­
able manner.

The conflict between religious communities and state officials 
during the late 1920’s and early 1930’s is well illustrated by some 
of the judicial decisions of the times. A group of elderly peasants 
who caused a riot in attempting to prevent the arrest of their 
priest were sentenced for “mass disorder accompanied by po­
grom.” Their sentences were commuted by a higher court, how­
ever, on the ground that most of the peasants were old, all were 
working and came from poor and middle-class groups, all were 
ignorant, and no serious consequences resulted from what they 
had done. Yet, when a peasant conducted religious meetings in 
his home, preaching that collectivization of agriculture was an
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invention of the devil and that any peasant who entered a collec­
tive farm would suffer in purgatory, he was convicted of crime.

The Effectiveness of Soviet Antireligious Measures
The effectiveness of the Communists’ efforts to reduce reli­

gious belief in the period prior to World War II may be gauged 
from interviews conducted by a research team sent by Harvard 
University to European camps after the war. The camps con­
tained persons who had fled the Soviet Union or who had refused 
to return to it after wartime servitude to the Germans. After 
studying the replies and the possibility that they were not truth­
ful, the scholars have concluded that the replies can be trusted as 
reliable indications of family attitudes in the U.S.S.R. in the 
1930’s, which was the time most of the informants left their 
homes.

To determine the effectiveness of the antireligious campaigns 
among Soviet citizens, the informants were first placed in 
three age groups: those under thirty-five years of age, who had 
been bom under the Soviet regime; those between thirty-six and 
forty-five, who had straddled the two eras, since they were in 
their teens at the time of the Revolution; and those over forty- 
five, whose habits and beliefs had been formed during the 
Tsarist period. In appreciation of the fact that before the Revolu­
tion the peasants had always been predominantly religious 
while the educated class had included many who scoffed at reli­
gion, the three age groups of informants were again split into two 
groups: those who came from worker-peasant stock and those 
who came from white-collar and educated families.

The report on the interviews indicates the following: in the 
worker-peasant group, persons over forty-five numberecl no 
“atheists or ‘ agnostics” but fell only into the classes of “mildly 
religious” or “deeply religious.’’ Fifty-three per cent claimed to 
be mildly religious, while 47 per cent claimed to be deeply reli­
gious, although their deep religious feeling might be manifested 
by prayer at home rather than by attendance at church. Of the 
middle group, aged thirty-six to forty-five, there were 3 per cent 
atheists, no agnostics, 71 per cent mildly religious, and 26 per 
cent deeplyreligious. In the youngest group, which had been 
reared under the Soviet regime’s influence, there were 14 per 
cent~atheists, 2 per cent agnostics, 62 peFcent mildly religious, 
and only 22 per cent deeply religious.
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The white-collar and educated group showed even greater in- 
roadToTafheism.Jl he group over torty-tive years ofage reported 
6, per cent atheists, 6 per cent agnostics, 65 per cent mildly reli­
gious, and 23 per cent deeply religious. The middle group? _of 
ages thirty-six to forty-five, showed greater response to Soviet 
propaganda, for 9 per cent were atheists, 15 per cent agnostics, 56 
per cent mildly religious, and only 20 per cent deeply religious. 
The greatest effect of Soviet propaganda was found among those 
under thirty-five?in which category 16 per cent reported an 
atheist position, 11 per cent agnostic, 51 per cent mildly reli- 
gious, and 22 perceilt deeply~reTigious.

Ine interviewers concluded that the over-all generational 
trend among workers and peasants has been away from the tradi­
tional “deeply religious” position toward a “mildly religious” 
orientation, with a total religious rejection appearing only among 
those who were both bom and reared during the Soviet era. The 
conclusion on the white-collar and educated group was that the 
over-all trend during the Soviet era has been away from a “mildly 
religious” orientation toward a more complete rejection of reli­
gion.

Relaxation of Controls during World War II
The instability caused by World War II forced upon the lead­

ers of the Soviet state the adoption of a less militant antireligious 
policy. In the face of threatened national disaster, the Russian 
Orthodox Church modified its attitude of hostility toward Stalin’s 
regime and called upon its communicants to defend “Russia” 
and to contribute to the fund-raising campaigns to pay for the 
war. Priests fought with the armies, and the campaign funds 
swelled. Stalin grasped at this opportunity to strengthen his 
political cause at a time when military defeat was close. He re­
laxed his campaign against the church and against religious be­
lief. The League of Militant Godless in which he had enlisted 
tfiose prepared tcTHght religionTand in which 3,500,000 persons 
were listeJas actuat members in JanuafyTT941, ceased to func- 
tion. Although it was neverforimdlÿ âbolïïïhed?the league ceased 
to publish periodicals in the autumn of 1941, within three 
months after the German attack on the Soviet frontiers began. In 
1944, the government consented to the restoration of organized 
religious instruction for those who wished to enter the priest­
hood, and parents were permitted to give their children to the 
priest for religious training, although not in schools.
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In October, 1943, a Council for Affairs of the Orthodox Church 
wasestablished within the Council of Ministers, to be followed 
soon afterliy esfablishiuerldffa similai-eouncil for all the other 
religions, including the Moslems and the Jews. These two coun- 
cils provided the first formal channel through which religious 
communities of the Soviet Union could present their grievances 
and difficulties to state officials and to seek redress. In the same 
year the Orthodox Church was also permitted to call an assembly 
of bishops to elect a patriarch and to form a Holy Synod to serve 
under him. The church was even allowed to publish a periodi­
cal for the first time since 1929.

In spite of the relaxation of pressure on the church during the 
war, there was a later return to many of the old positions, if not to 
the old fervor. During the war period, the Komsomols had been 
infiltrated, apparently, by persons holding religious beliefs, for 
after the war a question was raised in the Komsomol journal 
about religious members. The answer given was that no religious 
youths should be permitted to remaiii in the Komso^ oFper- 
mitted to join. The~organization was not to retain such persons 
while efforts were made to change their minds. Persons being 
trained in the Komsomols for Communist party membership 
when they reached maturity could not be permitted to hold reli­
gious beliefs.

While the League of Militant Godless was not revived, there 
was created in 1949 the Society for the DisseminatìoìFòrScìen- 
tific and Political Knowledge, which preached the doctrine that 
religion and science are incompatible and that youth must be 
informed oFthis fact. Museums attempting to prove this in­
compatibility were opened, as they had been prior to the war, 
and frequent excursions to them by school children became the 
rule.

In spite of these efforts, manifestations of religious conviction 
linger on. Two reports indicate the situation. A 1966 study by the 
Orel Pedagogical Institute established that 36% of those ques­
tioned on three collective farms were believers. A more detailed 
analysis by the Moscow University Sociology Laboratory re­
vealed comparable figures in a study of a Ukrainian village in 
which 51% were collective farmers and the rest were divided 
between workers in a lime plant, civil servants, school teachers, 
and white collar workers in the stores and service institutions. 
The Moscow investigators looked for religious icons hanging in 
the homes and discovered the following distribution: 21% of the 
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families whose heads were employed as civil servants had icons; 
34% of the families of white collar employees had icons, and 47% 
of the families of collective farmers had icons.

The Moscow study, based on 1964 figures, sought to correlate 
icons with age and education. In the age distribution, 60% of the 
pensioners and 75% of the retired collective farmers had icons. 
In the education sequence the families where heads were en­
gaged in predominantly mental skilled labor had icons in only 
7% of the cases; in families where the heads were slightly skilled 
mental workers the rate rose to 24%; in families where heads 
were engaged in skilled physical labor 34% had icons, and in the 
families of unskilled physical laborers the rate was 57%.

Because of findings such as these the Communist party has 
intensified its atheist indoctrination campaigns, setting up in the 
Ukraine and Byelorussia what are called “schools of elementary 
knowledge’’ designed to teach materialism to elderly people of 
low levels of education. The lessons are also taken into their 
homes by what is called the “Knowledge Society.” Among chil- 
dren atheism is stressedjaut not adequately- in.tlie_pa.it y’s view, 
for the Ministry of Higher and Specialized Secondary Education 
was accused in 1967 oFsKowirig Iittle~concem for such_study in 
theTEey schools of pedagogy, agriculture, and medicine whose 
graduates will have close association with peasants.

ThrT campaign häs^teft“ voids, as ihdicatecT by a meeting of 
Soviet philosophers in 1967 who indicated that their atheistic 
studies were being accompanied by examination of problems of 
ethics and humanitarianism. Evidently, these qualities, which 
accompany religion, are being lost, and a new base of inspira­
tion must be sought if social relationships are not to degenerate.

State opposition to religious institutions is currently, most 
noticeable in the attitude toward Boman Catholics and—lews, 
although the trend in each case is different. For the Catholics 
there is less tension, probably because tjie Vatican has <4^ to 
depart TnThe 1970’s from its long-standing show of hostility 
toward Communists in an effort to eliminate the obstacles placed 
in theAww of vwir^ and Poles~who were
brought within the ÜTS7SR. following the territorial-adjustments 
made after World War H. The^oviet~Foreign Minister has vis­
ited the Vatican to indicate symbolically the Soviet government’s 
policy of peaceful coexistence, albeit with ideological struggle. 
Although exchange of clerics, increasingly common between the 
Russian Orthodox Church and Protestant denominations abroad, 

in.tlie_pa.it
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has not occurred with the Roman Catholic Church, except in the 
case of Papal investitures, relations seem calmer than in earlier 
years.

With members of the Jewish community in the U.S.S.R. the 
trend has been different. Although Communists were as hostile 
toward the JewishTaith-ustowarclaU^^ during
the 1920’s, the policyoffosteriiigniinority cultures was extended 
to the Jewish secular community. A Yiddish theater was au­
thorized and subsidized. Yiddish newspapers and books were 
printed. A Jewish ethnic territory was created in the Far East and 
immigration invited, although it was never heavy. But the policy 
of cultural support began to change during Stalin’s era of purges 
in the late 1930’s when he indicated distrust of Jews, ostensibly 
because many had relatives abroad, and he feared foreign pen- 
etratïorrthiuugh iheifE" Following the war, Israel’s-diplomats 
were received, but came to be treated as if they were agents of an 
enemy power. Diplomatic relations were severed finally as 
Soviet policy upheld the Arab side in Middle East conflicts. Har­
assment of Jews was intensified, resulting in protests and dem­
onstrations. Arrests and imprisonments followed. Those wishing 
to emigrate to Israel were hampered by onerous bureaucratic 
procedures and discriminatory exit taxes. Currently no ethnic 
group is more disfavored in Soviet society and no religion more 
harassed, unless it is the traditional militant minority Christian 
cults who for centuries have resisted state restraint upon their 
practices. ---

Controls over the Family
The immediate Soviet attack upon the influence of the church, 

exerted through the monopoly granted to religious institutions 
by the Tsar to keep vital statistics and to marry and divorce citi­
zens, was interpreted by some Soviet authors in the early years as 
an indication that in family relationships the state was going to 
refrain from intervention. It was even argued that in this sphere 
of private affairs there should be no state intervention at all, 
except for the maintenance of statistics and records. People were 
to be permitted to marry as they wished, to beget children with­
out responsibility or social disapproval in the absence of mar­
riage, and to consider themselves divorced when they found 
themselves incompatible. Some even argued that the family as 
an institution was no longer necessary in Soviet society.

Lenin seems always to have opposed such sexual freedom in
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principle, although his political instinct persuaded him to give 
rein to such an approach, at least so long as the family remained 
the inculcator of attitudes that he associated with the old regime. 
He considered the mothers and fathers reared prior to the Revo­
lution to be dangerous to his program. They taught their children 
religious faith, respect for the status quo, and a feeling that the 
days of the past provided much that should be preserved. Lenin 
could change the schools and separate the church from the state, 
but he had a very hard time entering the home. His only hope for 
changing social attitudes normally developed in the home was to 
split the family asunder.

Lenin’s policies took form in encouragement to children,to 
report on the anti-Communist teaching of their parents, to reduce 
parental disciplinary-authority, to eliminate all but health re­
strictions on marriage, and to do away with^dTrestraints on di­
vorce. By 1927, the court was removed from the procedure re­
quired to obtain a divorce; the parties, or even one of them, could 
report their desire to be recorded as divorced to a state registra­
tion bureau, and the divorce became valid when the entry was / 
made. A new family code permitted parties to marry without the 
necessity of recording the marriage in a bureau. In 1929, the 
court recognized a factual separation as a divorce, without the 
prior necessity of recording it. When after this change of rule it 
became necessary to determine for inheritance reasons whether 
marriage had existed, a court heard evidence on the relationship 
of the parties and declared that a man or woman was considered 
to have been married or divorced at the time of death regardless 
of the state of the official record.

Social attitudes changed slowly in spite of these measures. 
Evidence of this fact is found in a 1935 judicial decision by a 
Siberian court where a mother had been indicted for the murder 
of her new-born child. It was proved in her defense that she had 
not been married and that the child’s father had deserted her. 
Her lawyer rested her defense upon old social attitudes. He 
pointed out that her baby had brought great social opprobrium 
upon her from her family. If the lawyer’s statement was true, it 
meant that pre-revolutionary social attitudes were persisting 
nearly twenty years after the Revolution. As might have been 
expected, the court turned a deaf ear, saying that such social 
attitudes had been discouraged and could not mitigate the 
mother’s crime; yet the penalty was withheld because of the 
mother’s poor health.
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The mid-1930’s brought a radical change in state attitude to- 
ward the family, for intervention of the state in all family-re­
lationships was restored. Contemporary authors indicated that 
new reasons of social concern were responsible for the new ap­
proach. Fathers of children born out of wedlock were deserting 
their offspring and leaving them penniless. The state was not in a 
position to care for them. In fact, statistics of the time show that 
children reared without the influence of a home tended to be­
come juvenile delinquents more frequently than those with a 
home environment.

Measures were taken in 1936 to discourage divorce Parents 
were permitted to register as divorced only when both parties 
had had a chance to appear and to settle the care of the child. 
Fees tor such registrationwere graduated from 5U fo 3U0 ruble s, 
aficFeach successive divorce cost more. Parental discipline was 
strengthened, because parents were.^ child .was
rowdy in the streets and were responsible in a civil suit for any 
damage caused?

The problem of homeless children was accentuated during the 
war, and a divorce law of 1944 went much further in coping with 
the broken homethan the measures takenTnthe mid-193U s. The 
law now required that parties wishing a divorce go before a court 
as they had not had to do since the first years of the Soviet regime. 
A desire for divorce was no longer to be sufficient reason for grant­
ing the divorce. The court was required to make every effort to 
reconcile the parties, and it was not permitted to grant a divorce 
even if its effort failed. Only the next higher court was to have 
jurisdiction for this purpose.

No grounds for divorce were provided in the 1944 law. The 
second court, the one having authority to grant divorce, was re­
quired to summon both parties and to hear witnesses on the 
cause of the quarrel. It was then instructed to deny a divorce if it 
thought that there was, or ought to be, a reconciliation. Only if 
the home had been irrevocably broken should the divorce be 
granted. As with other laws that contain no precise definition of 
the circumstances in which they should be applied, the courts 
have had to develop their own rules.

Published judicial decisions indicate that what might be called 
a common law of divorce emerged. No divorce was granted 
solely because both parties desired it, or because a husband in­
fatuated by another woman abandoned his wife, or because a 
husband was absent in the army or fought with his wife’s rela­
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tives. Finally, in 1949 the Supreme Court ordered lower courts to 
grant divorce only if convinced that the application rested on 
deeply considered and well-founded reasons_.and that continua­
tion of the mairi age wou ld con flictowith the.principles ofCom- 
munist moralsTnpreventing the conditions necessary to family 
lit? and the rearing of children.

The 1944 law also sought to discourage divorce by increasing 
fees over those charged in 1936, setting them from 500 to 2,000 
old rubles, the exact sum to be decided by the court. At the same 
time the law seemed to foster .births out of wedlock, for it re­
lieved TTather Jrom-a-duty-tosupport his illegitimate child jmd 
denied the child the surname of the father. Support of such chil­
dren became the responsibility of the state.

Opposition to restraints, on divorce forced a change in the law 
ip 1968. Parties mutually desiring.termination of marriage were 
authorized to apply to the Civil Registry Office, wKETTcould, 
after an attempt at reconciliation..-.issue a certificate without a 
court hearing, unless there was a dispute over custody or support 
of childreruJthe distributipn of marital property^or. theTermina- 
tionI itself. In such cases a court decree had to precede registra­
tion. Fees were continued at existing rates. Children born out of 
wedlock were given new rightsdthe rightto registration of pater- 
nity, to the father’s surname ançl patronymic, and to paternal 
support, if both parties agreed to registration. In the event of 
paternal resistance, the motherhad a rightto obtain a court hear­
ing and determination of parentage.

Changes in Family Attitudes
The extent to which the policies of the 1920’s and early 1930’s 

influenced the thinking of Soviet citizens on the family is in­
dicated in answers to questions directed at the same group of 
Soviet refugees as were interviewed by American scholars in 
connection with religious attitudes. The interviewers sought to 
determine whether Soviet parents felt that there were values that 
must be instilled in their children by authoritarian techniques, 
within the family circle if need be. As with the answers to the 
questions on religion, the answers on this point were classified 
according to age and according to worker-peasant or white­
collar-intellectual stock. The results were as follows.

In the peasant-worker group, those under thirty-five who 
would be wfOingtrFbe authörftärianTn instilling in their children 
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treasured values were only 1 per cent of those interviewed in this 
age group; those between thirty-six and forty-five win wnnld lisp 
authoritarian methods were 37 per cent of those interviewed in 
tlûTagê groupffhose over forty-five who would use authoritarian 
methods were 48 per cent of thosejnterviewed in the age group. 
In the wKlfe-coIIar-intellectual group, there wadies« variation for 
each age category, those under thirty-five who were prepared to 
be authoritarian constituting 22 per cent of those interviewed in 
this group, those between thirty-siv and forty-five constituting 27 
per cent of those interviewed in.this group, and those over forty- 
five constituting 21 per cent of-those interviewed in this group. 
TKeother parents in the main preferred to use extensively dem­
ocratic, or mainly democratic, measures in persuading their 
children to accept their value schemes. Only a very few were 
indifferent to their role as parent.

The interviewers noted that in their sample the role of parent 
had developed before adoption of even the relatively mild laws 
of the mid-1930’s strengthening the hands of parents, and well 
before the 1944 law. In consequence, their results do not reflect 
any trend toward parental authoritarianism that may have~re- 
sulted from the 1944 legislation. Also, they caution that attitudes 
of parents are often a carry-over from childhood experiences with 
their own fathers, and not the result of law. Yet they find that 
“like father, like child” is a less strong pattern in the younger 
generation than in the older, and so they are prepared to put 
more emphasis on the influence of the state with youthful groups 
than upon the influence of childhood experience.

More recently Soviet sociological studies on the family have 
focused on broken and fatherless homes. Juvenile delinquency is 
traced in sample studies made in 1964 to neglect in 80% of the 
cases. It is found particularly chafactenstic" that about haTFthe 
crimes committed by young people occur after 10 P.M., when the 
investigators assume that attentive parents would require their 
children to be at home. Much of the neglect comes from the fact 
that for 10% of all Soviet children there are no responsible 
fathers, as the children have been bom out of wedlock, and 
mothers find themselves unable to care for them. Even when 
families are intact with both a mother and father at home, the 
studies indicate that there is heavy drinking in from 25% to 30% 
of the homes of juvenile delinquents, and there is constant family 
quarreling and even fighting in 50%. Of the juveniles who com­
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mitted crimes when intoxicated 90% had learned to drink under 
the influence of their parents or their everyday environment, not 
after they had gone to work.

Family degeneration has accelerated since 1964, The divorce 
rate_in 1974 climbed to _28-JJut of 100 marriages. Births out of 
wedlocKreached Fin 10, and in the Ural city of Perm, it was 1 in 
3. Pre-marital sex increased according to a Leningrad University 
study, showing that 52% of the males and 14% of the females had 
intercourse before 18. Extramarital sex was common: a Lenin­
grad survey indicated that about half the married women re­
sponding claimed a right to have extra-marital affairs. Govern­
ment efforts to strengthen the family seem to have been no more 
successful than the laissez-faire policies followed elsewhere.

State Intervention in Private Law Matters
Intervention in private affairs is indicated by the Soviet lead­

ers’ attitude toward what would elsewhere be called “private law 
relationships” such as are normally governed by a civil or com­
mercial code. When the New Economic Policy was established 
by Lenin in mid-1921, it became evident that the restorative 
qualities of private enterprise would not be felt on the nation’s 
economy unless there was, developed a set of laws defining civil 
relationships. A buyer and seller had to know what would be the 
expected result of a contract. A lender had to know whether he 
could expect to recover the principal of his loan. A property 
owner had to know whether his qwnership would be protected 
not only against theft but also against damage by a careless or 
wilfully harmful person. No one would risk capital in private 
enterprise unless he could be sure of what would happen in a law 
court. He had to know that agreements made in good faith would 
be performed in most instances out of fear of the law, and that in 
those cases in which performance was refused by the opposing 
party there could be enforcement in court.

Lenin himself was trained in the law, and he had with him in 
his Communist party some skilled lawyers. They knew what was 
necessary to restore confidence in law and order in the civil-law 
field, but they were ardent Marxists, and they feared that if they 
devised rules within which citizens might make agreements that 
would be enforceable under all circumstances, the way might be 
opened for agile capitalists employing skilled lawyers to act 
within the letter of the rules but to the detriment of the commu­
nity.
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All systems of law have to guard against misuse of the law to 
the disadvantage of society, and legal procedures have been de­
veloped under which persons who can establish a real interest 
may gain injunctions against activity which appears to be legal 
on its face. It is usually left, however, for the interested parties to 
bring the matter before a court when a smoky chimney from a 
neighborhood factory belches forth excessive smoke, or when a 
zealous municipality seeks to widen the streets at the expense of 
a historic tree, or when a board of directors decides to use corpo­
ration assets in a manner deemed wasteful by a stockholder. 
Most systems of law give no relief unless someone can prove 
specific damage to himself and to his legitimate interests. There 
is no state official who has the duty to evaluate every lawsuit in 
the name of the community and to file his views on the subject 
with a court charged with hearing the matter.

The Soviet code-makers decided to be specific and prom­
inently so. Thgy wrote into the civil code that they enacted in 
1922 a first article denying the protection of the code to_thase 
who claimed rights under the code but in violation of the social 
and economic reasons for the establishment of those rights. To 
implement this denial, the code of civil procedure was made to 
include-a^piayigjon permitting the state prosecutor to intervene 
in any civil case at any-stage, or, if no case was in progress, to 
instigate an action to prohibit the enforcement of a right guaran­
teed under the code if the interests of the state or of society 
would be injured.

Reliance upon Article 1 of the civil code was frequent by 
courts refusing to enforce a right in litigation by a capitalist of the 
period of the New Economic Policy. There were also cases in 
which property owners were deprived of their ownership be­
cause they were not using their property in what the prosecutor 
believed to be the interests of the community, as when they let it 
fall into serious disrepair although they had funds to make re­
pairs.

Other articles of the code provided that no contract should be 
enforced if one party had knowingly taken advantage of the ex­
treme want of the other party in making the contract. Thus a sale 
was set aside when it was proved that a party had been starving 
and had sold his home for a small quantity of food.

In the articles of the code relating to suits for damages for 
injury, it was provided that in setting the amount of damages the 
court should take into consideration the relative wealth of the 
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parties involved, so that no wealthy person might obtain a judg­
ment against a poor person who had damaged his property and 
thus ruin him. It was even provided that a rich man who caused 
injury to a poor man’s property or person might be held liable in 
damages although there had been no fault on the rich man’s part. 
This doctrine of liability without fault is not unique to the Soviet 
system. It has become popular in many Western countries, some­
times because juries have found fault on the part of a defendant 
in cases in which it seems hardly to have been present. It has 
been suspected that juries in the West have sometimes been 
moved emotionally by some serious hardship situation to pro­
vide a remedy to a poor man at the expense of an insurance 
company or of a railroad for which they had no sympathy. What 
has been unusual about the Soviet system is the clearrcut 
espousal of thedoctrine of 1 iab i 1 ity without fault in the codg^not 
only in cases of extra^Kazardous activity, when even Western 
codes make such provision, but in all cases where a poor man 
suffers damage.

Social Change Requires a New Approach
A considerable change in the attitude of Communists toward 

the preservation of loophbles in the law began to appear in the 
1930’s. No application of Article 1 occurred after 1930 to with­
hold enforcement of a right formally established by the code. 
Judgments for damages no longer took into account the relative 
wealth of the parties involved tin the dispute. State officials 
seemed to be prepared to let the law take its course and to inter­
vene less against property owners.

The explanation of the change lay perhaps in the same factor 
noted so often in earlier chapters, namely the emergence of a 
managerial and technical class. The property owners of the 
1950’s were not those who carried over property from pre­
revolutionary times. The attitudes of the past when property 
ownership was considered a means of making profits were 
thought to have been discarded. The new rich had earned their 
wealth as managers of state-owned industry, as inventors, as au­
thors and poets whose artistry had propaganda value, and some 
were workmen whose high level of production had set the pace 
for a factory. The new Soviet man was expected to avoid what the 
Communists considered to be “misuse” of property.

The 1960’s proved disillusioning to the architects of the new
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society. Owners of private homes leased rooms at exorbitant 
rentals. Automobile owners charged fees as taxis. Private vehi­
cles were used to speed away from scenes of crime. A campaign 
against abuse of property ownership was begun by the party in 
reaction to these developments. In the Supreme Court it took the 
form of the first application of Article 1 in thirty years in order to 
deprive a woman of ownership of a home because she had leased 
rooms at high rentals. In spite of the argument from jurists some 
years earlier that Article 1 need no longer appear in Soviet codes, 
its principle was placed in the 1961 Fundamentals of Civil Law 
by those who feared that the new owners would abuse their 
privileges.

Criminal prosecutions against those who utilized private au­
tomobiles as taxis were initiated, and thieves who used vehicles 
to facilitate theft found them confiscated as part of the penalty. 
Private homes built after 1958 had to be of smaller proportions, 
and the allocation of plots of land for new private construction of 
cottages was stopped in 1960 as well as the sale of such cottages 
to individuals by local soviets. Talk was heard prior to the 
twenty-second Communist party congress in 1961 of the formula­
tion of a policy against private ownership of any dwelling, and a 
flurry of sales by frightened owners followed, but the prohibition 
did not materialize.

No one can doubt that Soviet society has created a new rich 
since the wär, ^nd~Iäw~is required to protect their wealth. It is 
not, however, a group comparable to property owners in the 
West, for no one is permitted to own land or factories or to be­
come a merchant. All are on wages and salaries, and all are de­
prived of the right to own property of the type from which Marx­
ists argue political power springs. Nevertheless, in spite of lim­
itations the new rich have received suhstantialwages; they conici 
anti did buy large quantities of consumers’ goods—private 
homes, summer cottages, automobiles, motorcycles, television 
sets, furniture. To be enjoyed these had to be protected, and 
fhëre~wâs~strong support for a stability in the law.

The 1960’s, however, witnessed proof that it was illusory to 
expect cupidity to have become a thing of the past and under­
standing of social duty to have become universal. Exploitation of 
property for personal gain gave rise to retaliatory measures; to 
th^_extension of the death penalty to speculation and even to 
bribery. More importantly, attitudes toward personal property
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ownership began to change, and these challenged the concept of 
personal property privileges for the new rich. Letter writers 
asked why there need be private ownership of homes and why 
property inheritance was necessary in a socialist society. While 
such challenges are only those of letter writers to the press, they 
are not without significance. Changes in official policy have fre­
quently emerged in the U.S.S.R. after letters, whether inspired 
or genuine, have appeared in the press as trial balloons.

State intervention in private affairs may be lessening in the 
197 O’s. AI th o u gK radical reformation of society into a self- 
disciplinedcommunity remains a formal aim of Soviet leader- 
ship, theincTeasfng stability fostered in the 1970’s suggests that 
less effort wïffT5e~êxërfecTto discouragejhe remaining religious 
practicerunless they are so eccentric as to harm health or relate 
in~Spviet eves to hostile political activity. Less effort wjll also be 
expendedtodiscourageaccumulation of wealth so long as it is 
notgained illegally as bribes or from the rental of living snac&_at 
high rates or from merchandising. While Soviet editorial writers 
can be expecfed to inveigh against what Communists believe to 
be abuses of the concessions made to foster stability, the practi­
cal implementation of austere policies through suddenly adopted 
new measures seems unlikely.



CHAPTER

THE ARMY AND POLITICS

The army has always been related closely to domestic politics by 
the Marxists. It has been considered more as an instrument for a 
ruling class to maintain its power at home than as a tool of inter­
national combat. To the Marxist, the soldiers in any country are 
the second line of defense when the police are pushed to the 
ground. It was the army that moved into position to save the king 
at Versailles, and the army which was called upon to defend the 
regime in Petersburg, when a mob threatened the palace. Lenin 
said often that a revolution could not be successful under modem 
conditions of warfare if it did not win to its side enough of the 
army to neutralize the effectiveness of this strongest weapon of 
the rulers.

Soviet experience with the army has tended to emphasize the 
conclusions of the Marxists. It was because of the disaffection of 
large segments of the troops in the capital of the Russian Empire 
that the revolutionaries were able to win the day in 1917 and 
force the abdication of the Tsar. It was because of the abandon­
ment of Alexander Kerensky by his commander-in-chief, Kor­
nilov, later in the same year, that the Soviet regime, led by the 
Military Revolutionary Committee of the bolsheviks, was able to 
seize power. Only the women’s battalion fired from the galleries 
of the Winter Palace when the mob closed in.

There followed after the Revolution a short period of liq­
uidating the First World War’s international military obligations 
of Russia. In concluding the peace of Brest Litovsk, Lenin had 
made major concessions to Germany to prevent defeat of the 
bolshevik regime and a German occupation of Russia. Thereafter 
Lenin planned a new army, not to take revenge outside of Russia 
by regaining what had been lost but to save the domestic situa­
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tion for his party. With the important help of Trotsky, he orga­
nized a “Red Army” to serve as the strongest arm of the new 
regime in saving itself from its domestic opponents. Within little 
more than a year after the successful Revolution, this new army 
was tested in the battles of a civil war.

Unlike the'war between the states in the United States, the 
Russian civil war involved no massive blocks of north and south. 
It was not regional but universal. Some people in all parts of 
what had been the Russian Empire rallied to the officers of the 
old regime and sought to unseat the new regime. Like all military 
struggles, the dramatic battles were fought in a few specific re­
gions, but less dramatic episodes occurred throughout the land. 
This civil war was a class war and not a regional war, and class 
lines cut across the social fabric of the entire country.

Because of their concept that armies are maintained to protect 
class interests, the new Soviet leaders built their army on class 
lines. They permitted only members of the working and peasant 
classes to enlist, and their first draft law followed the same line. 
Only those presumed to be loyal to the aims of the bolsheviks 
were to serve. To popularize the army, and probably also be­
cause they had confidence in the good sense of the natural lead­
ers among the workers and peasants in the ranks, Lenin devel­
oped the army’s organization in an unusual pattern: he attempted 
to make of the army a thoroughly democratic institution in which 
the men in the ranks would elect their own officers.

I
Controls within the Army
The army presented the same problem to the new leaders as 

did industry. War was a technical matter, like the operation of 
industry, and the workers and peasants who were to fight in the 
new army had not mastered the technique. While it was politi­
cally attractive to espouse democracy within the army in the 
selection of officers, it was not practical. Military commanders 
had to be skilled professionals, and the solution to a dearth of 
professionals in the army was the same as it was in industry. 
Those professionals of the Tsar’s army who were willing to con­
tinue in the new army were retained, and some were even con­
scripted; together they totaled 48,000 in number, constituting 76 
per cent of all officers in 1918. They were not trusted, however. 
They had to be watched lest they betray their units to the armies 
fighting under their colleagues of yesterday, who were now try­
ing to reconquer the country from bolshevik rule.
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The Provisional Government of Alexander Kerensky had in­
troduced the institution of commissars to watch those Tsarist 
officers who were not trusted—and with some reason, as the Kor­
nilov affair had disclosed. The Soviet government continued to 
use commissars, from the beginning, although the first order on 
the subject, stating that the new commissars were the direct or­
gans of the Soviet government in the army, appeared only on 
April 6, 1918. These commissars were charged with the duty 
both of keeping the army closely knit to the Soviet system and of 
preventing the army from becoming a focus of conspiracies 
against the workers and peasants. The orders of a military com­
mander were to have no force until counter-signed by a political 
commissar.

With the April order, the Red Army adopted formally the sys­
tem of dual control that was to plague its efficiency in later years. 
It was obvious that decisions in warfare had to be taken quickly 
and that speed was difficult to obtain if a second commander had 
to be convinced, before an order could be executed, that it was 
wise. The bolsheviks took the risk of delay and confusion inherent 
in their system of dual control because they thought that the risk 
of loss of troops by treason of the officers was greater.

The political commissars were not only to watch for treason 
but also to spread bolshevik ideas throughout the ranks. They 
were to be teachers as well as policemen. Their work was co­
ordinated through an All-Russian Bureau of Military Commis­
sars, later to become the Political Section of the Revolutionary 
Military Council of the Republic to which the conduct of all 
military operations fell. In 1919 this central control section be­
came the Political Administration of the Republic, directly sub­
ordinate to the Central Committee of the Communist party.

Party membership increased within the army with the passage 
of time. The growth of party influence was facilitated at the end 
of the civil war by reduction of the army from the 5,500,000 that it 
had been at its civil-war peak to a cadre army of 562,000 men. A 
campaign was conducted to prepare the officers to become mem­
bers of the Communist party, and by 1928 all corps commanders 
in the cadre army were members of the party. Those below in­
cluded a large number of party men, with the end result that 55 
per cent of the total officer corps belonged to the party.

Under peacetime conditions and in view of the increase in 
presumed loyalty of officers due to membership of so many in the 
party, the role of the political commissar was changed. In 1924 he 
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was placed in secondary position and no longer required to ap­
prove the commands of the military commanders but rather to 
concern himself with party-political and cultural-educational 
work. Yet the organization of political commissars continued to 
be independent of the People’s Commissar for Military and 
Naval Affairs^ of the Revolutionary Military Council of the Re­
public, and even of local civilian Communist party organs in the 
territory in which the military unit was garrisoned.

The Stalin Purge within the Army
Many Soviet citizens and outside observers believed that the 

political loyalty of the Red Army had been assured in the mid- 
1930’s by the increasing number of party members within the 
army. They did not reckon with a new factor that was not evident 
to the public generally—if it was to those below the highest 
policy-making circle of the Communist party. This was Stalin’s 
determination to strengthen his role as dictator, not only over 
the masses, but over the party itself. The world, including the 
rank-and-file Soviet citizen, was shocked in 1936 by the first of 
the purge trials. On the face of them, and even allowing for dis­
tortion of evidence to prove disloyalty to Stalin, these trials in­
dicated a new resistancè to Stalin’s authoritarian direction of the 
Communist party on the part of those of the original small groups 
of party leaders who had shared with Lenin in planning and 
directing the events of 1917 and who had opposed Stalin quite 
vigorously in party meetings from time to time after Lenin’s 
death.

The purge swept through the highest party circles, marked in 
each of the years 1937 and 1938 with another dramatic public 
trial of an additional group of defendants. Forced confessions, 
recanted in one case on the second day of the trial only to be 
reaffirmed after what must have been the pressures of another 
night in jail, went well beyond the realm of credibility for foreign­
ers. Yet they were dramatized so well for a people who had 
little factual knowledge against which to check the charges that 
in all probability they were believed by most Soviet citizens.

Finally the purge reached the army, with a secret trial in 
1937 of the Deputy Chief of the Red Army, Marshal M. N. 
Tukachevsky, and of seven colleagues. The suicide of the head of 
all political commissars was reported at the same time. The ac­
cusation against all of these men was collaboration with the 
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Germans, who, under the leadership of Hitler, were at the time 
declaring their increasing hostility toward the U.S.S.R. After 
Stalin’s death, the army trial was denounced as a falsification, 
and the reputations of the executed generals were cleared.

Notwithstanding that the allegations against the accused of­
ficers were untrue, Stalin seems to have been frightened. In the 
face of the proved inefficiency of the military commissar system 
as it had existed during the civil war, he restored this system 
within two months after the announcement of Tukachevsky’s 
execution. The political commissar was made equal to the com­
mander, though not superior to him, and all orders had to be 
countersigned by the political commissar although they were 
issued to the troops only in the commander’s name. The author­
ity of the commissar extended even to approving all awards, 
promotions, and demotions, and to the preparation of a report on 
the political training and reliability of all commanding personnel 
in his unit.

The inefficiency of the dual command was demonstrated again 
in the first military operation after its réintroduction, namely, the 
winter war with Finland in 1940. As a result of early Soviet de­
feats in this war, the political commissar was again moved back to 
second place. He was given a new name symbolic of his position, 
“Deputy Commander for Political Affairs,” and was charged with 
political propaganda.

The German attack against the U.S.S.R. on June 22,1941, again 
frightened Stalin, to judge from the record on political commis­
sars. In less than a month after the German invasion of Soviet 
territory, the political commissars were returned to their civil- 
war status and adjured to concern themselves not only with pro­
paganda but with military decisions as well. It is now known that 
defections from the Red Army were numerous in the early days 
of World War II, before the Germans proved to the Russians that 
they had more than the ousting of Stalin in mind and planned 
complete subjugation of the Slavs as a race. The political com­
missar system, as it had existed during the similar peril of the first 
years after the Revolution, was Stalin’s answer to the defections 
of 1941. In spite of the proved inadequacy of such a system of 
political control under conditions of modern warfare, the peril 
was deemed sufficiently great to dictate the system’s restoration.

Soviet officers who have since fled to the West have written 
that military operations on the Soviet front necessitated constant
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movement and thus made the countersigning of orders by a 
political commissar often impossible. Military and political 
commanders were often widely separated, yet swift decisions 
were necessary. The refugee officers have pointed to the 
character of modem warfare as a primary reason for a decree of 
October, 1942, which declared that the military commanders 
were to be'solely responsible for the conduct of the war and that 
the political commissars were to be reorganized and made sub­
ordinate to them. The system adopted in 1942 remains in force 
today.

Party Membership in the Army
Reorganization of the political commissar system, so that it 

became a chain of command subordinate to the military com­
manders, did not mean that the Communist party had re­
linquished its control within the army. Two factors account for 
the conclusion that no military caste beyond the reach of the 
party was being permitted to develop. One was the extension of 
party membership and education within the army to bring in 
large numbers of men and nearly all the higher officers, and the 
other was the expansion of a system of police officers responsible 
to the Ministry of Internal Affairs. Each will be considered in 
turn.

The extension of party membership was dramatic and in sharp 
contrast to the policies in force before World War II. In 1939, 
there had been only 1,000,000 party members in all branches of 
civilian and military activity.’ Just before the German attack in 
1941, the party reported 3,876,885 members. Immediately after 
the war began, the requirements for admission of soldiers and 
officers were relaxed so that by January 1, 1945, there were 
5,760,369 members. Refugee officers have reported that the re­
quired three recommendations for membership were made by 
the political commissar of the unit, the company commander, and 
the company political commissar. Soldiers were being accepted 
at what is said to have been the rate of 100,000 per month, and 
during 1942 over one million members of the armed forces were 
admitted. Since many were killed or captured because it was 
they who were required to assume the role of leader and hero, a 
considerable campaign of recruitment was necessary to keep the 
party ranks full.

Such rapid recruitment of party members from the armed
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forces did not give time for the careful training and disciplining 
characteristic of peacetime, but it did place many of the new 
members emotionally on the side of the regime as a part of the 
elite. Political commissars thus gained many men in their units 
on whom they could usually rely for desired political attitudes. 
For those who fell outside their propaganda net, there was the 
police net of the agents of the Ministry of Internal Affairs.

Both the political commissars and the agents of the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs, later transferred to the Committee on State Secu­
rity, have had, and now have, organizations throughout the mili­
tary apparatus. Thus, there is the Chief Political Administration 
of the Armed Forces, which is responsible both to the Central 
Committee of the Communist party and to the Ministry of De­
fense. It has various departments to provide educational mate­
rials, to edit military journals, to teach in military schools, and to 
work among the Komsomols in the army and the fleet. The Chief 
Political Administration works through a branch established in 
each of the military districts into which the country is divided 
and in each fleet area. These district branches channel their ac­
tivities down through political sections of the corps, division, 
regiment, battalion, and company and through the corresponding 
units in the navy.

A political commissar, called zampolit, is appointed by, and 
responsible to, the next higher political commissar, but he is also 
subordinate to the military commander of the unit over whose 
political education he presides. Thus, in theory, political commis­
sars are subject to dual subordination. They are said, in practice, 
to demonstrate considerable independence of the commander 
and even, at times, to make suggestions as to military tactics. This 
attitude is fostered by the requirement that they pass the usual 
technical examinations for any military promotion in grade, so 
that a major in the political corps is supposed to be as able a 
military leader as a major having primarily military duties.

Since all members of the Communist party within the unit in 
which the zampolit operates are expected to carry on their usual 
party work, there is a party organization within the unit to which 
they all are required to give service. This organization, as in the 
civilian organizations of the Communist party, elects its execu­
tive committee and its secretary. The party secretary’s role is 
played by the zampolit at the level of military district, corps, and 
division. At the level of the regiment, and below, there is a sep­
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aration of functions, in that a separate party secretary is elected, 
but, reportedly, he is invariably controlled by the zampolit, who 
recomrqpnds his election and who, at the regimental level, is 
generally one grade above his party secretary in military rank. 
During the war there was no pretense of democratic election of 
the secreta.ries, and they were simply appointed under a special 
directive, as were the members of the party executive commit­
tees for the military organizations at the various levels. In 1946 
the system of elections was restored within the party apparatus of 
the armed services.

The schedule of activities of the zampolit, as reported by 
Soviet refugees, indicates that these political commissars are re­
quired to use every opportunity to imbue their charges with 
party doctrines, their major educational work being done among 
non-party men. Formal class discussions on political doctrine are 
held at regular intervals each week, if need be under trees near 
the front. Classes focus on basic political doctrines, but there are 
also current-events classes to apply these doctrines to contempo­
rary situations. At periods which might be called “recreational,” 
it is the political commissar’s duty to see that Soviet novels, with 
their political messages couched in romantic terms, are read 
aloud. It has been reported that sometimes a zampolit has quar­
reled with a military commander because the latter called for a 
maneuver at the hour of political education.

The Komsomols are organized at every military level and in 
the same way as is the party. There is a Komsomol section in the 
Chief Political Administration of the Armed Forces and at each 
unit level a Komsomol organization that is subordinate to the 
zampolit. In theory, the secretaries of the unit organizations of 
the Komsomols are elected, but, in practice, they are chosen by 
the zampolit. Their work is primarily with the enlisted men, 50 
per cent of whom are estimated to be members of the Kom­
somols. All Komsomol members are expected to be good exam­
ples to the other soldiers and to try to stimulate the interest of 
these men in cultural and political development.

Many of the poorly disciplined party members of wartime 
campaigns have been eliminated from the army since the war, for 
most of the rank and file has been demobilized and subsequently 
replaced by new draftees, who are admitted to the party only 
after the usual scrutiny. The officer corps also has been brought 
more firmly within the party. In 1952, the party congress was told 
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that 86.4 per cent of all officers were members of the party or of 
the Komsomols. By the fiftieth anniversary 85% of the entire 
Army personnel were members of the party or of the Komsomols, 
while 93% of the officers were similarly affiliated. Under such 
conditions of development of disciplined party members within 
the armed forces, the influence of the political commissars is said 
to have been reduced because they can no longer claim a near 
monopoly on loyalty. They are surrounded by men whose loyalty 
is also presumed to be high.

Police Controls in the Army
No presumption of loyalty eliminates in Soviet minds the need 

for a security police. In all Soviet agencies, as has already been 
explained, there exists police supervision. It is provided by a 
Special Section, which appears on the organization chart of every 
ministry and public corporation, and even of the universities and 
professional schools. In keeping with the initials of the Russian 
words for “Special Section,” these sections have been called the 
“OO.” In the army they were designated in the same way before 
World War II, but during the war they became known as 
“SMERSH,” an abbreviation of the Russian for “death to spies.”

All such police sections, which exist in units parallel to those 
of the political commissars down to the division level, are sub­
ordinate to the Chief Administration for Counterintelligence of 
the Armed Forces of the U.S.S.R. This Chief Administration is 
today a bureau of the Committee of State Security, known as the 
“Third Central Administration” of the KGB. There is no simul­
taneous subordination to the Ministry of Defense or to the Chief 
of Staff, as with the political commissars. A direct line is main­
tained to the KGB. The Chief Administration’s work is coordi­
nated with that of other security agencies of the government. 
Below the division level, the units operate by means of in­
formers.

The officers of the OO are said not to have had military training 
but only police training. They live a separate life from the army 
personnel and even from the party unit in which they work, for 
they have their own party organization within which the work of 
the OO is discussed. While these men are believed to exert no 
direct influence on the commander with respect to military de­
cisions, they do report on the military condition of the unit and 
on the political morale and material and medical welfare of the 
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troops. They exchange information with the political commis­
sars, and they may arrange for the transfer of an informer to a unit 
in which they have been unable to recruit one. Clearance from 
them is required before any officer within the army may be pro­
moted. ;

When a' violation of law is found by the OO, the matter is 
turned over to the military courts for action. If a charge arising 
before 1953 was not sufficiently supported with evidence to be 
taken before a court, the Special Board of the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs might have been called upon to eliminate the suspected 
person from the ranks by putting him in a concentration camp as 
a social danger. Since abolition of the Special Boards in 1953 this 
procedure has not been available.

Enhancing, the Prestige of Officers
Controls such as those provided by the political commissars 

and the OO can be effective in eliminating the occasional dis­
senter from the army and in stopping plans for a mutiny or deser­
tion before the organizers attract enough persons to be success­
ful, but they are not enough. The long-range success of the Soviet 
leaders in holding the loyalty of armed forces must, and does, 
rest upon forces stronger than police and political commissars. 
To assure long-range loyalty, there must first be general emo­
tional acceptance of the Soviet system by the great majority of the 
high command. Second, there must be sufficient military disci­
pline within the armed services to permit the high command to 
maintain its authority over the rank and file.

The Soviet leaders have been active in both spheres. They 
have wooed the high command, and they have seen to the 
strengthening of discipline. Wooing of the high command took 
the form of reintroducing in 1935 military titles of the con­
ventional type—lieutenant, captain, major, lieutenant-colonel, 
and colonel. Prior to this time, the commanders had been desig­
nated merely as commanding a squad, company, corps, or army. 
In 1940, the ranks of general and admiral were reintroduced, 
even though these titles, as such, had been the butt of revolu­
tionary propaganda for so long as to make them synonymous with 
traitors to the bolshevik cause. The duty to salute officers, which 
had been abandoned in 1918, was restored, and in July, 1943, the 
title “officer” was reintroduced together with the epaulets of 
rank, which in themselves had been symbols of the old regime 
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for all the years since the Revolution. Even the term “soldier” 
was reintroduced for army privates, to replace the title “Red- 
armyman.” In 1946 the name of the whole army was changed 
from “Red Army” to “Soviet Army.”

All these changes were intended to enhance the prestige of the 
officers. They could now feel that they were an elite, and the 
manner in which they bore themselves within the army and out­
side it indicated a great change in attitude toward their positions. 
There was also restored the Officers’ Court of Honor, which re­
sembled that of Tsarist times and was designed to guard the 
dignity and honor of the rank of officer by providing to the of­
ficers a means of punishing those of their own number who de­
graded the uniform.

Even within the officers’ corps there were established notable 
practical distinctions. The scale of pay indicates that a sergeant 
receives 4.3 times as much basic pay as a private; a captain, 24.3 
times as much; and a general of the army, 114.3 times as much. In 
addition, special privileges to buy scarce consumers’ goods and 
to have prior right in the allocation of living quarters and in the 
choice of theater seats are granted the general officers.

Measures such as these are taken by the top Communist party 
policy-makers presumably to supplement the incentives to loy­
alty that they expect political indoctrination to instil in the ranks 
of the Communist party. If the ideological arguments do not suc­
ceed in assuring loyalty of army chiefs to the party, the favors 
showered upon them by the party can be expected to achieve the 
desired result.

Discipline has been strengthened markedly since 1940. The 
duty of obedience existed not at all prior to 1919, at which time 
soldiers were required only to execute “service” orders and 
“service” duties and were excused from performing commands 
directed against the Soviet government or obviously criminal in 
nature. In 1925 a new disciplinary code required performance of 
all orders, unless criminal in nature. The 1940 Disciplinary Code 
requires the execution of every order regardless of content. It 
allows no rejections on the basis of violation of law. To avoid a 
conclusion that subordinates may now have to execute illegal 
orders, a commentary has suggested that it will be presumed that 
no Soviet officer would violate the international law of war in 
giving an order.

To enforce discipline, the commanding officer is authorized to 
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apply penalties ranging from personal reprimand, through extra 
duty, to confinement, and finally to reduction in rank. Such pen­
alties are subject to certain procedural requirements: the penalty 
must be imposed within five days of the commission of the of­
fense, it must be executed within a month, it must be pro­
portionate to the offense, and it must not exceed the authority of 
the superior or he will himself be liable to disciplinary or judicial 
punishment. The subordinate is very much limited in his com­
plaint on procedural grounds, for he may object to the immediate 
superior only on the basis of exceeded authority.

Military Crime and Its Punishment
If crime has been committed, as defined by the 1958 federal 

statute on military crimes, a trial is held before a military court. 
These courts of the federal government are organized by the 
Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R. in military districts, army corps, 
and army divisions. The jurisdiction of each is successively de­
termined by the rank of the person prosecuted. For the highest 
ranks, there is a military college within the Supreme Court of the 
U.S.S.R., which may also take jurisdiction over any case that in 
its opinion is sufficiently complex or of great political or social 
importance. The courts are composed of one professional judge, 
trained as a military lawyer, and two non-professional judges, 
without legal training and chosen for each case usually from the 
ranks of the armed services.

Appeals from a decision ate permitted to the court next above 
the one in which the trial was held. There may be no appeal from 
a decision by the military college of the Supreme Court, but this 
does not mean that there may not be a review of the decision, for 
the President of the Court or the Prosecutor-General of the 
U.S.S.R. may always request a review by the full bench of the 
Supreme Court, sitting as a plenum. To provide political control 
over decisions in the event of need, the decision of the Plenum of 
the Supreme Court may be taken to the Presidium of the Su­
preme Soviet by the President of the Supreme Court or by the 
Prosecutor-General of the U.S.S.R.

The military courts are required to follow the code of criminal 
procedure of the republic in which they are sitting. Thus, they 
are not outside the regular court system with a procedure of their 
own. This fact is not as remarkable as it might seem, because the 
criminal procedure established by the code for all courts, mili­
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tary and civilian alike resembles more closely the procedure 
used in military courts everywhere than it does the procedure of 
American courts of law. Discussion of the main points of the 
procedure will be reserved for the chapter following this one.

After reviewing the provisions and practice of Soviet military 
law, it has been concluded by two foreign students that Soviet 
criminal procedure does provide a basis for reasonable predic­
tion by the accused of the outcome of his trial. It seems to these 
students, therefore, to contribute to stability within the army and 
to confidence that punishment will not be meted out unless it is 
deserved. For the officer corps, this is important to peace of 
mind, and it may not be chance that Marshal Georgi K. Zhukov, 
soon after Stalin’s death, raised his glass in a toast to “justice.” 
For the morale of the armed forces, the efficient operation of the 
military courts is necessary.

Army Officers’ Fate since Stalin
After Stalin’s death in 1953 the prestige of professional soldiers 

rose in the Communist party. Marshal Georgi K. Zhukov, a pro­
fessional soldier, was named Minister of Defense in the first 
recognition of a career officer as minister. In February, 1956, he 
was elevated to the Presidium of the Central Committee of the 
Communist party as an alternate member, again an un­
precedented recognition of a career officer as a political leader. 
In 1957 he provided the critical support Khrushchev needed in 
his power struggle with the faction seeking his ouster. By this act 
the Armed Forces were in a position for the first time since the 
days when officers were largely men inherited from the Tsar’s 
army to challenge even the Communist party.

Zhukov in his new position manifested his desire for a 
strengthening of the hand of career officers to the detriment of 
the security police, the political commissars, and political edu­
cation generally. There were many foreign observers who anti­
cipated open conflict between Khrushchev and Zhukov, as the 
latter moved to separate the Armed Forces from the traditional 
control of party and police.

Making use of an opportunity to send Zhukov to Yugoslavia for 
consultations during the late summer of 1957, Khrushchev ar­
ranged Zhukov’s removal during his absence. Jealousies among 
Zhukov’s colleagues were nurtured by Khrushchev and party 
discipline was reasserted among the top officers. As he stepped 
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from the plane on his return to Moscow, Zhukov was confronted 
with his demotion. Shortly thereafter he was removed from the 
Presidium of the party and disappeared from public notice.

Political education, although left in the hands of a zampolit 
subordinate to the military commander of each unit, was re­
affirmed in importance by appointing a war hero as Chief of the 
Political Administration to command respect for military prowess 
and demonstrate a concern for political education. A career 
officer with no past history as a first-rank hero was made Minister 
of Defense. He was seated on the Central Committee of the party 
but not on its Presidium. Matters were restored to what Khrush­
chev must have considered normal conditions, namely, the 
unquestioning subordination of the Armed Forces to the Com­
munist party and the acceptance of a program of political educa­
tion within these forces designed to assure acquiescence in such a 
role.

By the events of 1957 the army marshals, who had been im­
ponderables under Zhukov’s command and provided potential 
support to the managerial class as it emerged in industry, ag­
riculture, and channels of distribution, were shorn of any poten­
tiality as a source of coercion hostile to the Communist party. 
They sank back to the status of an interest group able to exercise 
pressure only through persuasion.

Limitations upon their effectiveness even as an interest group 
were demonstrated in December, 1959, when the party’s Central 
Committee voted to make a‘•one-third reduction in the armed 
forces’ personnel as a result of the decision to place reliance in 
the future upon a nuclear missile arsenal. The army opposed the 
decision, but without avail. When the U-2 incident occurred in 
May, 1960, stressing the extent to which the United States had 
been able to penetrate Soviet air defenses, military leaders again 
tried to obtain a reversal of policy, but they were unsuccessful, 
and before the end of 1960 some 500,000 men had been dis­
charged from military duty. Not until July, 1961, was the reduc­
tion suspended, following growing tension in Berlin and in­
creases in Western defense expenditures, which strengthened 
the army’s arguments.

The establishment of missiles in Cuba in 1962 provided 
another opportunity to assess the army’s influence. Some West­
ern specialists thought that the move had been initiated by the 
army and that it was proof of the army’s growing power in policy 
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circles. Yet, when the missiles were removed under pressure 
from the United States, the party emerged as the agency that still 
dominated the strategy of the U.S.S.R.

The army’s role as an interest group was again evaluated in 
1963 with the establishment of a Supreme Council of National 
Economy to create a high command of production. A General of 
Engineers with long association with the defense industry was 
named chairman. It is possible to suppose that the military com­
manders together with the bureaucrats of the economic adminis­
tration combined to force a retreat from a policy favoring local 
industrial autonomy which they thought was inefficient.

When Khrushchev’s Minister of Defense, who outlasted his 
sponsor in office, died in 1967, there was speculation that 
Khrushchev’s successors would seize the occasion to restore the 
Ministry to a civilian Communist party member. Soviet criticism 
of Mao Tse-tung’s use of the Chinese Army in 1966 to wrest 
power from the main forces of the Chinese Communist party 
bureaucracy, which Mao thought to be a stultifying factor in his 
revolution, suggested that Soviet Communists were re-studying 
the relationship between Army and party. What transpired in the 
secret discussions on the subject is unknown to outsiders, but the 
outcome became apparent when another career officer was ap­
pointed to the Ministry. The Communist leadership had con­
cluded that the Soviet Army was not moving in the direction of 
challenging the party leadership.

Questions were raised outside the U.S.S.R. in 1973 when the 
Minister of Defense, Marshal A. A. Grechko, a professional sol­
dier, was named a full member of the Political Büro. Analysts 
asked whether this advancement indicated influence of the mil­
itary in policy-making circles. Not since Zhukov’s demotion in 
1957 had the armed forces been represented among party gener­
alists, although the heads of all major military services and nearly 
half the regional commanders had been sitting on the party’s 
Central Committee. Specialists in group theory, notably H. Gor­
don Skilling and Milton C. Lodge, sought to determine how the 
interests of the military differ from those of party generalists. 
Their studies suggest that the military senses increasingly its 
predominant role as the specialist in military matters and resents 
the intervention of others in their field. Indeed, some foreigners 
doubt whether the party’s Secretary General can compel military 
colleagues to accept armament levels desired by party gener­
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alists in bargaining with other governments over arms reduction. 
They believed that Marshal Grechko, during his ascendancy, 
strengthened the military’s role as an interest group.

The party generalists may have sensed danger. At least, on 
Grechko’s death in 1976, they reverted to party tradition. His 
place as Minister of Defense was filled by Dmitrii Ustinov, a 
Political Büro member and former party secretary in charge of 
supervising the armaments industry. He was given the rank of 
Marshal, but his presence indicated that the military’s master 
remained the Political Büro.



CHAPTER

ENFORCEMENT OF LAW

Justice has been claimed as a major aim by the bolsheviks since 
their seizure of power. They have argued that the efforts of the 
West to create a system of courts independent of the legislative 
and administrative branches of government and to provide a fair 
trial are designed solely to mask the injustice of the Western 
systems. They have quoted Marx’s stricture on the courts of 
Western Europe as he set it forth in the Communist Manifesto of 
1848. Marx said that the justice that was so much praised by the 
men of his time was really only for the limited few who ruled. In 
keeping with his analysis of the state as an instrument of class 
domination, he said that the courts were no more than in­
struments of a ruling class. He declared that they could not be 
considered impartial and that they did not administer justice in 
any abstract sense.

The bolsheviks have never claimed to administer justice in any 
abstract sense. Their claim that their courts are more democratic 
than any in the West rests upon their claim that the Soviet system 
of government represents the masses. They declare openly that 
their court is an instrument of state policy and by no means 
impartial. In the earlier years of their regime they spoke fre­
quently and proudly of “revolutionary legality,” by which they 
meant the maintenance of order for the benefit of the aims of 
their revolution. The courts were thought to have as much of a 
duty to maintain order of the type sought by the Communist 
party as did the administrative branch of the state apparatus.

The bolsheviks have not constructed their system so as to 
utilize the courts as a check upon the legislature or the executive. 
They have formally discarded the concept of separation of pow­
ers so basic to the American system. In keeping with Marx’s 
analysis, they have said that the separation claimed in the United

191
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States is mere subterfuge and that American judges are as much 
subject to the pressures of the political party in power and its 
instrument, the executive branch of government, as are the 
judges in thqir own system. They have never appreciated the 
extent to whièh the American judiciary can and will check the 
authority of the executive branch, as it has done so often in his­
tory and not long ago in the case testing President Harry S. Tru­
man’s power to seize the steel mills and in the various cases 
limiting the power of the executive to dismiss individuals from 
the civil service and to issue passports.

In view of the Soviet attitude toward courts and their in­
sistence that judges be politically alert in enforcing the policies 
of the Communist party, one may wonder why the Soviet system 
includes courts at all? It is possible to imagine an official of the 
Soviet Ministry of Justice presiding over an office before which 
the police could bring charges against those whom they believed 
to be in need of punishment and before which persons engaged 
in a dispute might appear for settlement of their quarrel. Such a 
system was common enough in feudal times, when the feudal 
lord settled the disputes of his vassals and decided on the basis of 
his own wisdom what penalties were desirable for those who 
displeased him. Even in more modern times there have been 
many administrative tribunals, often with power of punishment. 
In the United States we find no difficulty in accepting adminis­
trative boards that decide the tight to open a radio station or fine 
those who violate administrative regulations.

The U.S.S.R. has made considerable use of the administrative 
tribunal to keep order. The special boards within the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs, the heirs of the Cheka, had a record of activity so 
vigorous as to indicate that the Soviet leaders found them useful 
as instruments of terror. A chapter has been devoted to these 
boards and the governmental function they performed. It might 
have been possible to extend the jurisdiction of these special 
boards to all charges of violation of law and even to disputes 
between citizens. This was not done, however, and in view of the 
Soviet leaders’ practical approach to government, there must 
have been good reason.

Reasons for Establishing a Court System
Various reasons why Soviet leaders have preferred to establish 

a body that they have called a “court” rather than to utilize ad­
ministrators of the Ministry of Justice can be imagined. Lenin 
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inherited a society in which the court, in spite of Marx’s criticism 
of its injustice, enjoyed considerable popular esteem. To have 
abandoned the concept of a court right after the Revolution 
would have caused apprehension among the people. Perhaps 
that is why within a month after the Revolution a decree 
established a new court system to replace the old. Ever since that 
time the court has been retained, and there has never been talk of 
abandoning it in favor of an administrative official.

With their ever present concern for world public opinion, the 
Communist leaders have probably also considered the effect 
upon that world public opinion of their attitude toward courts. 
They have not had to worry about negative reaction to their class 
approach, for those who welcome a system pledged to further the 
cause of workers and peasants have been ready to accept a court 
professing to administer class justice. A potential French Com­
munist would not be displeased with a system that favors the 
poor man over the rich, but he could be expected to be unhappy 
with a system that is not established to provide justice as he 
understands it to members of the working class. Soviet Com­
munists cannot overlook the fact that Frenchmen have had a 
violent fear of administrative officials ever since the declining 
days of the French monarchy. To return to arbitrary administra­
tive determination of guilt, even though the determining official 
worked for a state under the domination of the Communist party, 
would worry a Frenchman. The Communists in the U.S.S.R. 
most probably take foreign public opinion into account.

In Soviet political literature, it is possible tn distinguish 
another reason for maintenance of a court system rather than the 
institution of an official of the Ministry of Justice to administer 
the law. Administrative efficiency iS-Said to play a part in the 
decision. It has been found that the judicial function is a spe­
cialized one, requiring a greater measure of contemplation and 
more time to determine facts than is customary in an administra­
tive office. The denial of the separability of politics and law has 
not meant to Soviet leaders that the judicial function was not 
separable from the administrative function. Soviet judges are 
admonished to study their politics carefully and to keep in con­
stant touch with political leadership. They are not permitted to 
separate themselves from the aims of the Communist party. In 
fact, three-quarters of them at the lowest level, and all of them at 
the highest, are members of the Communist party and subject to 
its usual discipline.
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There can be no opposition in court to the policies of the party, 
but it is accepted that a judge has a special type of task to perform 
and that for this task he requires special training and special 
ability. In attempting to explain the Soviet attitude, Andrei Vy­
shinsky has tyritten that the Soviet system rejects the concept of 
separation of powers as it appears in the United States Constitu­
tion but accêpts thêTiecessity of separating functions. By this he 
seems to mean that the court function is considered to be a spe­
cialized one. It is to be performed by experts, but these experts 
are not to think of themselves, nor is anyone else jp_think.of 
them, as being a check upon the executive or the legislature .All 
three branches of government—legislative, executive, and 
judicial—must be considered to be members of the same team 
under the guidance of the Communist party.

To indicate this fact in constitutional terms, it is provided by 
the Constitution that the courts shall be responsible to the Su­
preme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. as the all-powerful authority within 
the U.S.S.R. In theory, the Supreme Soviet and the subordinate 
soviets could act as courts, but the draftsmen of the Constitution 
preferred to have the Supreme Soviet delegate its authority to 
settle disputes and punish offenders to a system of courts created 
by it, responsible to it, and in the final decision reversible by it, if 
the necessities of policy require.

Political Courts in the Early Years
Acceptance of the desirability of maintaining a system of courts 

has not meant to the Soviet leaders that all courts need be alike. 
In their fear of class enemies, the revolutionary leaders of 1917 
decided to create two types of court in their first decree. One was 
to handle the routine cases of crime and civil dispute. The other 
was to try the cases involving the safety of the regime itself. This 
latter system was called the system of “revolutionary tribunals,” 
to indicate that its task was to make certain that the revolutionary 
regime was not unseated. Its judges were chosen for their politi­
cal training, and they were released from the limited procedural 
restraints created for the new regular courts.

With the passage of years, the revolutionary tribunals came to 
outlive their usefulness, in the opinion of some of the officials of 
the Ministry of Justice. It was felt that the major dangers of the 
civil-war period had passed and that it had become possible to 
concentrate all courts within a single system. To this view, some 
members of the staff of the Ministry of Justice objected. They felt 
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that the new courts, called “peoples’ courts,” had shown them­
selves to be politically innocent and too much subject to local 
pressures, especially when they were called upon to punish such 
chronic evils of the village communities as the illegal manufac­
ture of moonshine liquor and attempts at evasion of military ser­
vice. It was argued that if the revolutionary tribunals were 
abolished, it would be necessary to improve greatly the political 
quality of the judges in the peoples’ courts. Improvement of the 
quality of judges seemed impossible to the opponents of the plan 
to abolish the revolutionary tribunals. It was argued that it would 
take time to train judges who could resist local pressures and 
who would understand fully the aims of the new regime. Until 
the time came when this process of political education was com­
pleted, the separation of the two court systems was expected to 
be necessary.

A compromise was adopted in 1921, under which the numbgr 
offevoIutmnâïy'Tnb'ünât^^their jurisdiction 
limited. Fewer types of crime were to be brought before them, 
but they were not to be abolished. They were to be re­
established as “military courts” and “military transport courts,” 
subject to the control of the supreme court of each republic, 
through which there might be preserved the same standard of 
procedural protection as was to be enforced in the peoples’ 
courts. This was thought to provide the desired unity of policy, if 
not unity of structure. The preservation of the revolutionary tri­
bunal idea in its new form would make it possible to reserve for 
judges well trained in Communist party policies the cases in- 
volving attempts to overthrow the regime, whethercommitted by

To take up the lesser cases of political importance that were 
being removed from the revolutionary tribunals in their new 
form, the political quality of the peoples’ courts was to be im­
proved. It seemed obviously impossible to the Ministry of Jus­
tice to develop enough skilled lawyers with political under­
standing in a sufficiently short time to staff all the courts. As a 
solution to their problem, the ministry officials seized upon a 
practice that had developed in 1920. They would establish two 
levels of peoples’ courts^one for the routine criminal ehril 
cases anffTTsecond one with more expeiten ce i tien J ly
qualified judges. The great bulk of the cases would be heard by 
the first court, and the fewer more complicated and more serious 
cases would go before the second court, which could sit in the 
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provincial capitals rather than in the county seats close to each 
village community or even on circuit among the villages.

The two-stepped system of courts was carried one degree 
further,Tor theSuprenie^^ each republic was given au­
thority to .try un usual cases of very great poli tical importance. 
Thus there'emerged a system of courts at different levels to meet 
the needs of different situations. At each successively higher 
level the political and educational requirements for the position 
of judge were more exacting. By the 1922 Judiciary Act, there 
was established a system of courts which has remained 
essentially the same to the present day.

The Courts in the New Federation
Federation in 1923 affected the court system in some measure. 

There was created a Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R., and to it 
were transferred the military and military transport courts that 
were the successors of the revolutionary tribunals. In this move, 
the protection of the state against acts designed to overthrow the 
regime became "subject always to the jurisdiction of federal 
courts. With the passage of the years there were added to these 
federal military courts, with their jurisdiction over all types of 
revolutionary activity, whether committed by military personnel 
or by civilians, two other systems of federal courts. One of these 
had to do with crimes committed by employees of the water­
transport system and by civilians whose acts affected the opera­
tion of this system. Its jurisdiction was the same as that of the 
transport courts concerned with railroad operations. The second 
new system had to do with crimes committed by inmates of the 
concentration camps maintained by the Ministry of Internal Af­
fairs.

After Stalin’s death all but one of the specialized federal courts 
were abolished and jurisdiction returned to the courts of the 
republics. The one survivor was the military tribunal, but even 
this was changed. Its jurisdiction was reduced to cases involv­
ing charges against men in the Armed Forces or charges of 
espio nage brought against civilians.

~Tlie other courts of the republics having to do with criminal 
and civil cases were untouched by federation. All civil disputes 
between individuals were reserved for the courts of the re­
publics. The federal courts were only criminal courts and treated 
only special situations. It will be seen immediately that the line 
dividing federal and republic jurisdiction in the U.S.S.R. is quite 
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different from that dividing the federal and state courts in the 
United States. There is some similarity between the systems in 
the two countries as they relate to criminal law, in that federal 
law defines certain crimes in the United States, and offenses 
against such law are tried by federal courts. Such crimes in the 
United States include treason, just as espionage is a federal crime 
in the U.S.S.R., but they also include lesser crimes over which 
the federal government has jurisdiction because of its con­
stitutional authority to control interstate and foreign commerce. 
Such lesser crimes are exemplified by the carrying of guns across 
state lines or by the smuggling of narcotics.

There is no similarity between American and Soviet federal 
courts in the civil field. While in the United States there are 
many civil suits brought in federal courts because the parties are 
citizens of different states or of different countries, in the 
U.S.S.R. there are no civil suits between individuals in the fed- 
eral courts. Although in the U.S.S.R. there may be a suit by one 
republic against another, just as there may be a suit by one state 
against another in the United States, the similarity ends with the 
stating of the rule, for although states in the United States have 
sued each other quite often, especially over water rights, there is 
no public record of suits in the U.S.S.R. Supreme Court between 
republics of the U.S.S.R.

Soviet federal courts are subject to the same requirements as to 
structure of the bench and procedural rules applicable in a 
criminal trial as are the courts of the republics. Such difference as 
there is has to do with the problem raised in 1922 when the 
question of qualifications of judges interfered with the plan to 
create a unitary system of courts. The federal judges are all 
named by the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., not only those on 
the Supreme Court bench but also those on the benches of the 
lower courts in the federal system. The judges in each republic 
are named by the supreme soviet of the republic for the supreme 
court of the republic and by the provincial soviets for the pro­
vincial courts. The judges in the lowest courts of the republics 
have presented a special problem raised by the necessity of ap­
pealing to the confidence of the people.

Reaction to Democratic Pressures
Democratic pressures seem to have been felt in the judicial 

system as well as in the selection of deputies to the various 
soviets. These have been met in part by provision for the selection 
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of judges at the various levels by the soviet at the same level. To 
the extent that the soviet itself was democratically elected, it 
could be argued that the judges represent the will of the people 
as expressed by their deputies. This argument is not without 
appeal. It is used also in the United States in support of direct 
election of judges. For example, public opinion polls in New 
York State, where judges are elected, have proved that only a 
very small percentage of the voters knows anything about the 
candidates proposed for judicial vacancies. People are thought to 
vote blindly for the candidates proposed by their political party. 
In consequence it was urged by the Bar Association leaders in 
New York State that the ballot be shortened to exclude judges, 
leaving only candidates for the political offices of governor, 
mayor, and other executive and legislative offices. It was argued 
that the governor should appoint judges, since opinion polls 
proved that voters study the careers of those proposed as gover­
nor, while they cannot be expected to study the careers of candi­
dates for judicial office. Some other states have long provided 
that the governor should appoint judges.

The Bar Association’s proposals met strong opposition, and 
finally a compromise was adopted. Judges in New York continue 
to be elected for all courts below the highest. The top judges are 
appointed by the governor with the consent of the state senate. 
This adopts at the state level the system prescribed in the United 
States for the appointment of federal judges by the President.

That the populist argument for direct election still persists 
suggests that there is public sentiment of this nature around the 
world, and it may even have reached into the U.S.S.R. Pressure 
for adoption of what the world accepts as a democratic choice of 
judges may have influenced the draftsmen of the U.S.S.R. Con­
stitution of 1936, for it was provided therein that the judges in the 
lowest courts be elected-directly by the voters rather than ap­
pointed by the local soviet. No change was made in the manner 
of appointmenfoTjudges at the higher levels, but the change was 
made for the lowest court.

Foreign students of the Soviet system recognized little dif­
ference between the long-established system of appointment of 
local judges by the local soviet and the 1936 innovation of elec­
tion by the people. Since it was obvious that the Communist 
party had been able over the years to establish its complete con­
trol over selection of deputies to the local soviets, it was pre­
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sumed that the party could control the election of judges as eas­
ily. The change in procedure seemed to be in form only, and 
presumably was instituted to present to the Soviet people and to 
the world evidence of increasing democratic practices within the 
U.S.S.R.

The elections to local soviets since adoption of the secret ballot 
in 1936 have produced few surprises, as has been indicated ear­
lier. The Communist party has shown its skill in devising coun­
terweights to democratic procedures so as to assure the choice of 
its candidates in almost all districts, regardless of democratic 
forms adopted for the elections. In spite of its success in con­
trolling elections to the soviets, the Communist party seems to 
have been reluctant to put the choice of local judges to the vote. 
No judicial elections were held for thirteen years after adoption 
of the provision. No direct election of judges in the peoples’ 
courts occurred until 1949. To be sure, World War II had inter­
vened, but this cannot have been the whole explanation. When 
the first election of judges occurred, the pattern of elections to 
the various soviets was reproduced. The name of only one 
nominee appeared on each ballot. Voters were given no choice. 
Apparently, there were no large number of scratches, for all can­
didates were reported to have been elected for the constitutional 
three-year term. Similar elections have been held at the required 
intervals since the first election, with similar results. The elec­
tions of May, 1977, in the Russian Republic resulted in the seat­
ing of a group of judges 95% of whom were members of the 
Communist party or the Komsomols and 35% of whom were 
women. Judicial terms were maintained at five years by the 1977 
Constitution, as they had been set in 1958.

Popularization of the Bench
The Soviet court system has borrowed from Germany a sub­

stitute for the jury of the Anglo-American common-law court. 
Together with the single professional judge, chosen in the man­
ner just indicated, there sit for each civil or criminal case two lay 
judges. This is the rule not only in the peoples’ courts at the 
bottom of the judicial ladder but also for each of the higher 
courts, including the supreme court of the republic, when these 
higher courts sit as a court of original jurisdiction, i.e., when they 
try a case that has not been heard in any lower court. This is the 
rule also for the federal courts, including the Supreme Court of 
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the U.S.S.R., when it tries a case as a court of original jurisdic­
tion.

The lay judges are chosen differently for each court. At the 
bottom level, they are elected, under the 1977 Constitution, for 
terms of two and a half years at meetings of colleagues at their 
place of work or residence. At the upper levels, they are ap­
pointed by the same soviet that appoints the professional judge. 
While they are, therefore, chosen to serve over a period of years, 
they sit for not more than ten days each year. They are not 
lawyers but laymen, who are supposed to add a democratic flavor 
to the bench. They are selected to bring to a case, whether crimi­
nal or civil, the common-sense approach of the members of the 
community, just as the jury contributes this element in the 
common-law court of the United States.

The lay judges of the Soviet courts have greater authority in a 
sense than the American jury, because they are permitted by law 
to share with the professional judge the decision of all questions, 
whether relating to the determination of the credibility of a wit­
ness or to the meaning of a statute. In the United States the jury is 
not permitted to determine the meaning of a statute. The Ameri­
can jury is ordered only to determine facts. Its task is usually to 
decide whether to believe a witness.

While he has greater formal authority than the American juror, 
the Soviet lay judge is subjected to more guidance than the 
American juror, for the Soviet professional judge sits with the lay 
judges to determine"the court's decision. In the United States the 
juclge may not go to"the jury room with the jurors. He can tell 
them what law is applicable and sometimes what he thinks of the 
evidence, but he cannot sit with them. They are free to do as they 
please when they are alone, and they occasionally make a finding 
which is quite contrary to what the judge has suggested.

Although Soviet lay judges can under their law outvote a pro­
fessional judge, the outside world has been informed of only a 
very few cases in which this has happened. These cases have 
been recounted by former Soviet lawyers who have fled to the 
West, and one is reported in the Soviet official reports. Generally 
the lay judges are believed to be quite docile in accepting the 
proposals of the professional judge. They rarely ask questions at 
the trial or show any independence of view. Nevertheless, they 
provide an opportunity to the general public to share in the deci­
sion, and as such they may help the Soviet leaders to maintain 
popular support for the regime.
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It is not entirely accurate to say that the Soviet lay judges 
represent the general public. While very few of them are mem­
bers of the Communist party, they are selected by institutions in 
each district, such as factories, farms, universities, retail stores.

**~ ,,||M __ ... -- — 1 1^^«
ana army units. The Communist party shares in the selection by 
tKèsêrînsfitütions, and the nominations are unopposed. In conse­
quence,"the paneTTfrom which lay judges are called for service 
are not cross-sections of tne entire population as are the panels 
from which jurors"are”selected in the United States. For trials in 
the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R., the panel of lay judges is 
even less representative, for it is small and is composed of the 
cream of Communist party leadership to be found in the various 
major institutions of the country, the army, and soviets, the ad­
ministrative apparatus, the trade unions, the educational in­
stitutions, and the collective farms.

Procedural Guarantees and the Exceptions
Procedure within the courts has been made to correspond in 

general with what the world accepts as necessary for a fair trial. 
The code of criminal procedure established the basic principles 
of orality, publicity, confrontation of witnesses, the right to in­
troduce evidence, the right to counsel, the right to be informed of 
the charge, and the right to appeal. The code of civil procedure 
offers the same opportunities to present one’s case and to rebut 
the position of the other party in open court with counsel.

Some of the procedural guarantees are incorporated in the 
U.S.S.R. Constitution, such as the right to counsel, the right to 
public trial, and the right to an interpreter. In spite of this fact, 
these guarantees are made subject to such exceptions as may be 
established by law, and the law has, in fact, created exceptions. 
One of the exceptions established by law is that public trial not 
be granted when the offense involves a sex crime or when rele­
vant military or diplomatic interests of the U.S.S.R. cannot be 
disclosed. Another exception which was kept until 1956 was that 
right to counsel did not extend to trials involving terroristic acts 
against Soviet officials or attempts to unseat the regime defined 
in that part of the criminal code devoted to “counterrevolution­
ary” crime. Further, there was in the law in effect until 1956 
denial of the right to appeal in such cases, and in trials for ter­
roristic acts or assassination of Soviet officials, the accused did 
not have to be present at the trial.

In the political exceptions to the usual rules of procedure, the 
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Soviet policy-makers again demonstrated their readiness to 
withdraw from the general pattern of protection espoused by all 
democratic peoples those cases which in their opinion 
threatened the very continuation of the regime. Their decision to 
maintain such exceptional methods until 1956 was the more re­
markable because of the opportunities they have had to control 
the final outcome of any case. Through the appellate courts, they 
always have had the opportunity to bring an undesirable deci­
sion of a lower court before judges chosen for the appellate 
courts because of their extensive political training. There would 
seem to have been no danger in permitting a defendant to appeal 
through the usual procedure to the court next higher above the 
one in which his trial occurred. The appellate bench for the 
peoples’ court is the provincial court, and appeals from the pro­
vincial court when it sits as a court of original jurisdiction go to 
the supreme court of the republic concerned. Perhaps in rec­
ognition of the protection provided by the appellate procedure, 
Stalin’s heirs made their decision in 1956 to eliminate the politi­
cal exceptions to ordinary procedural rights. In doing so, they 
have probably won praise from those who do not appreciate the 
controls remaining.

When a court hears an appeal, it has no lay judges on the 
bench. All three judges are selected from the panel of pro­
fessional judges available at that level. Under such circum­
stances, the policy-makers’ decision under Stalin to allow no ap­
peals seems to have been a votfe of no confidence in the political 
wisdom of the professional judges in the higher courts. This con­
clusion is fortified by the fact that, even if the appellate court 
should have taken a position contrary to the desires of the 
policy-makers at the highest level, the procedural code provided 
before 1956 and still provides another chance for the government 
to require a review. Under the code, either the Prosecutor- 
General of the U.S.S.R. or the President of the Supreme Court of 
the U.S.S.R. may ask for a review of the record by the appellate 
college of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R. Should the appel­
late college of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R. again decide 
against the interests of the state, as interpreted by the highest 
policy-makers of the Communist party, another review may be 
had by the Plenum of the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R., on 
which sit all judges of the various colleges of the Supreme Court.

With so many possibilities to change the decision of the trial 
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court on appeal to the next higher court and on subsequent re­
view by courts right up to the level of the full bench of the 
Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R., the denial prior to 1956 of the 
right of appeal in political cases could have had only one object, 
to deter potential assassins and those seeking to bring about a 
new revolution by striking terror into their hearts. They were 
being advised that they could be assured of no escape from 
execution. In this is another example of the value the Communist 
party has found in terrorizing as an instrument of government to 
prevent the unseating of the regime. The good will of the people 
at home and abroad that was gained from the adoption of pro­
cedural due process for the routine cases was sacrificed when the 
vital cord of the regime was in danger.

The Status of the Presumption of Innocence
Another element of what the American court considers vital to 

the concept of due process of law is missing from Soviet codes. 
This is the presumption of innocence, which operates to require 
the sfate/ through the prosecutor, To prove that the crime has 
actually been committed. Under the system in use in most West­
ern countries, the prosecutor may not lay his charge before the 
judge and ask the defendant to disprove it. The prosecutor must 
prove his charge, even when the defendant refuses to take the 
stand and respond to questions. While this procedural protection 
of the defendant is often exasperating to a prosecutor who feels 
that he has a good case, so good in fact that he can presume the 
defendant guilty and especially if the defendant will not take the 
stand in his own defense, mankind throughout the centuries has 
reached the conclusion that the only fair trial is the one in which 
the defendant must be presumed innocent at the outset.

Soviet law contains no such written statement of presumption 
of innocence, but Soviet text writers have said that the presnmp- 
tion exists. They argue that itmd^sheca-nsFthr-law-guarantees 
the right of counsel and thev say that such a guarantee is mean­
ingless unie s s the attorney retained by the defendant-nan have an 
opportunity to present his client’s defense. These authors seem 
to feel that if a citizen were presumed guilty, there would be no 
reason to give him any chance to defend himself, so that any right 
to defense naturally carries with it the presumption of innocence.

This view was restated in 1958 when new fundamental princi­
ples for criminal procedure were adopted. Although jurists on 
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the drafting committee urged specific declaration of the exis­
tence in Soviet law of a presumption of innocence, non-jurists 
argued that common people would not understand what it meant, 
for they could not but suppose that when an accused was brought 
to trial, the prosecutor and the preliminary investigator must 
have had good reason to conclude him guilty. The presumption 
was not incorporated, although the President of the Supreme 
Court of the U.S.S.R. restated in his speech to the Supreme 
Soviet as a deputy, perhaps in an effort to make his point in the 
stenographic minutes, that the procedural guarantee of the new 
codes rested on the assumption of the existence of a presumption 
of innocence, even though it was not stated explicitly.

Westerners have been rather doubtful of the effectiveness of 
such an argument in times of stress. They would prefer having 
the presumption of innocence spelled out, and this is usually 
done in the West. It is particularly important in procedural sys­
tems structured upon the customary pattern of Continental 
European countries, as is the U.S.S.R., for in those countries 
there is always a lengthy preliminary investigation before trial, 
which is unknown to Anglo-American procedure. The Soviet 
preliminary investigation is a hearing before an investigatorjwho 
is a civil servänFsüEject to'tHe administrative control of the pros- 
ecutor's office Under the Soviet procedural code, he is sunnosed 
to conductan impartial hearing like that of a judge, in spite of his. 
administrative link to the prosecutor. He is required_by law to 
hear not only those witnesses brougÈFby the police and by-the 

^JTOSüüutôTbut'âfcïFâiTwltnèsses and evidence thatthe-defendant 
wiSlFSTOTmfödüCerOnTheBäsis öTcäreful weighing of all of this 
evidence, the" investigator prepares a conclusion supported by 
the record of his investigation, from which.the prosecutor-can 
prepare _the indictment. The indictment and the record are then 
sent to the court for use in the trial, which means that at a Soviet 
trial the judges have before them a record, often in several vol­
umes of typewritten and handwritten notes, of what every wit­
ness said on the occasion of the preliminary investigation. The 
judge has only to work through the material, calling the wit­
nesses and seeing whether they adhere to their prior testimony.

It is a rare Soviet judge, on the admission of Soviet text writers 
themselves, who can resist the conclusion that the investigator’s 
work must have proved guilt. While the judge is supposed 4* 
consider the accused innocent, he has a hard time approaching 
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the case as if the accused were innocent. He is likely, to try to 
provatile record Eeldreliiin rather than to verify it. Under Soviet 
rules of procedure, a judge may ask any question he wants and 
cross-examine witnesses himself. He is not limited to listening to 
the direct and cross-examination by prosecutor and defense at­
torney, as is the case in some American states. In consequence, 
the judge can, and often does, appear to be a second prosecutor 
acting on the basis of the record before him.

The great threat to the presumption of innocence presented by 
the preliminary investigation has caused even Soviet authors to 
argue that the accused should be permitted to have counsel at the 
preliminary investigation as well as at the trial. Their arguments 
were partially successful in obtaining reform in 1958, but only for 
juvenile delinquents. Later, the right to defense counsel was 
extended to physically handicapped persons. For other de­
fendants, counsel will be admitted on consent of the prosecutor, 
but, if denied, counsel cannot aid until the indictment is pre­
sented.

The Soviet Lawyer
Such emphasis upon the importance of counsel must take into 

consideration the character of the lawyer in Soviet circumstance. 
In all systems of the law, to be permitted to practice, the lawyer 
must be licensed by the court or by some administrative body 
such as a ministry of justice. Such licensing is thought to be 
necessary as a protection to clients against incompetency or 
criminality on the part of attorneys. In the U.S.S.R., lawyers are 
licensed by the ministry of justice, the Council of Ministers, or 
the Supreme Court of each republic under an instruction issued 
by the controlling body. They must pass bar examinations. The 
major differences between the Soviet and the American lawyers 
are not in licensing. They lie in other places.

On the organizational side, the Soviet lawyer practices in an 
office operated by the republic’s college of advocates, to which 
he is admitted after passing the requirements of an educational 
and character nature. These offices are placed in areas believed 
to be convenient for clients, by the appropriate authorities of 
each republic. Although no law prohibits private practice, there 
are now no private practitioners. All lawyers work in the offices 
of a college of advocates. Within these offices, operations are 
conducted like those of a partnership. One member is selected as 
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manager by vote of all of the members. When a client calls for 
assistance, he may choose his preferred lawyer, and, if he has 
none, the manager assigns one. When fees are paid, they are 
allocated first, in a given proportion, to meet the operating ex­
pense of the pffice, and the balance is paid to the lawyer who did 
the work. Feès are set by regulation in accordance with a scale 
based upon time spent and type of work done. Since the scale has 
to be flexible to meet the varying demands upon an attorney, 
there is still some room for negotiation of the fee with a client. 
Fees may even be waived, if the client is too poor to pay.

From the organization side, it is evident that there is more 
control over the activity of a lawyer than would be found in an 
American state in which lawyers conduct their practice on a pri­
vate basis. In actuality, a Soviet attorney is rather free to choose 
the cases he will accept and reject and to decide upon the mea­
sures he will take to represent his client, but he is always mind­
ful that the success of his career is subject to the pleasure of his 
colleagues in the office, and they in turn develop attitudes which 
they believe to be favored by the Communist party.

In this effort to please a monopoly political party lies the major 
difference between the Soviet attorney and his American coun­
terpart. The difference will be seen to be deeper than an organi­
zational framework of the bar. It lies at the base of the Soviet 
one-party system of government, as a result of which the lawyer 
will be wary of unpopular causes. There is no large and powerful 
opposition to which he can turn for protection in the event that 
his client’s case is unpopular politically. In the routine case in- 
volving no politics, the Soviet lawyer seems to feel free to defend 
his c]lent’~sTntere'st as he wifffbut in the political case he has to 
1 imit his acfivities~to whatthe Communist party policy-makers 
feel is permissibledeTense.

In the early days of the Soviet regime, the lawyer’s lot was 
more difficult. There was a tendency on the part of the public and 
even of Communist party members to feel that a criminal de­
fendant and a civil plaintiff were politically questionable 
characters. It was presumed that the police would not have ar­
rested a person unless he were guilty and that a civil plaintiff in 
bringing suit was taking advantage of some poor workman who 
could not pay his debts. A lawyer taking such cases was as­
sociated in the public mind with the unpopular position of the 
client.
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In the early days there was no appreciation of the attitude that 
Western societies have taken toward the role of lawyers, namely, 
that no one can be sure of what really happened until after the 
trial, for if one could be sure, why should there be a trial at all? 
Westerners believe that the trial will not produce the true facts 
unless all interested parties are given a chance to state their case. 
This requires a lawyer, for few individuals are sufficiently alert 
in the excitement of a courtroom, even if they have knowledge of 
legal procedures, to make the decisions necessary to present 
their case well. All this experience of the centuries with the 
conduct of a lawsuit was discarded by the Soviet citizens of the 
early years in their attitude toward trials and lawyers.

A Changed Attitude toward the Bar
During the last twenty-five years there has been creeping back 

in the U.S.S.R. an appreciation of the lesson of the centuries. 
Soviet authors now attempt to explain to their public that society 
is harmed if the innocent are punished or if a negligent driver is 
not made to pay for damage as the result of a civil suit to de­
termine fault. If an innocent man is punished, the guilty one is 
left at large to commit the same crime again, to the injury of the 
state and of the society that it professes to protect. If a negligent 
driver does not have to pay damages as the result of the civil suit, 
he feels no restraint for the future. In consequence, effective 
defense is beneficial to the state and to society and should be 
encouraged. It makes certain that those who are really at fault are 
punished.

Even prosecutors have written to the editors of the journal of 
the Ministry of Justice of the U.S.S.R. urging that a defense attor­
ney be permitted to appear at the preliminary investigation. The 
argument they give is that errors can creep into the most care­
fully prepared prosecution, and it would help the prosecutor to 
know that a lawyer representing the accused was watchful 
against such errors. In short, defense is desirable because it pro­
tects the state.

As in other areas of Soviet activity, the position has lost support 
up to the present time in highest quarters when a terrorist act was 
committed or when there was a conspiracy to overthrow the re­
gime. It may have seemed to Soviet policy-makers that in such 
vital cases the prosecutor’s staff could afford to assign to the 
matter a sufficient number of men to review all possibilities so as 
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to make certain that the accused was guilty. One of the prosecu­
tors could take the role of devil’s advocate to make sure that no 
stone was left unturned. In the case of an assassination, the 
would-be assassin was usually caught in the act, so that there 
could be no question of guilt anyway. In consequence, a defense 
attorney may have seemed unnecessary to protect the state.

The world’s interest in the presence of defense attorneys at a 
trial is so great, however, that in the purge trials of the late 1930’s 
defense attorneys were assigned to some of the defendants by 
the college of advocates at the request of the court. Being in a 
situation where Stalin’s own hand had formulated some of the 
charges and knowing that guilt was dictated by him before the 
trial began, the defense attorneys limited their defense. They 
acknowledged that their clients were guilty. They argued only 
that their clients had not been instigators of the alleged plot but 
had been led into it because of their weak wills after years of 
exemplary living. Clemency was asked and nothing more.

This being the political situation as it affects the activityjyfthe 
SovïëFIâwyer, if can ffë^ seêff'ffiaf there are lifmlafions on him 
that are not to be found in We.stérn-seerê4y/ The Soviet state-haC 
apparently, appreciated this danger. To compensate fur-it, there 
is placed upon the prosecutinn a duty to wgj^ oiij^fcujTeJnter- 
ests of defendants and of parties to civil suits. It has already, been 
indicated how the prosecutor ruay and does, intervene in civil 
suits when he believes that the^interests of the state are jeopar- 
dized by the impending defeat of one of the parties.

A Special Role for Prosecutors
The prosecutor of a republic may, and often does, intervene 

also in criminal cases, after a sentence has been pronounced and 
after a provincial or county prosecutor has obtained a verdict 
against the accused. The higher prosecutor is supposed to be 
more than a prosecutor. He is supposed to see to the correct 
application of the law. It may be that a lower prosecutor has 
made a mistake, and it is the superior’s task to verify from time to 
time the work of the lower courts and to select for review by 
higher courts those cases that have not gone forward for review 
on appeal because the defendant did not press his case.

To assure that the prosecutor will not be influenced by the 
Communist party politicians at the local level, the structure of 
the prosecutor’s office is completely centralized. Unlike the 
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judges, who are named by the process of election at the local 
level and by the appropriate soviet at higher levels, the prose­
cutors from top to bottom are named by the Prosecutor-General 
of the U.S.S.R., although on the advice of the prosecutors of the 
republics. The Prosecutor-General in turn is named by the Su­
preme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. for a five-year term. By this system, 
the prosecutors are always subject to influence by the highest 
Communist party circles, but they do not have to seek appoint­
ment by fawning upon local party bosses, nor need they fear for 
their jobs if they displease local party bosses who are tending to 
become local tyrants.

To the Western student of the Soviet system, it seems in­
credible that prosecutors, even under such structural protection, 
can think in two ways, as a prosecutor and as a defender. Yet the 
court reports are full of actions brought by prosecutors in the 
supreme courts of the republics and even before colleges of the 
Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R. to set aside a conviction of a trial 
court. The procedure does not appeal to those accustomed to a 
system that permits a series of appeals to the highest tribunals in 
the states of the United States, and sometimes to the Supreme 
Court of the United States, with the help of a fearless attorney 
who does not have to rely for his livelihood upon the political 
party in power. It is for this reason that the right to independent 
counsel in all cases and the right to appeal to the highest tribunal 
have been cherished so long in the West. These comprise some 
of the many marks distinguishing the Soviet system from those in 
the Western democracies.



CHAPTER 12

EMPLOYMENT BY THE STATE

State employment of labor has become a primary characteristic of 
the Soviet system of government, and it has affected vitally the 
lives of many Soviet citizens. To the Westerner, the result seems 
at times to be a new form of economic serfdom. To the Soviet 
propagandist, the system seems to provide the only way of 
achieving the maximum production that he believes essential to 
the working of a real democracy. An examination of the rules 
governing state employment and of the reaction of Soviet citi­
zens to them will provide an opportunity to end this study of the 
Soviet system at a point close to the lives of individuals, where 
the impact of government is felt most strongly. In the final 
analysis, for a very large number of people in every country the 
ultimate acceptance or rejection of a system of government stems 
from the system’s effect upon the job.

At the outset, it is necessary to recall that not everyone in the 
U.S.S.R. is employed by the state. The members of a collective 
farm are in theory co-owners of their agricultural enterprise, re­
ceiving not wages for their work but a share in the total net 
product of the farm. Although the activities of these farmers are 
prescribed by numerous laws and regulations, which are en­
forced in practice by the Communist party’s discipline enforced 
on farm chairmen, the collective farmers are not state employees, 
as are their fellow farmers on the state farm.

There are still a considerable number of artisans at work in the 
U.S.S.R. Many of these perform their work as cobblers, tailors, 
repairmen, and wood-carvers at a popular crossing of two paths in 
a village or under the stairwell of an apartment house in a city. 
Those engaged in service trades are often organized in artisan 
co-operative associations that have much the same organizational 

210
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structure as the collective farms. Membership meetings choose 
managers who conduct both the buying of raw materials avail­
able locally and the sale of the service in the repair of property 
which the state shops are not equipped to provide. Within these 
artisan co-operatives there is much more freedom than within the 
collective farms, because the government seems to feel that their 
service functions are not as essential to the well-being of society 
as is the produce of the farms. Nevertheless, the government 
relies on these artisans for service, and their contribution is con­
sidered in preparing economic plans.

Considerable numbers of domestic servants are employed by 
private families so that wives and mothers can be freed of the 
duties of the home to pursue careers in the professions. Also, 
herdsmen are employed by collective farmers to watch those 
flocks that remain the private property of the households. While 
the number of these private employees is even today of some 
statistical importance, private employment is believed to be di­
minishing. This is because nurseries, laundries, and dining halls 
are lifting from the professional woman with a family some of the 
burdens that she has up to now been passing to a domestic ser­
vant or to the children’s grandmother.

There are still some categories of professional persons who can 
be said to be self-employed. Lawyers perform their services in 
co-operative associations of lawyers organized under the auspices 
of the college of advocates, as has been indicated earlier. They 
receive no wage but a share of the fees commensurate with their 
work. Occasionally, up to very recent years, the most skilful of 
them have conducted private practice from their homes, but this 
time seems to have passed. Home practice is also a feature of the 
life of the medical doctors, but today this is always an after-hours 
practice, for the doctors are employed in clinics and hospitals by 
the Ministry of Public Health and spend the greater part of each 
day as state employees.

To support prospecting for precious metals and the trapping of 
furs, citizens are still encouraged to take to the trails of Siberia 
and of the Far North. It is these prospectors and trappers who, 
perhaps, alone retain the characteristics of what Americans have 
called “rugged individualism.” Yet, even these last of the indi­
vidualists of the private enterprise era have no choice in the 
disposition of their hauls. The gold and platinum must be sold to 
the State Bank and the furs to the state enterprise dealing in this 
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item. No fur trapper can seek independent bids from firms inter­
ested in his pelts. Many are now joined in co-operatives.

Such private enterprise as there is suffers further discourage­
ment from the personal income tax statutes. While all Soviet 
citizens are required to pay an income tax graduated in accor­
dance with the amount of their income, the private enterpriser is 
subjected to a higher rate than those employed by the state. In 
consequence, the doctor who is tempted to practice after hours in 
his home thinks twice about the extent to which he may be able 
to retain the fees he can collect. The social insurance rate for 
injury hampering employment is also lower by half for those 
domestic servants and herdsmen of collective farm households 
who choose private employment in the only areas still permitted 
instead of employment by the state, and there is no social in­
surance for the self-employed who loses his capacity to work.

Making a Career
For the ambitious young man or woman seeking a career in 

Soviet society as it is today, the only thought will be of state 
employment. State employment opens the road to power, pres­
tige, a desirable apartment in the multiple dwellings maintained 
by state agencies, and a steady income followed by a state pen­
sion.

Schooling prepares youth for careers. During the 1950’s and 
1960’s an 8-year program was extended by degrees even to the 
remote regions of the U.S.S.R.'In 1972 the primary school having 
one teacher to a class was cut back from 4 to 3 years to introduce 
specialized teaching at an earlier age, and by 1975 the compul­
sory program was ordered extended to 10 years. The ninth and 
tenth grades are devoted to an advanced generalized program 
offered to the graduates of 8-year programs, 63% of whom are 
admitted. The rest enter a specialized or vocational curriculum, 
or begin work while studying nights. About 4% drop out.

Khrushchev’s experiment of 1958 with a working recess in the 
educational sequence for all but students in mathematics, sci­
ences, music, and graphic and performing arts, where continuity 
of study seemed necessary, was abandoned even before his 
ouster in 1964. Students now proceed from the eight-year schools 
immediately to the ninth grade, if admitted, but during the tenth 
they are expected to participate voluntarily in varying forms of 
socially useful labor in production, either in school shops or in 
neighborhood factories. This part of school experience is de-
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signed to orient them to the worker mentality of their state and to 
dissipate any tendency they might have to exalt themselves over 
their working fellows because of their educational advantage.

The narrowing of the passage to a professional career is accen­
tuated on completion of the tenth year, when applications to 
universities or specialized higher schools are filed. The eigh- 
teen-year-old is subjected to a grueling set of examinations, 
especially for admission to the most noted institutes. The 
Plekhanov Economic Institute in Moscow rejected seven out of 
eight applicants in 1966. The high quality of those admitted was 
evidenced by the fact that for the specialty of economic cyber­
netics three-fourths of the successful ones had been medal win­
ners in the secondary schools.

Medal winners are exempt from all but one examination in 
their specialty. Should they fail, however, to live up to their 
promise and receive a grade of less than “excellent,” they must 
take all of the examinations and compete with those who have 
done less well in the tenth grade. The non-preferential re­
quirements are four examinations, of which mathematics is re­
quired of all as a control subject. Two of the examinations must 
be in the specialist field chosen. The other one may be selected 
from a group including Russian language and literature, chemis­
try, physics, history, and government. A foreign language must 
be offered for admission to a career in linguistics or where a 
discipline requires it.

Preference in admission was accorded students coming to the 
universities and higher schools directly from production under 
Khrushchev and 80% of those matriculating had to be from this 
group. Practice showed that they were often poorly prepared, 
and the obligatory ratio was abandoned after his ouster. Today, 
the applicants from factories and farms are placed in a separate 
category within which there is a competition, and the directors of 
the institutes or rectors of the universities establish the percent­
age to be taken from this group as their proficiency suggests.

Oral examinations are required of those recieiving a three out 
of five average in the written admissions examinations, if there 
are vacancies left for candidates from that category. It is here that 
favoritism has been charged, for irate letter writers to editors 
claim that examining boards in some institutions have preferred 
athletes, musicians, and amateur artists to higher-standing stu­
dents to round out a representative student body.

Graduate programs leading to higher degrees, including the
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doctorate, are available for those who wish to proceed to 
academic circles.

The age of fifteen or sixteen is a momentous one for those 
hoping for a white-collar career. Very few individuals have been 
able subsequently to move into the coveted ranks of the “in­
tellectuals” if they did not obtain entry at the point when pro­
fessional education began. To be sure, there were much- 
heralded exceptions, as when a workman by some invention or 
rationalization of work proved his mental powers. In such cases 
he might be catapulted with great public acclaim into a pro­
fessional school for further training, but these were the excep­
tions and not the rule. The separation of those who will eventu­
ally be favored as the technicians, the managers, and the in­
tellectuals generally, from those who must remain throughout 
their lives at the level of the manual laborer, occurs at an early 
age.

Social Mobility
In the West, of recent years, the question has been discussed 

whether any real choice exists for the sons of workmen and peas­
ants in the U.S.S.R. at the age of decision or whether they may be 
expected to continue their parents’ activities at the workbench 
and at the plow. In an effort to determine whether the professed 
favoritism of Soviet leaders toward workmen and peasants in the 
new Russia had resulted in greater social mobility than is to be 
found in the West, the HarvaTd team of interviewers asked a 
series of questions of 2,725 refugees in Western Europe and in 
the United States during 1950 and 1951. The interviewers con­
cluded that worker or peasant background had been a severe 
handicap to social mobility in the 1920’s but that the situation 
had changed sharply in the 1930’s.

The chances of a person who had been a worker or peasant 
before the Revolution to move into a white-collar or non­
manual-worker group in the years between 1917 and 1929 were 
found to be only one-seventh as good as the chances for those 
who came from what the bolsheviks called the former “exploit­
er” classes. These had been the aristocracy, landowners, former 
Tsarist civil servants, intellectuals, army officers, merchants, and 
priests. While the interview sample may have been biased, in 
that probably fewer of those who had made the transition from 
one class to another had been sufficiently disgruntled with the
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Soviet system to flee, the statistics for the 1920’s are not thought 
to be unduly unrepresentative since in all functionally spe­
cialized societies the rate of mobility possible within a single 
generation has been found to be low.

The rate of mobility in Soviet society during the 1920’s, to be 
specific, was found by the interviewers to be 12.1 per cent. This 
meant that 102 persons out of the sample group of 840 members 
of the working class had been able to change their status. This 
contrasted with the success of 607 out of the sample group of 705 
members of the former “exploiter” classes in retaining their 
white-collar status after the Revolution. The interviewers con­
cluded that the high rate of retention of status by the former 
white-collar groups was due in part to the decision of Com­
munist party leaders to utilize specialists of the old regime in 
posts for which new specialists could not be trained quickly.

By the 1930’s, the process of educating the masses had pro­
gressed markedly. The illiteracy rate, which had stood at 50 per 
cent as late as 1926, was pushed back to 20 per cent in 1939. The 
five-year plans were inaugurated to speed up industrialization, 
thus creating the need for large numbers of technicians and man­
agers. The interview statistics indicate a reflection of these de­
velopments: the rate of mobility from the worker-peasant cate­
gory to the non-manual category jumped from 12.1 percent in the 
1920’s to 29.5 per cent in the 1930’s.

The percentile increase is computed from the fact that 190 
persons out of a group of 644 sons and daughters of working-class 
parents had been successful in moving into the white-collar or 
“intellectual” category. They did so, however, without pushing 
out the sons and daughters of persons who had been in the non- 
manual category before the Revolution, for the statistics show 
that 89.7 per cent of this group had been able to retain the fa­
vored position as compared with 73.9 per cent in the 1920’s.

To determine how the Soviet rate of social mobility compared 
with a Western rate, the interviewers took a table prepared by 
Dewey and Anderson from a sample American community in 
1933-34. This showed that 26.4 per cent of the persons who 
started their first permanent job as manual workers had been able 
to move into the non-manual category by the time of the in­
vestigation. Robert A. Feldmesser has concluded from his 
analysis of the Soviet statistics that social mobility in the U.S.S.R. 
has been the result of industrialization and that the figures are 
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about what one would find in other industrialized societies. If 
this be so, the opportunity for choice of a profession at the age of 
decision in the U.S.S.R. is about what it is elsewhere. The chil­
dren of parents who have the educational background associated 
with the non-manual categories of workers still have the greatest 
opportunity to gain admission to the professions. This is not be­
cause of any bias in their favor but simply because it is easier to 
maintain good records in school and to pass entrance examina­
tions if parents are interested in such success and provide the 
environment in which academic pursuits find encouragement 
and stimulation.

The increasing success of children of educated parents in 
competition for university admission worries educators commit­
ted by Marxist doctrine to advancement of workers. Universities 
were directed in 1969 to establish remedial tutoring under which 
graduates could enter universities without competitive exami­
nation, but 1975 statistics show that many tutored students drop 
out after admission. Students from minority ethnic areas tend to 
fail because of inadequate Russian, or because they are overrated 
by ambitious teachers. In Armenia over half the medalists from 
secondary schools failed the first university examination in 1977.

Compulsory Assignment to Jobs
The Soviet youth who has been successful in placing his foot 

upon the ladder of the professions through completion of training 
at the university or at a professional school may have been cho­
sen for his career through much the same process as is familiar to 
youths of the West, but at this point the structure of the Soviet 
system introduces a new feature. In the West, with the exception 
of students trained at state expense in military academies, a 
graduate is not required to pursue the profession for which he 
was trained, even if he has attended a state university. In the 
U.S.S.R. it is different.

Graduates of Soviet professional schools are required by law to 
serve for three years in the post to which they are assigned by the 
ministry for which they have been trained. It is argued by Soviet 
officials that it would be a social waste to do otherwise. Students 
have received stipends during their period of professional train­
ing, and they have been relieved of the duty to pay tuition. To a 
Soviet official mind, they owe service to the state in return for 
what they have received.
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To avoid hardship, personal wishes are respected by the of­
ficials who make the assignments. Wives are not sent to cities 
apart from those in which their husbands are to work. Health 
factors are considered. Yet in most cases the jobs requiring re­
cruits are in the remote provinces. It is the rare student who is 
assigned to Moscow, Leningrad, or Kiev, although the Soviet 
press has recently declared that some students have sought to 
use influence within the ministry to obtain the coveted posts in 
these cities. If a student refuses to go to the place of his assign­
ment, or refuses to remain at the assigned post for the three years 
required, he is subject to prosecution.

From the foregoing, it is to be seen that the top ministerial 
administrators of the future, and the directors and technical 
directors of public corporations, are selected from the pool 
of experts created by the educational programs of the universities 
and of the professional schools. Those who have not been able 
to obtain admission to such schools are deprived of nearly all 
subsequent opportunity to cross the barrier between manual 
labor and the professional positions. These comprise the great 
pool from which employment directors meet their needs for 
unskilled labor.

A shortage of semiskilled personnel seems to have been felt 
just before World War II, for in 1940 a labor draft was instituted. 
Under the provisions of the labor-draft law, young men and 
women, on completion of their studies in the ten-year schools or 
at such time as they dropped out of school because of lack of 
ability or desire to continue beyond the required minimum of 
seven years, were subject to the labor draft. Local boards com­
posed of the adult members of each rural and urban community 
decided which of the youths whom they knew were most suit­
able for a semiskilled education. Quotas were established for each 
community and filled from those young people who had not 
progressed to the university or to the professional school or who 
had not been drafted for military service under the conscription 
law.

The youths of both sexes who were drafted under the labor­
reserve program had to serve four years. Their work began with a 
short course of technical training to fit them for an apprenticeship 
that led eventually to a position of foreman. They were uni­
formed and subjected to discipline only slightly less vigorous 
than that of the military. Eventually they were assigned to their 
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place of work by the Ministry of Labor Reserves and its successor 
agency, to become the nucleus of a large industrial army of 
semiskilled workmen. In the first nine years of operation, the 
program trained four and a half million youths.

The labor draft was ended in 1955, and the labor reserve 
schools were absorbed into the general school system in 1958. 
Thus, skilled workers are trained today in one- or two-year pro­
grams of vocational-technical schools after completing the 
eight-year general education program. Emphasis upon the im­
portance of these schools was increased by a Communist party 
resolution of September, 1977, which noted that 2 million skilled 
workers were being graduated annually although their prepara­
tion was inadequate. The party demanded better coordination of 
social science disciplines with practice. Also, the party ordered 
that students be imbued more intensively with “lofty 
ideological-political and moral qualities, love for their occupa­
tions, the desire to labor honestly and conscientiously for the 
good of the homeland.”

The Komsomols and labor unions were directed to improve 
their patronage of schools, and universities were enjoined to 
help in staffing schools with graduates of engineering and tech­
nical training programs^ Graduates were to be given opportuni­
ties to study further.

Civil Service Regulation
For the unskilled workmen‘-and clerks, there is no national 

recruitment program. The employment officers on the operating 
level of each ministry and of each public corporation are left 
completely free to choose whom they wish for the jobs they have 
to fill. No panel of available candidates is prepared by a civil 
service commission, as is the case generally in the West with 
state employment.

Regulations on such recruitment are few. The criminal code 
punishes any discrimination on the basis of race, religion, or sex. 
This latter basis for discrimination has been the subject of much 
trouble in the case of pregnant women who apply for jobs. Em­
ployment officers hesitate to employ a woman in this condition, 
for they know that soon she will take maternity leave, during 
which time she draws her regular pay, and at the end of her leave 
she must be returned to her job. Under the system of budgeted 
wages established for all state agencies, there will be costs from 
which there will be no return.
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The policy-makers of the state have set up a budgeted wage 
system to assure maximum value from the wages expended; yet 
in the instance of the pregnant-woman worker they are faced 
with a competing value, the desire to increase the birth rate to 
provide a larger pool of labor supply and to man the armed ser­
vices at the levels desired. Further, there is a public opinion 
problem, for there would be considerable hostility on the part of 
the women of the land if they found themselves excluded from 
jobs when about to bear children. In the face of these consid­
erations, the policy-makers have found it necessary to include an 
article in the criminal code punishing managers of state enter­
prises who discriminate against pregnant women in their em­
ployment policies.

Close relationship by blood or marriage is the sole basis for 
legal discrimination in employment, and then only if one of the 
persons would be subject to the supervision of another. From 
this exclusionary rule are excepted technicians in a post office 
and in a telegraph agency, teachers, artists, musicians, medical 
doctors, agronomists, meteorologists, and laboratory workers. 
Presumably kinship makes no difference in the performance of 
duties by such professionals, or the demand for them may be so 
great that the risk of influence must be overlooked in the interest 
of getting things done.

No civil service examinations are given for positions in the 
state services and public corporations, it being assumed that the 
records in the schools are sufficiently uniform to provide a basis 
forjudging the relative ability of every applicant. Further reason 
for the absence of a standard examination may be that with the 
present shortage of labor there is no pressure for admission to 
state employment, with the result that few if any allegations of 
favoritism in making appointments are made. Conditions are 
different from those in some other countries, in which employ­
ment is the subject of stiff competition and in which the civil 
service law requires that every candidate for a job be rated 
against his competitors on the basis of a uniform examination.

The functions to be performed in every job are described, as 
they are in the public services of other countries, in a civil ser­
vice manual that provides uniformity throughout the entire 
country. Each job is given a rating to which is attached a specific 
wage scale. The scale varies with the qualifications of the in­
cumbent, so that the wage will be higher if the incumbent has 
specified academic qualifications such as the Master’s or Doc­
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tor’s degree, if he accumulates years of service, or if he works in a 
remote location or in an especially dangerous place such as the 
psychiatric ward of a hospital. By this means, incentive encour­
agement is given those to whom the piecework system is in­
applicable, such as medical doctors, teachers, directors of ad­
ministrative bureaus, and the like.

Dismissals are a source of friction in any society. Even in pri­
vate enterprise economies, the circumstances under which dis­
missals may occur are becoming the basis of contract regulation 
as the result of collective bargaining between management and 
labor unions. While there is no law in the United States forbid­
ding a private employer to dismiss whom he will, there have 
come into being strict laws governing employment by state and 
federal governments in their respective civil services. For such 
employment, dismissals are regimented so that they may not 
occur without a hearing, meeting the tests of due process of law, 
in which the facts meriting dismissal are proved.

With its wide application of a system of public employment, 
the Soviet government found it necessary to define the circum­
stances under which dismissals might occur. This was done in 
the Code of Labor Laws, adopted in each Soviet republic in 1922 
to meet the needs of the New Economic Policy when limited 
private enterprise was being reintroduced. While the rules were 
designed to restrain private employers, they were made equally 
applicable to the state managers, and they are presently of con­
cern only to these, as private employment for productive pur­
poses is now constitutionally forbidden. Their validity under 
conditions of monopoly state employment was reaffirmed in 1969 
when, after a decade of discussion, they appeared with little 
change in the fundamentals of labor legislation adopted by the 
federal Supreme Soviet.

The rules for dismissal are quite similar to those existing for 
the civil service of other lands. No one may be dismissed unless 
there is: complete or partial abolition of an office or reduction in 
its work load, termination of the position for which a person was 
employed, incompetency, recurrent failure without a satisfactory 
reason to perform duties assigned, commission of a criminal of­
fense in connection with the work, failure to be present at work 
without excuse, failure to resume work for four consecutive 
months after restoration of capacity to work, or displacement by a 
reinstated person formerly performing the functions of the in­
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cumbent. During World War II absence for twenty minutes was 
made grounds for prosecution. While prosecution is no longer 
permitted, the twenty-minute rule probably represents the toler­
ance allowed before dismissal may occur.

Grievance Procedure
Established standards of conduct are always accompanied by 

disputes as to whether, in any given situation, the standards are 
met. A grievance procedure has been provided in private enter­
prise countries by management and labor, under which man­
agement and the labor union determine whether the provisions 
of a collective bargaining agreement relating to dismissal have 
been met. In the U.S.S.R. a grievance procedure is also provided, 
but it is established by law and not in collective bargaining 
agreement. Under the Soviet procedure, a system of grievance 
boards exists under the administrative supervision of each labor 
union’s apparatus. These boards contain equal representation of 
the labor union to which the disgruntled workman belongs and of 
the management for which he works.

The very placing of the grievance boards under the supervi­
sion of one of the interested parties, namely, the labor union, 
rather than under an admittedly state agency such as a ministry of 
labor, which presumably would be impartial as between state 
manager and labor union, suggests the unusual position in which 
the labor union has been placed in the U.S.S.R. It has become in 
a sense a ministry of labor in the eyes of the policy-makers of the 
Communist party. Since 1930 it has been ordered not to take a 
position in defense of the interests of laboring men against those 
of the state managers, because the interests of both are supposed 
to be identical. To avoid development of any narrow syndicalist 
attitudes, the trade-union leadership has been related closely to 
the Communist party leadership, and, in consequence, the trans­
fer of the grievance procedure to the trade-union organization is 
not the concession to labor that it appears to be. It is not the 
subordination of the state managers to the trade union, as would 
be charged in the United States if the Transport Workers Union 
in New York City were to be made responsible for the conduct of 
a grievance procedure to settle complaints brought by its mem­
bers against the agency managing New York City’s municipally 
owned subways. On the contrary, the Soviet labor unions have 
been so thoroughly absorbed into the state apparatus that the 
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state managers need not ordinarily fear discrimination against 
them in the grievance boards. There would seem to exist an 
equal balance which permits decisions of a nature that both sides 
seem in the main to accept as fair, although some Soviet refugees 
have reported that management hesitates to tangle with the trade 
union before, a grievance board.

The emploÿee in a Soviet state agency is not bound under the 
1969 general principles to bring his case before the grievance 
board in all situations. He may go directly to a court if he has 
been discharged from any but a supervisory position. In other 
cases, however, the law requires that he exhaust the remedy 
offered by the grievance boards, persumably on the assumption 
that the matter will usually be one of simple fact that can be 
determined quickly, informally, and accurately by men on the 
spot who know the conditions of employment. A disgruntled 
employee may appeal the grievance board’s decision to the 
trade-union committee in the factory, shop, or locality concerned. 
Examination of the case is required by the trade-union commit­
tee if the grievance board is unable to agree on a solution.

If the trade-union committee fails to satisfy the employee or 
management, in cases unrelated to dismissal, the disgruntled 
party may take the case to court. Once he is there, he has avail­
able to him the usual route of an appeal to a higher court, and 
even intervention by a prosecutor or a president of a supreme 
court, to bring the matter before the supreme court of the re­
public or of the U.S.S.R.

Management is permitted to make some decisions without fear 
of review. Thus it may discharge employees who have the au­
thority to hire or discharge other employees, and it may also 
discharge various officials having posts of such sensitivity as to 
preclude a public airing of their qualifications and their perfor­
mance, such as, for example, agents of the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs.

Numerous judicial decisions having to do with labor disputes 
arising before the 1959 reform provide insight into Soviet soci­
ety. In addition, there are reports of lawyers who have fled the 
Soviet Union after years of service as advisers on labor matters to 
Soviet managers. From these reports it is possible to conclude 
that, through the procedures provided to protect an employee in 
a job, the great majority of disgruntled Soviet employees have 
been able to obtain redress against a foreman who has been arbi­
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trary in recommending a dismissal. The court will order re­
instatement. Perhaps the most illuminating case involved the 
dismissal for incompetency of an elderly woman by the man­
agement of a village clinic. The case was pressed by the em­
ployee until it reached the Supreme Court of the U.S.S.R., which 
concluded that there had been insufficient study of the woman’s 
qualifications by the lower tribunals through which the case had 
gone.

The Disadvantages of Monopoly Employment
The disadvantages of monopoly employment by state agencies 

would seem to be numerous, to one who is used to the private 
enterprise system. First and foremost is the disadvantage created 
by the Soviet government’s attitude toward employees of the 
Soviet state. The government has tended over the years to treat 
employees as if they were resources, like cement or bricks or 
steel. The economic planners began their planning with control 
over the distribution of electrical power, on the theory that with 
limited control over a vital necessity of all industry they could 
influence industrial development as a whole. They moved into 
the planning of production and distribution of all key resources, 
leaving outside the allocation system only those locally produced 
and consumed. As Soviet planners have found themselves 
plagued by the tendency of employees to move from job to job in 
search of better conditions, they have tried to control labor turn­
over by prohibiting it, and, finally, under the strain of World War 
II, they moved to the allocation of labor to meet production 
needs.

In anticipation of war, all employees were frozen in their re­
spective jobs in June, 1940, and became subject to prosecution if 
they left the job without permission of management. Manage­
ment was required to give permission only if an employee was in 
ill-health or had been admitted to a school of higher learning to 
improve his or her skills. When entire factories were moved to 
new locations behind the Urals from areas of the Ukraine and 
western Russia threatened by the German advance, the em­
ployees were required to accompany the plant. Permanent cities 
were built for the employees, from which they were not permit­
ted to depart after the war. From the state officials’ point of view, 
production would have been lost if the individuals had been 
permitted to return to the Ukraine of their childhood. Since the 
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welfare of all was thought to depend on maintenance of produc­
tion, attention to personal desires was not permitted.

Mobility from one job to another was, therefore, reduced 
sharply in the U.S.S.R. after 1940. Reports coming from the 
U.S.S.R. as early as 1951 suggested that there was beginning 
even before Stalin’s death a relaxation in the strict restraints for­
merly enforced against those who wanted to leave their jobs. In 
1956 this suggestion was confirmed when the 1940 law was pub­
licly repealed. There has been, however, a renewed propaganda 
drive to urge employees to remain on the job because of the 
wastefulness involved in labor turnover. Managers have been 
asked to discourage moving about, especially on the part of those 
employees whose training has involved time and expense.

Soviet reliance on the criminal code rather than on economic 
incentive is to be found in other situations. As in the case of 
preventing labor turnover by means of criminal law, penalties 
have been established to encourage faithful performance at the 
job. Thus, a manager of a state enterprise, as well as the chief 
engineer or the chief of technical inspection, is subject to prose­
cution if employees produce goods below standard quality. 
While the law was not enforced generally during the war, be­
cause of the difficulty of obtaining information from consumers 
in time to take the prescribed measures against the managers, 
and seems under postwar conditions to remain an almost dead 
letter, it indicates Soviet attitudes. In a private enterprise system, 
the quality of goods finds quick- reflection in the action of con­
sumers, who will boycott poor quality or demand a reduced 
price. Managers who are unable to meet consumers’ demands 
will find their enterprise losing money, and they will either lose 
their jobs, if they are employees themselves, or find themselves 
insolvent, if they are owners of the establishment. In the 
U.S.S.R., they are prosecuted if they are found to have been 
personally at fault.

The Soviet planners have tried to introduce some of the eco­
nomic controls that result from the application of consumers’ 
choice in a private enterprise system. They have placed identify­
ing symbols in the form of trade marks on state-produced prod­
ucts of different plants, hoping that consumers will boycott the 
products which they have found by consumption in the past to be 
poor and choose the ones they have found to be good. The dif­
ficulty has been that the rate of production has been so much 
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lower than necessary to meet consumers’ desires that the eco­
nomic method of weeding out poor managers has failed. There 
have not been enough commodities to give the consumer a 
choice. The criminal code has been made, therefore, to bear the 
burden of policing the efficiency of the managers. Rising produc­
tion may change this situation.

Enforcement of planning directives prior to Khrushchev’s 
ouster also influenced industrial freedom, for the authority of 
managers to operate the plant as they thought best to achieve 
results was limited. It happened, apparently, that errors in 
allocations, or faulty deliveries of goods, resulted in the accumu­
lation of machine parts or of other supplies that could not be used 
in the production process or in the operation of an office. Before 
1940, if we may believe the statements of Soviet refugees, man­
agers used to sell these surpluses to managers of other enterprises 
who had need of them in exchange for items for which they had 
need. This practice aroused the antagonism of the planning 
authorities, and an article was added to the criminal code 
prohibiting it on pain of prosecution.

The criminal penalty did not frighten the managers. They con­
tinued to do as they had done and to rely upon the results that 
they could show in terms of completing a job to justify their 
violation of the law. Reports of refugees, as analyzed by Joseph S. 
Berliner, indicate that flouting the details of the law in order to 
achieve production quotas became so common that scarcely a 
manager was free of guilt. Many were tried and sentenced, but it 
is indicative of the hostility that these prosecutions evoked that 
immediately after Stalin died in 1953 there was a general am­
nesty of certain categories of prisoners, prominent among whom 
were the managers who had been convicted of “economic 
crimes.” Further, in 1955 the criminal penalty for disposal of 
surpluses was revoked, and a review of procedures for distribu­
tion of the unneeded products was ordered.

In view of the expansion of autonomy for plant directors since 
Khrushchev’s ouster, the emphasis upon economic stimulation to 
highly productive work rather than penal sanctions for bad work 
is introducing a change in the situation. Consumers’ desires have 
become a major criterion of planning, which leaves to the market 
the determination of style and design, setting only limits on the 
critical raw material allotted by central authorities. Under such 
circumstances, prosecution of managers for failure to follow strict 
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rules will be unlikely. Poor work will result, as it does in market 
economies, in demotion or dismissal, and imaginative work in 
promotions and bonus payments.

Psychological Reaction to Controls
The post-Khrushchev emphasis upon market controls rather 

than control 'by law is being met with mixed feelings by the 
Soviet public. For many years they have accepted the restraints 
on job mobility and criminal penalties for violation of law as the 
reverse side of a coin of great value, namely guarantee of em­
ployment. Even among refugees from the Soviet system during 
Stalin’s time, there was notable dislike of searching for jobs in 
the West under the free enterprise system. Many of them found 
themselves unable to accustom themselves to an economy in 
which individuals find their own jobs and enjoy the mobility that 
such freedom of choice makes possible. Some even chose to re­
turn to the U.S.S.R. rather than to remain in a free market econ­
omy.

Students graduating from professional schools in the U.S.S.R. 
have expressed to foreign students amazement that graduates of 
professional schools abroad have no assigned post awaiting their 
arrival. Much as they grumble about the obligation to serve in 
such a post for three years after graduation and the remoteness of 
some of them, they seem to require for their peace of mind the 
security offered them in the assurance of a job. Their objections 
during Stalin’s time were not to mobilization of labor, but to the 
personal political risks to which they were subjected under Sta­
lin’s system of terror. They wanted to be assured of just de­
termination of guilt when there was a charge of mismanagement, 
and they wanted to avoid the purge.

Questions are now being sent to newspapers asking whether 
the new system will not result in unemployment and less rigid 
planning of jobs. To many it seems highly advantageous to be 
relieved of fear of punishment for crimes they have not commit­
ted, but they are haunted by a new fear fostered by many years of 
propaganda about unemployment in a free market economy. 
They hope for the best, but they fear the worst.

To allay their fears Soviet leaders are telling them that when 
they become unemployed because of technological change they 
will be retrained at state expense and sent to labor-shortage areas 
if they are willing to move. This sounds attractive, but letters to 
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editors have indicated that the retraining is slow, and the new 
jobs are often hundreds of miles from familiar haunts. There is no 
escaping the conclusion that Soviet citizens have taken literally 
the Constitution’s guarantee of a “right to work,” and they expect 
that pay envelopes will continue to arrive even if the job repre­
sents an unnecessary continuation of an outmoded practice. In a 
measure Soviet citizens have lost personal initiative at the lower 
levels of employment where ambition to advance to positions of 
prominence and good pay cannot be realistically encouraged for 
people who have not advanced sufficiently far in schooling to 
qualify for the rewarding posts.

Soviet leaders have much to overcome in re-orienting their 
people psychologically to meet the challenge of a new type of 
planning which relies heavily on market stimuli operating within 
the framework of a plan which is much less rigid than in Stalin’s 
time.



CHAPTER

THE PERIL-POINTS

Democratic forms do not assure democratic government. History 
has proved that there are places at which counterweights can be 
placed to prevent democratic functioning of the forms. Modem 
dictators have shown that it is possible to combine democratic 
forms with counterweights. This has sometimes been done so 
cleverly at the early stages of a dictator’s bid for power that the 
general public does not see the peril. It does not realize that it is 
losing the possibility of influencing policy and choosing leaders.

The blending of popular and dictatorial institutions in a fash­
ion that fools the public may be said to be one of the characteris­
tics of the modem totalitarian state. It is here that the totalitarians 
have been able to improve upon the system of the authoritarians, 
typified by the Tsars of Russia. The totalitarians have found a 
way to please the majority of the people, for a time at least, by 
giving them a parliament, an electoral procedure, trade unions, 
co-operative associations, local autonomy, a bill of rights, and 
codes of law. At the same time they have been able to preserve 
power by the use of controls over the forms that they have 
established or inherited. The totalitarians have shown that a 
people can no longer feel safe from the loss of freedom merely 
because its system of government incorporates democratic forms.

Soviet experience provides an example of the points at which a 
dictator has been able to prevent the democratic functioning of 
democratic forms, and this example has importance because it 
shows the extremes to which it is possible to go. It is obvious that 
in those countries that have long enjoyed democracy the public 
would not easily be misled into thinking that its system was 
democratic if the forms were counterweighted as they are in the 
U.S.S.R. Yet, even well-informed leaders of established dem­
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ocratic states have realized that there are points at which de­
mocracy can be counterweighted and eventually destroyed. 
These points may be called the “peril-points,” because they are 
the places at which restriction of democratic functions imperils 
the future of a democratic state.

Abraham Lincoln worried about such peril during the crisis of 
the war between the states, when he wrestled with the necessity 
of suspending the historic writ of habeas corpus. The Supreme 
Court of the United States worried about such peril when it had 
to pass upon the constitutionality of restraints on freedom of 
speech and of the press enacted by state legislatures during the 
First World War. During the Second World War and into the 
subsequent decade, the issue has been faced in many lands. In 
the United States, first in connection with the problem of protect­
ing society against potentially dangerous individuals of German 
and Japanese stock living within the United States, and later in 
connection with the problem of removing Communists from po­
sitions in which they could cause harm, the Supreme Court has 
again been testing these restraints to determine whether they go 
beyond the point of necessity and permanently endanger con­
stitutional freedoms.

It is appropriate at the end of this study to review the principal 
lessons of the Soviet dictatorship. It bears repeating that the 
major danger to be avoided is the adoption of the underlying 
philosophy of the Soviet leaders. The danger lies not in the ac­
ceptance of Marxist ideology, for few thinking people in the estab­
lished democracies have been prepared to accept the limited 
Marxist explanation of historical phenomena. The danger lies in 
something deeper than the specifics of Marxism. It lies in the 
philosophy of its high priests, namely, that one man or one group 
of men can be infallible in their determination of political policy.

A Sense of Infallibility
In contrast to the leaders of the democratic states, Soviet lead­

ers have professed since the days of their Revolution confidence 
in their understanding of the forces of history. They believe that 
Marx and Engels developed a method of analyzing history that is 
unquestionably correct. They believe that only a small number 
of thoroughly trained people can understand the method and 
apply it. They do not imagine that the general public can be 
taught to understand the method for many years. They conclude 
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for this reason that the public will require leadership for the 
foreseeable future and that the leaders must be selected from the 
narrow circle of people who have been reared in the Marxist 
method and who have the skill to apply it to an ever changing 
economic and political situation.

In contrast to the attitude of Soviet leaders, the men and 
women of the democratic states of the West who work their way 
to a position of leadership have no such purpose. They do not 
believe that a theory of history can be deduced with certainty 
from the events of past centuries, although they enjoy speculat­
ing on the plausibility of one or another theory as it is developed 
by men such as Arnold Toynbee. Having risen from the ranks 
themselves, whether it be from a farm, a haberdashery shop, or 
the rough and tumble of a British trade union, they do not be­
lieve that any group of men has a monopoly on wisdom or on 
leadership qualities. They believe that wise ideas may come 
from many sources, often quite unexpected and that these 
sources cannot under any circumstances be limited to a certain 
school of thought.

Although Western democratic leaders sometimes express the 
wish that they be let alone for long enough to apply their own 
schemes for national prosperity, they are prepared to bow, as did 
Winston Churchill during the Potsdam Conference at what 
seemed to be the very pinnacle of his career, to the will of the 
majority, and to step down for political opponents with quite 
different backgrounds, education, and aims. To men such as 
these, a major purpose of democratic government is to maintain a 
route through which new views may be aired and new men cho­
sen to give them a trial.

Discipline for Party Members
The_Soviet leaders, with their belief in the special wisdom 

granted to them by their mastery of the Marxist method, have 
constructed a matrix of government that assures their retentionoF 
power. Its core is an apparatus called a political party within 
which there is preserved a discipline like that within an army. 
Yet, to win and maintain the adherence of the rank and file mem­
bers of this apparatus, the leaders have had to devise a procedure 
that can be thought to give the membership an opportunity to 
shape policy and to choose party leaders. Counterweights have 
been developed at the peril-points, namely, the selection of del­
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egates to the higher echelons within the party and the manner in 
which minorities may express their views and organize their 
supporters within party meetings.
The counterweights to democratic elections within the party 

have beendhe establishment of the öhe-candidateballoLand-the 
indirect election of delegates to the higher levels of the party 
apparatus. The counterweight to complete freedom of expression 
guaranteed by Communist party ruIesTs the prohibition agallisi 
the formation of voting blocs or “factions.”

Western democratic parties usually provide that party mem­
bers may vote for delegates to the national party conventions 
directly, in primaries, rather than indirectly. Further, Western 
political parties place no restriction upon the organization of vot­
ing blocs within a party, with the result that the world is often 
startled by such notorious party splits as that between the Clem­
ent Attlee and Aneurin Bevan factions in the British Labour 
Party, that between the Dixiecrats and the Truman leadership 
within the Democratic party of the United States, and the schism 
over Pierre Mendès-France in the Radical Socialist party of 
France.

When one moves beyond the political party to the representa­
tive bodies of the state, the contrast between the Soviet system 
and that familiar in Western democracies is even more notice­
able. The principal feature of the contrast is the Soviet denial of 
the right tolbnn a political party other than the Communist party 
to function within the representative bodies. The right of associa- 
tiqn in political parties is specifically limited by the Constitution 
itsejETn Western democracies, the multiplicity of parties is fun­
damental. It is appreciated by students of politics that influence 
upon choice of leaders or determination of policy can be had only 
by association with like-minded persons, and this means, in 
political terminology, a political party. The right of association 
means, therefore, the right to form political parties without hin­
drance.

Yet, even in democratic countries there are occasions when a 
single political party in fact exists for a long period of time for 
some historical reason. While the right to form other parties con­
tinues, the right has little practical value because of the tradi­
tional situation. Thus, in India, the Congress party gained such 
prestige in its battle with the British prior to liberation that for a 
considerable period of time it remained the dominant factor in 
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Indian politics, although smaller parties won some important 
local victories. Yet, no one questioned the fact of Indian democ­
racy before 1975 because the Congress party permitted its mem­
bers to influence the choice of leaders and even to split the party. 
Faith in the democratic process was shattered when the stronger 
faction of the Congress party silenced all other parties in 1975 by 
arresting their leaders on charges of conspiracy. Still, the dic­
tatorship was not to last, for the Prime Minister herself called 
new elections in 1977 (thinking, perhaps, to legitimate her 
power), freed opposition leaders, and was defeated.

The same possibility of change not only in personalities but 
even in party domination is true in those regions of other coun­
tries in which one or another political party holds power for 
many years. The important factors are the freedom given small 
parties to organize and seek votes and the establishment by law 
of the duty to select candidates for office through primaries per­
mitting party members to choose their own candidates. Voters 
tend to move from faction to faction and even from party to party 
as sympathies change. The Supreme Court of the United States 
has recognized that a one-party system can be democratic in prac­
tice if the party that has an effective monopoly of power pre­
serves a democratic structure within itself. The Soviet system 
provides no such safeguard.

Having eliminated any possibility of effective challenge to 
their authority from a second political party, or from a faction 
within the Communist party, the Soviet leaders have turned their 
attention to other possible sources of pressure upon their de­
termination of policy. One gains the impression that Soviet lead­
ers have sought to find the points at which they are unable, be­
cause of public opinion either at home or abroad or, sometimes, 
both at home and abroad, to eliminate a source of power and 
hence of pressure. They have then made arrangements that have 
neutralized the actual or political pressure groups, and some­
times they have been successful in bringing a group within their 
own orbit to exert pressure upon segments of the population or 
upon workmen throughout the world for the benefit of the Com­
munist party leadership.

Limitations on Potential Pressure Groups
Organized religions have presented a real challenge to the 

Soviet leadership’s monopoly of power, both because of the 
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tenacity with which many Soviet citizens hold to worship of their 
God and also because foreign pressures have been great. The 
Soviet leaders have sought to dissuade those nearest to them 
from religious~attitudes by expelling them from party member- 
ship ifjftey ^practice religion,~TEey have sought to win others 
away from religion through a vigorous campaign against religious 
belief on the ground that the natural sciences disprove the exis­
tence of God. They have sought to restrict the influence of those 
who will not be frightened away from their beliefs or pro­
pagandized out of them by limiting religious education and de­
nying legal status to church communities. Only during World 
War II, when the Russian Orthodox Church gave its support to 
Stalin, was a respite granted. It is likely that if the church should 
become again, as it was in the early days after the Revolution, a 
strong pressure group against the government, it would find its 
activities circumscribed as before. By intensifying atheistic pro- 
paganda since 1956, the Communist party is^ losing no opportu- 
nity to weaken the church.

The trade unions have also presented a grave problem to 
Communist party leaders. The trade unions could not be 
abolished as they were by Hitler, for their strengthening had 
been one of the slogans of the Revolution, and their vigor was 
looked upon by many workmen outside Russia as evidence of the 
healthy policies of the Soviet government. Yet, they could not be 
permitted to function as a force capable of challenging the 
policies set by the Communist party. When they appeared to be 
moving in that direction in 1928, their leaders were purged. 
They were provided with new leaders and directed to support 
governmental policies calling for increased production.

The co-operative associations have also been a potential politi­
cal threat. For economic reasons, the Communist leaders have 
had to expand the co-operatives in the agricultural field and in 
the artisan field also to fill the gaps in state-organized production. 
Such expansion has created a source of pressure. Yet the co­
operatives have been prevented from becoming a national pres­
sure group. The agricultural co-operatives have been sub­
ordinated to the Ministry of Agriculture and have been con­
trolled by dictation of the choice of officers whenever the mem­
bers’ choice was undesirable to the Communist party. They were 
further controlled until 1958 by a system of machine tractor sta­
tions to which was transferred maintenance of the mechanical
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agricultural implements used by these co-operatives. Since abo­
lition of machine tractor station control the party has relied on 
intensification of party activity within farms amalgamated to 
create large agricultural enterprises. The artisan co-operatives 
were controlled by limiting their sources of supply and by reg­
ulating the services they performed, and finally they were 
abolished except in service trades.

Any pressure that might have been exerted upon leaders by an 
industrial lobby, a chamber of commerce, or a real estate lobby 
has been eliminated by the expedient of abolishing private own­
ership of industrial establishments, of land, and also of mer­
chandising enterprises. Those who manage the public corpora­
tions that operate state industry, sell its produce, and use that 
part of the land not allocated to the co-operative societies are 
permitted to form no independent associations such as the Na­
tional Association of Manufacturers or the United States Cham­
ber of Commerce.

No associations in other fields, even for ostensibly cultural 
purposes such as the propagation of literature or music, are per­
mitted to organize without state authorization, nor can meetings 
of any group concerned with members in an area larger than a 
county be held without a license on each occasion.

Leaders of Western democracies have had a very different phi­
losophy as to the value of pressure groups. They have believed 
that the functioning of the democratic process requires the exis­
tence of equally balanced pressure groups. When the balance has 
been unfavorable, efforts have been made to redress it; for exam­
ple, the Wagner Act was adopted by the United States Congress 
to encourage the organization of trade unions, only to be super­
seded by the Taft-Hartley Act when the Congress thought it nec­
essary to restore the balance between management and labor. 
When industry became so centralized as to threaten the devel­
opment of monopolies, the Congress adopted antitrust laws to 
preserve competition and to fragment economic power. In the 
interests of fostering democratic practices, efforts were made by 
American experts in rebuilding Germany and Japan after World 
War II to limit the concentration of industry in a few hands and to 
prevent a return to the cartel system cf prewar Europe.

Restrictions on Avenues of Expression
Having abolished the base for certain groups, such as those 

interested in the protection of productive property, and having
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limited severely the independence of other groups, such as the 
trade unions and co-operative associations, the Soviet leaders 
have taken great care to forestall the pressures that might be 
exerted by a free press. They have had to move carefully at this 
point, for one of the most obvious yardsticks of a democratic 
system of government is a free press. To satisfy their owmpenple 
and win friends abroad, Soviet leaders have found it necessary to 
guaranteeTreeclom of the press in the Soviet Constitution.
—Tfavmg’establishecTthe guarantee of a free press, Communist 
party leaders have provided counterweights to the guarantee. 
They have forbidden private citizens to operate even a mineo- 
graph machine, much less a great modern newspaper press. They 
have created a state printing monopoly and a state censor for all 
potentiaTpublications. Further, they have provided that freedom 
of the press may be exercised only to the advantage of their 
system of government, and they have drafted a criminal code that 
permits prosecution oTtKose wKcTattemptto use press or speech 
to damage that system.

In sharp contrast to Soviet attitudes toward the press, citizens 
at all levels of Western democratic governments will fight to 
maintain a free press. No legal limitations are created in Western 
democracies on ownership by private persons or corporations of 
the essentials to publish newspapers, magazines, handbills, and 
books. No censorship prior to publication is permitted by law, 
although civil servants who have accepted secrecy as a condition 
of employment may be silenced, and editors may be asked to 
keep secrets. Although censorship subsequent to publication has 
been permitted, by means of confiscation of the offending issue, 
and although in very unusual cases further publication of a 
newspaper that has been consistently endangering the security 
of the state has been prohibited, the administration of censorship 
is carefully controlled by the courts. It has usually been neces­
sary for the executive to prove to a court that the danger to the 
democratic regime is obvious and that it is immediate.

The Soviet regime has not silenced its public completely. It 
has found it advantageous to permit citizens to write letters to the 
editors of the Soviet press in complaint against mismanagement 
of Soviet institutions. Such letters have value not only in suggest­
ing to the people that its leaders permit free expression but also 
because they provide an important source of information for the 
leaders on the faults of subordinate administrators and on the 
temper of the people. Yet such letters to the editor do not meet 
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the requirements of a free press, for they need not be published, 
and the pattern established in them over the years suggests that 
the writers have created for themselves a code of criticism that 
limits the subject matter that they will discuss and the person­
ages whom they will subject to abuse.

No Independence for the Judiciary
The courts of the U.S.S.R. are avowedly an arm of Communist 

party policy. Soviet jurists accept no doctrine of separation of 
powers. While lower courts are insulated by law from inter­
ference by local party tyrants, the Supreme Court is always sub­
ject to control by the highest policy body in the state apparatus, 
the Supreme Soviet, in which almost 75 per cent of the deputies 
are members of the Communist party and, therefore, subject to 
strict political discipline. The courts do much to protect the citi­
zen from mistaken application of state policy, and in so doing win 
the respect of many citizens for the fairness of the regime in 
matters affecting the employment relationship, family quarrels, 
and housing disputes, but they cannot be a bulwark against 
tyranny if the leaders of the party decide that some tyrannical 
measure is necessary in the interest of security.

The courts of Western democracies are not always considered 
an independent branch of government beyond the reach of the 
executive, for there is not always separation of powers in the 
West. Yet in countries such as England, in which the Lord Chan­
cellor as head of the judiciary is at the same time a member of the 
government and the presiding officer of the House of Lords, 
there is a tradition of non-interference with the affairs of the 
judiciary by the Parliament and its government of the day. The 
courts of the West have indicated their willingness to enforce 
human rights, whether guaranteed in a written constitution or by 
tradition alone, against encroachment by the executive in the 
name of security.

Legal procedures in the U.S.S.R. exhibit many of the measures 
accepted by Western lawyers as constituting procedural due pro­
cess of law and as helping to assure the defendant an opportunity 
to present his case. Yet, when the charge is one of attempting to 
unseat the regime, these very measures of protection had been 
withdrawn until the reform of 1956 by exceptions written into 
the procedural codes. It is at this point that procedural pro­
tections are needed most if democracy is to be preserved, and the 
West has always held to this view.
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Again, the position of the Western democracies is not an abso­
lute. There have been times when some of the elements of pro­
cedural due process of law have been withdrawn, as when the 
writ of habeas corpus has been suspended during wartime. The 
very torture of mind through which Abraham Lincoln went in 
deciding whether to suspend it during the war between the 
states, and the hesitation of the English prime minister when the 
Battle of Britain was at its height, suggest that the difference 
between the Western and the Soviet approaches is a matter of 
degree. Yet, in that difference of degree there is an element of dif­
ference of quality. In the U.S.S.R., procedural due process has 
been waived even in peacetime. The decision seems to have been 
made with little reluctance in 1934, at the moment when one of 
Stalin’s aides was assassinated. In the Western democracies the 
writ has been waived only in wartime, and after the passing of 
the emergency it has been quickly restored.

Few Limitations on the Security Police
Both the U.S.S.R. and the Western democracies have found it 

necessary to establish a security police. Both systems of govern­
ment seem to have approached the institution with caution. The 
Soviet security police, established in 1918 as the Cheka, was 
limited at the start in its authority, and there were many Com­
munist party members who disliked the idea of having such an 
agency at all. Yet, it was established. It soon expanded its author­
ity to such an extent that it aroused the anger of the Soviet Minis­
try of Justice and the Congress of Soviets. It was abolished in 
1922 and replaced by an institution with more limited powers 
and subjected to great control by the cabinet. The new security 
police then expanded its power, until the leadership found it 
advisable to abolish it in 1934 to create a still more limited in­
strument. Yet, this in turn expanded its authority. Since Stalin’s 
death the security police has been under attack, and measures 
have been taken to control it through a strengthened Prosecu­
tor-General of the U.S.S.R.

While recognizing that real danger, even to the regime itself, 
lurks in a security police over which there is no line of supervi- 
sion through an official in close touch with the highest policy­
makers, the security problem of the Soviet leadership has been 
ïïëëïnmgTÿ so great thatthe security police was permittecTunder 
Lenin and^talin to make arrests and to try those whom it had 
arrested in its own tribunals without reference to the courts.
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Only the Prosecutor-General of the U.S.S.R. has had the right to 
interfere, and even he, and his subordinates through whom he 
must operate ip the daily situation, have been reluctant to inter­
vene, because of the prestige developed by the security police in 
leadership circles. Since Stalin’s death the Prosecutor-General 
has shown himself to be much more courageous. His office has 
published accounts showing the servile practice of the 
Prosecutor-General under Stalin, and the implication is clear that 
this servility will not occur again. It remains to be seen whether 
this post-Stalin approach can be maintained in the event of seri­
ous political crisis.

The Western democracies have been alert at all times to the 
danger that a security police may get out of hand. There have 
been efforts to provide checks upon assumption of authority 
greater than intended by the legislature by making the security 
police a subordinate part of a Ministry of Justice or responsible to 
an attorney-general rather than an independent ministry, as it has 
been in the U.S.S.R. There have been efforts in the West to limit 
the powers of the security policy by permitting it to make arrests 
only in wartime, rather than in peace and war as is the case in the 
U.S.S.R. There have been other efforts to check its activities—by 
making it deliver all arrested persons to the judiciary for trial 
within a fixed period of time or by denying to it the right to pass 
sentence of any kind against any person. This has been a sharp 
contrast to the broad rights granted the security police in the 
U.S.S.R. until 1953.

Perhaps the surest protection against unlawful assumption of 
authority by the security police in the Western democracies is 
the multiparty system. If the security police exceeds its authority 
to the point that it enrages the citizens, there is the opportunity 
in a democracy to vote out of power the party whose re­
sponsibility it has been to curb the police. This ultimate method 
of dealing with the problem through the ballot box is not avail­
able to the citizens of the U.S.S.R., as it was not available to the 
citizens of Hitler’s Germany and of Mussolini’s Italy, in both of 
which the excesses of the security police became symbolic of the 
character of the regimes.

Finally, among the agencies on which the Soviet regime rests 
for security when all elseJaHsjhgreTs the army. For the Soviet 
leaders, the army has been a necessary evil. Its existence,is re- 
quiredto protect the regime athomeandfrom foreign powers. It 
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must be strong, yet in its strength lies latent danger to the politi­
cal leadership, for it could unseat the regime if it were not con­
trolled. The whole history of the relationship between the Com­
munist party and the army has been dotted with experiments in 
control by the former over the latter so as to assure loyalty with­
out reducing military efficiency. In contrast with the citizens’ 
armies of Western democracies, the Soviet army seems to be 
under more formal and rigid political controls, although from 
Stalin’s death in 1953 to Marshal Zhukov’s ouster in 1957 its 
leaders appeared to be gaining more influence in policy-making 
circles.

The army was one of the two major forces that seemed after 
Stalin’s death to be pressing for recognition in the formulation of 
policy and the selection of leaders. The other force, as has been 
indicated throughout this book, was the managerial and technical 
class. It was necessary for the Communist party leadership to 
expand this class, as it was necessary to expand the army. The 
managers and technicians were essential to the productive func­
tioning of a modern industrial and agricultural plant. To encour­
age maximum effort, more was found necessary than exhortation 
on the basis of traditional political goals. It was necessary to give 
to the managers and technicians preferred status, not only in 
terms of greater monetary rewards but also in terms of medals, 
personal praise, and prestige.

Pressures for Change
Following Stalin’s death it became evident that there was pres­

sure for a lessening of the severity with which he had ruled and 
that this pressure was strong even within the Communist party. 
Statistics showed that this party had become under his regime a 
party predominantly of specialists, meriting classification as in­
tellectuals. Most notable within this group were the senior of­
ficers in the Armed Forces, the managers of industrial enter­
prises, the agronomist-chairmen of collective and state farms, and 
the professional party functionaries.

As Marxist-trained individuals these intellectuals probably re­
spected the doctrine that only the enlightened few were yet 
qualified to rule. It is unlikely that their dreams of the future 
contained thought of mass participation in the policy-making 
function. All evidence suggests that the new intellectuals held 
firmly to the necessity of maintaining the system of state own­
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ership of production and monopoly political direction and re­
jected any thought of private enterprise or the multiparty system.

The new intellectuals exerted influence upon some of the 
senior members of the Communist party, if the outsider can 
judge by results. Khrushchev appears to have been frightened, 
for in 1957 he began to take a series of steps designed to reduce 
their power and reshape their thinking and the thinking of their 
children. The Armed Forces were returned to their completely 
subordinate position with the dismissal of Marshal Zhukov and 
the strengthening of political education. The industrial managers 
were subjected to audit by production conferences established 
by the trade unions and by supervisory commissions created 
within the factories by the Communist party.

A campaign was conducted within the Communist party to 
proletarianize its membership. Two-thirds of those admitted be­
tween 1956 and 1959 were bench workmen and dirt farmers. 
Within the Presidium of the Central Committee of the party 
Khrushchev reestablished at least the semblance of Stalin’s au­
thority to forestall the active resistance of dissenters tending to 
think in terms of factions.

Reshaping of the thinking of the intellectuals took the form of 
extensive revision of the education law with the professed aim of 
bringing the next generation into close familiarity" wiftï the shop 
and the field. AlTbut the students needing umnferrupted sfudyTo 
master complex disciplines-wexexequired to undergo a period o! 
schooling, including bench labor and dirt farm in g^be fore enter- 
ing upon specialized studyjn.the universities_and technical in­
stitutes.

While moving to close the gates on potential dissension, 
Khrushchev continued to denounce Stalin’s dictatorial rule as 
the “cult of the individual,” although in less comprehensive form 
than his denunciation before the party in 1956. He and his col­
leagues within the Presidium found it desirable, if not necessary, 
to assure the intellectuals on whom they relied that personal 
safety could be expected. This assurance took the form of re­
defining criminal law in the interest of precision and expanding 
the procedural code to facilitate in some measure defense of the 
innocent.

With its 1961 program the Communist party made a dramatic 
move to gain support from the forces brought into being by the 
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needs of a modem industrial society. It declared that antagonistic 
classes no longer remained and that the state had become repre­
sentative of the entire people. It need no longer, and could not 
longer, be a dictatorship of the proletariat or of the toiling people 
over other classes.

To this position the Chinese Communists took vigorous excep­
tion in a letter of July, 1963, but the Soviet Communists refused 
to retreat. To strengthen their newly declared doctrine, they re­
affirmed their intention to include large numbers of citizens in 
the activities of the government in all its functions—legislative, 
executive, and judicial. They revised the Communist party rules, 
with the declared intention of popularizing its leadership 
through a system of rotation of most of the members of the gov­
erning bodies of the party.

Khrushchev’s ouster in 1964 was used to re-institute some of 
the features characterizing the Soviet system of government be­
fore he became its chief soon after Stalin’s death. Even before his 
ouster, while his power was waning, the educational system was 
restored to its earlier form with elimination of the enforced ex­
perience in agriculture or industrial production which 
Khrushchev thought necessary to avoid emergence of a manage­
rial class lacking in knowledge of and sympathy for the working 
man. Doctrine still called for an experience in production, but it 
was to be entered into on a voluntary basis and without massive 
organization of opportunities. Also, the Communist party, while 
continuing to emphasize the importance of admission of large 
numbers of workmen and collective farmers, expanded its rolls 
primarily with the new intellectuals trained as experts in disci­
plines as well as party leadership. The party also showed itself 
willing to increase its reliance upon the expert advice of civil 
servants in the state apparatus and university specialists rather 
than to create within its ranks a very large apparatus of specialists 
with the task of providing a political counterweight to what was 
being submitted by the technicians.

Restoration of the party to its Leninist structure in 1965, with 
revocation of the Central Committee decisions of 1962 inspired 
by Khrushchev, tended also to increase reliance on experts out­
side the party hierarchy for management of industry and agricul­
ture. There was to be no bifurcation of party organs into agricul­
tural and industrial for the very reason that the experiment had 
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caused overlapping of party and state functions to the detriment 
of action. The party was to return to its status as the corps of 
generalists Lenin had created, albeit with a novel feature in­
troduced without benefit of party orders: its leaders, though 
generalists, were, by virtue of the fact that education had spread 
widely among party members, possessors of broad knowledge of 
techniques as well as of politics. They were both “red” and “ex­
pert” as they had not been in the 1920’s.

All of these features tended to bring to the foreground the 
intellectuals’ influence as a stabilizing factor. Flexibility and 
dynamism of policy which had characterized the revolutionary 
period gave way to stability in production and personal re­
lationships. The Chinese Communists were quick to seize upon 
this fact to charge that the spirit of the Revolution had been lost 
in a bourgeoisification of Soviet society, and Mao Tse-tung saw 
the same tendency within his own country, necessitating a re­
vival of revolutionary enthusiasm and dynamism. The reaction of 
the Soviet Communists typified the new thinking in the U.S.S.R. 
To them the Chinese leader had instituted chaos from which no 
good could come. They denounced also his espousal of asceti­
cism in personal living, which they felt undesirable as Soviet 
society increased its resources to the point where it could under­
take a plan of consumers’ goods production, notably in providing 
more adequate housing for a population long deprived of this 
basic asset.

The changes introduced since Stalin’s death have obvious im­
portance. They have required a re-evaluation of the potential 
power of the men who defend the frontiers and manage the econ­
omy and the lower levels within the Communist party, but they 
do not suggest an impending change in the Soviet system of 
government. The system remains, as it has been since 1936, the 
embodiment of some of the most publicized forms of democracy, 
but these are counterweighted to prevent their use to unseat the 
inner circle of the Communist party.

If one looks to the future, it can be predicted that the ranks of 
the educated will swell within the U.S.S.R. as elsewhere. Even 
given the Marxist formulation of Soviet instruction, this expan­
sion of education cannot but have an effect upon the system. It is 
hard to imagine that the new intellectuals will be content for 
very long with a position as executives outside the circle that 
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makes policy. Still, it is unlikely that the present system will be 
threatened in its essentials. At most there will be an expansion of 
the circle of the ruling elite.

There is as yet no hint that those who are moving to positions 
of responsibility as executives are coming to believe that the 
public generally can be trusted to choose leaders wisely or to 
formulate policy. There is no reason to think that Stalin’s heirs 
intend to institute a democratic system of government.
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CONSTITUTION 
(Fundamental Law) 

of THE 

Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics 

Adopted October 7, 1977

The Great October Socialist Revolution, made by the workers and 
peasants of Russia under the leadership of the Communist Party headed 
by Lenin, overthrew capitalist and landowner rule, broke the fetters of 
oppression, established the dictatorship of the proletariat, and created 
the Soviet state, a new type of state, the basic instrument for defending 
the gains of the revolution and for building socialism and communism. 
Humanity thereby began the epoch-making turn from capitalism to 
socialism.

After achieving victory in the Civil War and repulsing imperialist 
intervention, the Soviet government carried through far-reaching social 
and economic transformations, and put an end once and for all to exploi­
tation of man by man, antagonisms between classes, and strife between 
nationalities. The unification of the Soviet Republics in the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics multiplied the forces and opportunities of the 
peoples of the country in the building of socialism. Social ownership of 
the means of production and genuine democracy for the working masses 
were established. For the first time in the history of mankind a socialist 
society was created.

The strength of socialism was vividly demonstrated by the immortal 
feat of the Soviet people and their Armed Forces in achieving their 
historic victory in the Great Patriotic War. This victory consolidated the 
influence and international standing of the Soviet Union and created 
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new opportunities for growth of the forces of socialism, national libera­
tion, democracy, and peace throughout the world.

Continuing their creative endeavours, the working people of the 
Soviet Union have ensured rapid, all-round development of the country 
and steady improvement of the socialist system. They have consolidated 
the alliance of the working class, collective-farm peasantry, and people’s 
intelligentsia, and friendship of the nations and nationalities of the 
USSR. Sociopolitical and ideological unity of Soviet society, in which 
the working class is the leading force, has been achieved. The aims of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat having been fulfilled, the Soviet state 
has become a state of the whole people. The leading role of the Com­
munist Party, the vanguard of all the people, has grown.

In the USSR a developed socialist society has been built. At this stage, 
when socialism is developing on its own foundations, the creative forces 
of the new system and the advantages of the socialist way of life are 
becoming increasingly evident, and the working people are more and 
more widely enjoying the fruits of their great revolutionary gains.

It is a society in which powerful productive forces and progressive 
science and culture have been created, in which the well-being of the 
people is constantly rising, and more and more favourable conditions 
are being provided for the all-round development of the individual.

It is a society of mature socialist social relations, in which, on the basis 
of the drawing together of all classes and social strata and of the juridical 
and factual equality of all its nations and nationalities and their fraternal 
co-operation, a new historical community of people has been formed— 
the Soviet people.

It is a society of high organisational capacity, ideological commitment, 
and consciousness of the working people, who are patriots and inter­
nationalists.

It is a society in which the law of life is concern of all for the good of 
each and concern of each for the good of all.

It is a society of true democracy, the political system of which ensures 
effective management of all public affairs, ever more active participation 
of the working people in running the state, and the combining of citi­
zens’ real rights and freedoms with their obligations and responsibility 
to society.

Developed socialist society is a natural, logical stage on the road to 
communism.

The supreme goal of the Soviet state is the building of a classless 
communist society in which there will be public, communist self- 
government. The main aims of the people’s socialist state are: to lay the 
material and technical foundation of communism, to perfect socialist 
social relations and transform them into communist relations, to mould 
the citizen of communist society, to raise the people’s living and cultural 
standards, to safeguard the country’s security, and further the consolida­
tion of peace and development of international co-operation.

The Soviet people,
guided by the ideas of scientific communism and true to their revolu­

tionary traditions,
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relying on the great social, economic, and political gains of socialism, 
striving for the further development of socialist democracy, 
taking into account the international position of the USSR as part of 

the world system of socialism, and conscious of their internationalist 
responsibility,

preserving continuity of the ideas and principles of the first Soviet 
Constitution of 1918, the 1924 Constitution of the USSR and the 1936 
Constitution of the USSR,

hereby affirm the principles of the social structure and policy of the 
USSR, and define the rights, freedoms and obligations of citizens, and 
the principles of the organisation of the socialist state of the whole 
people, and its aims, and proclaim these in this Constitution.

I. Principles of the Social Structure
and Policy of the USSR

Chapter 1
THE POLITICAL SYSTEM

Article 1
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a socialist state of the 

whole people, expressing the will and interests of the workers, peasants, 
and intelligentsia, the working people of all the nations and nationalities 
of the country.

Article 2
All power in the USSR belongs to the people.
The people exercise state power through Soviets of People’s Dep­

uties, which constitute the political foundation of the USSR.
All other state bodies are under the control of, and accountable to, the 

Soviets of People’s Deputies.

Article 3
The Soviet state is organised and functions on the principle of dem­

ocratic centralism, namely the electiveness of all bodies of state author­
ity from the lowest to the highest, their accountability to the people, and 
the obligation of lower bodies to observe the decisions of higher ones. 
Democratic centralism combines central leadership with local initiative 
and creative activity and with the responsibility of each state body and 
official for the work entrusted to them.

Article 4
The Soviet state and all its bodies function on the basis of socialist 

law, ensure the maintenance of law and order, and safeguard the inter­
ests of society and the rights and freedoms of citizens.
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State organisations, public organisations and officials shall observe 
the Constitution of the USSR and Soviet laws.

Article 5
Major matters of state shall be submitted to nationwide discussion and 

put to a popular vote (referendum).

Article 6
The leading and guiding force of Soviet society and the nucleus of its 

political system, of all state organisations and public organisations, is the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. The CPSU exists for the people 
and serves the people.

The Communist Party, armed with Marxism-Leninism, determines 
the general perspectives of the development of society and the course of 
the home and foreign policy of the USSR, directs the great constructive 
work of the Soviet people, and imparts a planned, systematic and 
theoretically substantiated character to their struggle for the victory of 
communism.

All Party organisations shall function within the framework of the 
Constitution of the USSR.

Article 7
Trade unions, the All-Union Leninist Young Communist League, co­

operatives, and other public organisations, participate, in accordance 
with the aims laid down in their rules, in managing state and public 
affairs, and in deciding political^ economic, and social and cultural mat­
ters.

Article 8
Work collectives take part in discussing and deciding state and public 

affairs, in planning production and social development, in training and 
placing personnel, and in discussing and deciding matters pertaining to 
the management of enterprises and institutions, the improvement of 
working and living conditions, and the use of funds allocated both for 
developing production and for social and cultural purposes and financial 
incentives.

Work collectives promote socialist emulation, the spread of progres­
sive methods of work, and the strengthening of production discipline, 
educate their members in the spirit of communist morality, and strive to 
enhance their political consciousness and raise their cultural level and 
skills and qualifications.

Article 9
The principal direction in the development of the political system of 

Soviet society is the extension of socialist democracy, namely ever 
broader participation of citizens in managing the affairs of society and 
the state, continuous improvement of the machinery of state, heighten­
ing of the activity of public organisations, strengthening of the system of 
people’s control, consolidation of the legal foundations of the function­



APPENDIX 251

ing of the state and of public life, greater openness and publicity, and 
constant responsiveness to public opinion.

Chapter 2
THE ECONOMIC SYSTEM

Article 10
The foundation of the economic system of the USSR is socialist own­

ership of the means of production in the form of state property (belong­
ing to all the people), and collective farm-and-co-operative property.

Socialist ownership also embraces the property of trade unions and 
other public organizations which they require to carry out their pur­
poses under their rules.

The state protects socialist property and provides conditions for its 
growth.

No one has the right to use socialist property for personal gain or other 
selfish ends.

Article 11
State property, i.e. the common property of the Soviet people, is the 

principal form of socialist property.
The land, its minerals, waters, and forests are the exclusive property 

of the state. The state owns the basic means of production in industry, 
construction, and agriculture; means of transport and communication; 
the banks; the property of state-run trade organisations and public 
utilities, and other state-run undertakings; most urban housing; and 
other property necessary for state purposes.

Article 12
The property of collective farms and other co-operative organisations, 

and of their joint undertakings, comprises the means of production and 
other assets which they require for the purposes laid down in their rules.

The land held by collective farms is secured to them for their free use 
in perpetuity.

The state promotes development of collective farm-and-co-operative 
property and its approximation to state property.

Collective farms, like other land users, are obliged to make effective 
and thrifty use of the land and to increase its fertility.

Article 13
Earned income forms the basis of the personal property of Soviet 

citizens. The personal property of citizens of the USSR may include 
articles of everyday use, personal consumption and convenience, the 
implements and other objects of a small-holding, a house, and earned 
savings. The personal property of citizens and the right to inherit it are 
protected by the state.

Citizens may be granted the use of plots of land, in the manner pre­
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scribed by law, for a subsidiary small-holding (including the keeping of 
livestock and poultry), for fruit and vegetable growing or for building an 
individual dwelling. Citizens are required to make rational use of the 
land allotted to them. The state, and collective farms provide assistance 
to citizens in working their small-holdings.

Property owned or used by citizens shall not serve as a means of 
deriving unearned income or be employed to the detriment of the inter­
ests of society.

Article 14
The source of the growth of social wealth and of the well-being of the 

people, and of each individual, is the labour, free from exploitation, of 
Soviet people.

The state exercises control over the measure ol labour and of con­
sumption in accordance with the principle of socialism: “From each 
according to his ability, to each according to his work.” It fixes the rate of 
taxation on taxable income.

Socially useful work and its results determine a person’s status in 
society. By combining material and moral incentives and encouraging 
innovation and a creative attitude to work, the state helps transform 
labour into the prime vital need of every Soviet citizen.

Article 15
The supreme goal of social production under socialism is the fullest 

possible satisfaction of the people’s growing material, and cultural and 
intellectual requirements.

Relying on the creative initiative of the working people, socialist emu­
lation, and scientific and technological progress, and by improving the 
forms and methods of economic management, the state ensures growth 
of the productivity of labour, raising of the efficiency of production and 
of the quality of work, and dynamic, planned, proportionate develop­
ment of the economy.

Article 16
The economy of the USSR is an integral economic complex compris­

ing all the elements of social production, distribution, and exchange on 
its territory.

The economy is managed on the basis of state plans for economic and 
social development, with due account of the sectoral and territorial 
principles, and by combining centralised direction with the managerial 
independence and initiative of individual and amalgamated enterprises 
and other organisations, for which active use is made of management 
accounting, profit, cost, and other economic levers and incentives.

Article 17
In the USSR, the law permits individual laboür in handicrafts, farm­

ing, the provision of services for the public, and other forms of activity 
based exclusively on the personal work of individual citizens and mem- 
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bers of their families. The state makes regulations for such work to 
ensure that it serves the interests of society.

Article 18
In the interests of the present and future generations, the necessary 

steps are taken in the USSR to protect and make scientific, rational use 
of the land and its mineral and water resources, and the plant and animal 
kingdoms, to preserve the purity of air and water, ensure reproduction of 
natural wealth, and improve the human environment.

Chapter 3
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND CULTURE

Article 19
The social basis of the USSR is the unbreakable alliance of the work­

ers, peasants, and intelligentsia.
The state helps enhance the social homogeneity of society, namely 

the elimination of class differences and of the essential distinctions be­
tween town and country and between mental and physical labour, and 
the all-round development and drawing together of all the nations and 
nationalities of the USSR.

Article 20
In accordance with the communist ideal—“The free development of 

each is the condition of the free development of all”—the state pursues 
the aim of giving citizens more and more real opportunities to apply 
their creative energies, abilities, and talents, and to develop their per­
sonalities in every way.

Article 21
The state concerns itself with improving working conditions, safety 

and labour protection and the scientific organisation of work, and with 
reducing and ultimately eliminating all arduous physical labour through 
comprehensive mechanisation and automation of production processes 
in all branches of the economy.

Article 22
A programme is being consistently implemented in the USSR to con­

vert agricultural work into a variety of industrial work, to extend the 
network of educational, cultural and medical institutions, and of trade, 
public catering, service and public utility facilities in rural localities, 
and to transform hamlets and villages into well-planned and well- 
appointed settlements.

Article 23
The state pursues a steady policy of raising people’s pay levels and 

real incomes through increase in productivity.
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In order to satisfy the needs of Soviet people more fully social con­
sumption funds are created. The state, with the broad participation of 
public organisations and work collectives, ensures the growth and just 
distributiort of these funds.

Article 24
In the USSR, state systems of health protection, social security, trade 

and public catering, communal services and amenities, and public 
utilities, operate and are being extended.

The state encourages co-operatives and other public organisations to 
provide all types of services for the population. It encourages the devel­
opment of mass physical culture and sport.

Article 25
In the USSR there is a uniform system of public education, which is 

being constantly improved, that provides general education and voca­
tional training for citizens, serves the communist education and in­
tellectual and physical development of the youth, and trains them for 
work and social activity.

Article 26
In accordance with society’s needs the state provides for planned 

development of sciencè and the training of scientific personnel and 
organises introduction of the results of research in the economy and 
other spheres of life.

Article 27
The state concerns itself with protecting, augmenting and making 

extensive use of society’s cultural wealth for the moral and aesthetic 
education of the Soviet people, for raising their cultural level.

In the USSR development of the professional, amateur and folk arts is 
encouraged in every way.

Chapter 4
FOREIGN POLICY

Article 28
The USSR steadfastly pursues a Leninist policy of peace and stands 

for strengthening of the security of nations and broad international co­
operation.

The foreign policy of the USSR is aimed at ensuring international 
conditions favourable for building communism in the USSR, safeguard­
ing the state interests of the Soviet Union, consolidating the positions of 
world socialism, supporting the struggle of peoples for national libera­
tion and social progress, preventing wars of aggression, achieving uni- 
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versai and complete disarmament, and consistently implementing the 
principle of the peaceful coexistence of states with different social sys­
tems.

In the USSR war propaganda is banned.

Article 29
The USSR’s relations with other states are based on observance of the 

following principles: sovereign equality; mutual renunciation of the use 
or threat of force; inviolability of frontiers; territorial integrity of states; 
peaceful settlement of disputes; non-intervention in internal affairs; re­
spect for human rights and fundamental freedoms; the equal rights of 
peoples and their right to decide their own destiny; co-operation among 
states; and fulfilment in good faith of obligations arising from the gener­
ally recognised principles and rules of international law, and from the 
international treaties signed by the USSR.

Article 30
The USSR, as part of the world system of socialism and of the socialist 

community, promotes and strengthens friendship, co-operation, and 
comradely mutual assistance with other socialist countries on the basis 
of the principle of socialist internationalism, and takes an active part in 
socialist economic integration and the socialist international division of 
labour.

Chapter 5
DEFENCE OF THE SOCIALIST MOTHERLAND

Article 31
Defence of the Socialist Motherland is one of the most important 

functions of the state, and is the concern of the whole people.
In order to defend the gains of socialism, the peaceful labour of the 

Soviet people, and the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the state, 
the USSR maintains Armed Forces and has instituted universal military 
service.

The duty of the Armed Forces of the USSR to the people is to provide 
reliable defence of the Socialist Motherland and to be in constant com­
bat readiness, guaranteeing that any aggressor is instantly repulsed.

Article 32
The state ensures the security and defence capability of the country, 

and supplies the Armed Forces of the USSR with everything necessary 
for that purpose.

The duties of state bodies, public organisations, officials, and citizens 
in regard to safeguarding the country’s security and strengthening its 
defence capacity are defined by the legislation of the USSR.
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II. The State and the Individual

Chapter 6
CITIZENSHIP OF THE USSR

EQUALITY OF CITIZENS’ RIGHTS

Article 33
Uniform federal citizenship is established for the USSR. Every citizen 

of a Union Republic is a citizen of the USSR.
The grounds and procedure for acquiring or forfeiting Soviet citizen­

ship are defined by the Law on Citizenship of the USSR.
When abroad, citizens of the USSR enjoy the protection and assis­

tance of the Soviet state.

Article 34
Citizens of the USSR are equal before the law, without distinction of 

origin, social or property status, race or nationality, sex, education, lan­
guage, attitude to religion, type and nature of occupation, domicile, or 
other status.

The equal rights of citizens of the USSR are guaranteed in all fields of 
economic, political, social, and cultural life.

Article 35
Women and men have equal rights in the USSR.
Exercise of these rights is ensured by according women equal access 

with men to education and vocational and professional training, equal 
opportunities in employment, remuneration, and promotion, and in so­
cial and political, and cultural activity, and by special labour and health 
protection measures for women; by providing conditions enabling 
mothers to work; by legal protection, and material and moral support for 
mothers and children, including paid leaves and other benefits for ex­
pectant mothers and mothers, and gradual reduction of working time for 
mothers with small children.

Article 36
Citizens of the USSR of different races and nationalities have equal 

rights.
Exercise of these rights is ensured by a policy of all-round develop­

ment and drawing together of all the nations and nationalities of the 
USSR, by educating citizens in the spirit of Soviet patriotism and 
socialist internationalism, and by the possibility to use their native lan­
guage and the languages of other peoples of the USSR.

Any direct or indirect limitation of the rights of citizens or establish­
ment of direct or indirect privileges on grounds of race or nationality, 
and any advocacy of racial or national exclusiveness, hostility or con­
tempt, are punishable by law.
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Article 37
Citizens of other countries and stateless persons in the USSR are 

guaranteed the rights and freedoms provided by law, including the right 
to apply to a court and other state bodies for the protection of their 
personal, property, family, and other rights.

Citizens of other countries and stateless persons, when in the USSR, 
are obliged to respect the Constitutvn of the USSR and observe Soviet 
laws.

Article 38
The USSR grants the right of asylum to foreigners persecuted for 

defending the interests of the working people and the cause of peace, or 
for participation in the revolutionary and national-liberation movement, 
or for progressive social and political, scientific or other creative activity.

Chapter 7
THE RASIC RIGHTS, FREEDOMS, AND 
DUTIES OF CITIZENS OF THE USSR

Article 39
Citizens of the USSR enjoy in full the social, economic, political and 

personal rights and freedoms proclaimed and guaranteed by the Con­
stitution of the USSR and by Soviet laws. The socialist system ensures 
enlargement of the rights and freedoms of citizens and continuous im­
provement of their living standards as social, economic, and cultural 
development programmes are fulfilled.

Enjoyment by citizens of their rights and freedoms must not be to the 
detriment of the interests of society or the state, or infringe the rights of 
other citizens.

Article 40
Citizens of the USSR have the right to work (that is, to guaranteed 

employment and pay in accordance with the quantity and quality of 
their work, and not below the state-established minimum), including 
the right to choose their trade or profession, type of job and work in 
accordance with their inclinations, abilities, training and education, 
with due account of the needs of society.

This right is ensured by the socialist economic system, steady growth 
of the productive forces, free vocational and professional training, im­
provement of skills, training in new trades or professions, and develop­
ment of the systems of vocational guidance and job placement.

Article 41
Citizens of the USSR have the right to rest and leisure.
This right is ensured by the establishment of a working week not 

exceeding 41 hours, for workers and other employees, a shorter working 
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day in a number of trades and industries, and shorter hours for night 
work; by the provision of paid annual holidays, weekly days of rest, 
extension of the network of cultural, educational and health-building 
institutions, and the development on a mass scale of sport, physical 
culture, and camping and tourism; by the provision of neighbourhood 
recreational facilities, and of other opportunities for rational use of free 
time.

The length of collective farmers’ working and leisure time is 
established by their collective farms.

Article 42
Citizens of the USSR have the right to health protection.
This right is ensured by free, qualified medical care provided by state 

health institutions; by extension of the network of therapeutic and 
health-building institutions; by the development and improvement of 
safety and hygiene in industry; by carrying out broad prophylactic mea­
sures; by measures to improve the environment; by special care for the 
health of the rising generation, including prohibition of child labour, 
excluding the work done by children as part of the school curriculum; 
and by developing research to prevent and reduce the incidence of 
disease and ensure citizens a long and active life.

Article 43
Citizens of the USSR have the right to maintenance in old age, in 

sickness, and in the event of complete or partial disability or loss of the 
breadwinner. »

This right is guaranteed by social insurance of workers and other 
employees and collective farmers; by allowances for temporary dis­
ability; by the provision by the state or by collective farms of retirement 
pensions, disability pensions, and pensions for loss of the breadwinner; 
by providing employment for the partially disabled; by care for the 
elderly and the disabled; and by other forms of social security.

Article 44
Citizens of the USSR have the right to housing.
This right is ensured by the development and upkeep of state and 

socially-owned housing; by assistance for co-operative and individual 
house building; by fair distribution, under public control, of the housing 
that becomes available through fulfilment of the programme of building 
well-appointed dwellings, and by low rents and low charges for utility 
services. Citizens of the USSR shall take good care of the housing 
allocated to them.

Article 45
Citizens of the USSR have the right to education.
This right is ensured by free provision of all forms of education, by the 

institution of universal, compulsory secondary education, and broad de­
velopment of vocational, specialised secondary, and higher education, 
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in which instruction is oriented toward practical activity and produc­
tion; by the development of extramural, correspondence and evening 
courses; by the provision of state scholarships and grants and privileges 
for students; by the free issue of school textbooks; by the opportunity to 
attend a school where teaching is in the native language; and by the 
provision of facilities for self-education.

Article 46
Citizens of the USSR have the right to enjoy cultural benefits.
This right is ensured by broad access to the cultural treasures of their 

own land and of the world that are preserved in state and other public 
collections; by the development and fair distribution of cultural and 
educational institutions throughout the country; by developing televi­
sion and radio broadcasting and the publishing of books, newspapers 
and periodicals, and by extending the free library service; and by ex­
panding cultural exchanges with other countries.

Article 47
Citizens of the USSR, in accordance with the aims of building com­

munism, are guaranteed freedom of scientific, technical, and artistic 
work. This freedom is ensured by broadening scientific research, en­
couraging invention and innovation, and developing literature and the 
arts. The state provides the necessary material conditions for this and 
support for voluntary societies and unions of workers in the arts, or­
ganises introduction of inventions and innovations in production and 
other spheres of activity.

The rights of authors, inventors and innovators are protected by the 
state.

Article 48
Citizens of the USSR have the right to take part in the management 

and administration of state and public affairs and in the discussion and 
adoption of laws and measures of All-Union and local significance.

This right is ensured by the opportunity to vote and to be elected to 
Soviets of People’s Deputies and other elective state bodies, to take part 
in nationwide discussions and referendums, in people’s control, in the 
work of state bodies, public organisations, and local community groups, 
and in meetings at places of work or residence.

Article 49
Every citizen of the USSR has the right to submit proposals to state 

bodies and public organisations for improving their activity, and to criti­
cise shortcomings in their work.

Officials are obliged, within established time-limits, to examine citi­
zens’ proposals and requests, to reply to them, and to take appropriate 
action.

Persecution for criticism is prohibited. Persons guilty of such persecu­
tion shall be called to account.
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Article 50
In accordance with the interests of the people and in order to 

strengthen and develop the socialist system, citizens of the USSR are 
guaranteed freedom of speech, of the press, and of assembly, meetings, 
street processions and demonstrations.

Exercise of these political freedoms is ensured by putting public 
buildings, streets and squares at the disposal of the working people and 
their organisations, by broad dissemination of information, and by the 
opportunity to use the press, television, and radio.

Article 51
In accordance with the aims of building communism, citizens of the 

USSR have the right to associate in public organisations that promote 
their political activity and initiative and satisfaction of their various 
interests.

Public organisations are guaranteed conditions for successfully per­
forming the functions defined in their rules.

Article 52
Citizens of the USSR are guaranteed freedom of conscience, that is, 

the right to profess or not to profess any religion, and to conduct reli­
gious worship or atheistic propaganda. Incitement of hostility or hatred 
on religious grounds is prohibited.

In the USSR, the church is separated from the state, and the school 
from the church.

Article 53 •
The family enjoys the protection of the state.
Marriage is based on the free consent of the woman and the man; the 

spouses are completely equal in their family relations.
The state helps the family by providing and developing a broad sys­

tem of child-care institutions, by organising and improving communal 
services and public catering, by paying grants on the birth of a child, by 
providing children’s allowances and benefits for large families, and 
other forms of family allowances and assistance.

Article 54
Citizens of the USSR are guaranteed inviolability of the person. No 

one may be arrested except by a court decision or on the warrant of a 
procurator.

Article 55
Citizens of the USSR are guaranteed inviolability of the home. No one 

may, without lawful grounds, enter a home against the will of those 
residing in it.

Article 56
The privacy of citizens, and of their correspondence, telephone con­

versations, and telegraphic communications is protected by law.



APPENDIX 261

Article 57
Respect for the individual and protection of the rights and freedoms of 

citizens are the duty of all state bodies, public organisations, and of­
ficials.

Citizens of the USSR have the right to protection by the courts against 
encroachments on their honour and reputation, life and health, and per­
sonal freedom and property.

Article 58
Citizens of the USSR have the right to lodge a complaint against the 

actions of officials, state bodies and public bodies. Complaints shall be 
examined according to the procedure and within the time-limit 
established by law.

Actions by officials that contravene the law or exceed their powers, 
and infringe the rights of citizens, may be appealed against in a court in 
the manner prescribed by law.

Citizens of the USSR have the right to compensation for damage re­
sulting from unlawful actions by state organisations and public organisa­
tions, or by officials in the performance of their duties.

Article 59
Citizens’ exercise of their rights and freedoms is inseparable from the 

performance of their duties and obligations.
Citizens of the USSR are obliged to observe the Constitution of the 

USSR and Soviet laws, comply with the standards of socialist conduct, 
and uphold the honour and dignity of Soviet citizenship.

Article 60
It is the duty of, and a matter of honour for, every able-bodied citizen 

of the USSR to work conscientiously in his chosen, socially useful occu­
pation, and strictly to observe labour discipline. Evasion of socially use­
ful work is incompatible with the principles of socialist society.

Article 61
Citizens of the USSR are obliged to preserve and protect socialist 

property. It is the duty of a citizen of the USSR to combat misappropria­
tion and squandering of state and socially-owned property and to make 
thrifty use of the people’s wealth.

Persons encroaching in any way on socialist property shall be pun­
ished according to the law.

Article 62
Citizens of the USSR are obliged to safeguard the interests of the 

Soviet state, and to enhance its power and prestige.
Defence of the Socialist Motherland is the sacred duty of every citizen 

of the USSR.
Betrayal of the Motherland is the gravest ofcrimes against the people.
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Article 63
Military service in the ranks of the Armed Forces of the USSR is an 

honourable duty of Soviet citizens.

Article 64
It is the duty of every citizen of the USSR to respect the national 

dignity of other citizens, and to strengthen friendship of the nations and 
nationalities of the multinational Soviet state.

Article 65
A citizen of the USSR is obliged to respect the rights and lawful 

interests of other persons, to be uncompromising toward anti-social be­
haviour, and to help maintain public order.

Article 66
Citizens of the USSR are obliged to concern themselves with the 

upbringing of children, to train them for socially useful work, and to 
raise them as worthy members of socialist society. Children are obliged 
to care for their parents and help them.

Article 67
Citizens of the USSR are obliged to protect nature and conserve its 

riches.

Article 68
Concern for the preservation of historical monuments and other cul­

tural values is a duty and obligation of citizens of the USSR.
»

Article 69
It is the internationalist duty of citizens of the USSR to promote 

friendship and co-operation with peoples of other lands and help main­
tain and strengthen world peace.

III. The National-State Structure 
of the USSR

Chapter 8
THE USSR—A FEDERAL STATE

Article 70
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is an integral, federal, multi­

national state formed on the principle of socialist federalism as a result 
of the free self-determination of nations and the voluntary association of 
equal Soviet Socialist Republics.
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The USSR embodies the state unity of the Soviet people and draws all 
its nations and nationalities together for the purpose of jointly building 
communism.

Article 71
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics unites:

the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic, 
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Ryelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Uzbek Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Kazakh Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Lithuanian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Kirghiz Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Tajik Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Armenian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Turkmen Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the Estonian Soviet Socialist Republic.

Article 72
Each Union Republic shall retain the right freely to secede from the 

USSR.

Article 73
The jurisdiction of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as repre­

sented by its highest bodies of state authority and administration, shall 
cover:

1) the admission of new republics to the USSR; endorsement of the 
formation of new autonomous republics and autonomous regions within 
Union Republics;

2) determination of the state boundaries of the USSR and approval of 
changes in the boundaries between Union Republics;

3) establishment of the general principles for the organisation and 
functioning of republican and local bodies of state authority and ad­
ministration;

4) the ensurance of uniformity of legislative norms throughout the 
USSR and establishment of the fundamentals of the legislation of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Union Republics;

5) pursuance of a uniform social and economic policy; direction of the 
country’s economy; determination of the main lines of scientific and 
technological progress and the general measures for rational exploita­
tion and conservation of natural resources; the drafting and approval of 
state plans for the economic and social development of the USSR, and 
endorsement of reports on their fulfilment;
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6) the drafting and approval of the consolidated Budget of the USSR, 
and endorsement of the report on its execution; management of a single 
monetary and credit system; determination of the taxes and revenues 
forming the Budget of the USSR; and the formulation of prices and 
wages policy;

7) direction of the sectors of the economy, and of enterprises and 
amalgamations under Union jurisdiction, and general direction of in­
dustries under Union-Republican jurisdiction;

8) issues of war and peace, defence of the sovereignty of the USSR and 
safeguarding of its frontiers and territory, and organisation of defence; 
direction of the Armed Forces of the USSR;

9) state security;
10) representation of the USSR in international relations; the USSR’s 

relations with other states and with international organisations; 
establishment of the general procedure for, and co-ordination of, the 
relations of Union Republics with other states and with international 
organisations; foreign trade and other forms of external economic activ­
ity on the basis of state monopoly;

11) control over observance of the Constitution of the USSR, and 
ensurance of conformity of the Constitutions of Union Republics to the 
Constitution of the USSR;

12) and settlement of other matters of All-Union importance.

Article 74
The laws of the USSR shall have the same force in all Union Re­

publics. In the event of a discrepancy between a Union Republic law 
and an All-Union law, the law of the USSR shall prevail.

Article 75
The territory of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a single 

entity and comprises the territories of the Union Republics.
The sovereignty of the USSR extends throughout its territory.

Chapter 9
THE UNION SOVIET SOCIALIST

REPUBLIC

Article 76
A Union Republic is a sovereign Soviet socialist state that has united 

with other Soviet Republics in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
Outside the spheres listed in Article 73 of the Constitution of the 

USSR, a Union Republic exercises independent authority on its terri­
tory.

A Union Republic shall have its own Constitution conforming to the 
Constitution of the USSR with the specific features of the Republic 
being taken into account.
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Article 77
Union Republics take part in decision-making in the Supreme Soviet 

of the USSR, the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, the 
Government of the USSR, and other bodies of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics in matters that come within the jurisdiction of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

A Union Republic shall ensure comprehensive economic and social 
development on its territory, facilitate exercise of the powers of the 
USSR on its territory, and implement the decisions of the highest bodies 
of state authority and administration of the USSR.

In matters that come within its jurisdiction, a Union Republic shall 
co-ordinate and control the activity of enterprises, institutions, and or­
ganisations subordinate to the Union.

Article 78
The territory of a Union Republic may not be altered without its 

consent. The boundaries between Union Republics may be altered by 
mutual agreement of the Republics concerned, subject to ratification by 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Article 79
A Union Republic shall determine its division into territories, regions, 

areas, and districts, and decide other matters relating to its administra­
tive and territorial structure.

Article 80
A Union Republic has the right to enter into relations with other 

states, conclude treaties with them, exchange diplomatic and consular 
representatives, and take part in the work of international organisations.

Article 81
The sovereign rights of Union Republics shall be safeguarded by the 

USSR.

Chapter 10
THE AUTONOMOUS SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLIC

Article 82
An Autonomous Republic is a constituent part of a Union Republic.
In spheres not within the jurisdiction of the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics and the Union Republic, an Autonomous Republic shall deal 
independently with matters within its jurisdiction.

An Autonomous Republic shall have its own Constitution conforming 
to the Constitutions of the USSR and the Union Republic with the 
specific features of the Autonomous Republic being taken into account.
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Article 83
An Autonomous Republic takes part in decision-making through the 

highest bodies of state authority and administration of the USSR and of 
the Union Republic respectively, in matters that come within the juris­
diction of the USSR and the Union Republic.

An Autonomous Republic shall ensure comprehensive economic and 
social development on its territory, facilitate exercise of the powers of 
the USSR and the Union Republic on its territory, and implement de­
cisions of the highest bodies of state authority and administration of the 
USSR and the Union Republic.

In matters within its jurisdiction, an Autonomous Republic shall co­
ordinate and control the activity of enterprises, institutions, and organi­
sations subordinate to the Union or the Union Republic.

Article 84
The territory of an Autonomous Republic may not be altered without 

its consent.

Article 85
The Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic includes the 

Bashkir, Buryat, Daghestan, Kabardin-Balkar, Kalmyk, Karelian, Komi, 
Mari, Mordovian, North Ossetian, Tatar, Tuva, Udmurt, Chechen- 
Ingush, Chuvash, and Yakut Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republics.

The Uzbek Soviet Socialist Republic includes the Kara-Kalpak Au­
tonomous Soviet Socialist Republic.

The Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic includes the Abkhasian and 
Adzhar Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republics.

The Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic includes the Nakhichevan 
Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic.

*

Chapter 11
THE AUTONOMOUS REGION

AND AUTONOMOUS AREA

Article 86
An Autonomous Region is a constituent part of a Union Republic or 

Territory. The Law on an Autonomous Region, upon submission by the 
Soviet of People’s Deputies of the Autonomous Region concerned, shall 
be adopted by the Supreme Soviet of the Union Republic.

Article 87
The Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic includes the 

Adygei, Gorno-Altai, Jewish, Karachai-Circassian, and Khakass Auton­
omous Regions.

The Georgian Soviet Socialist Republic includes the South Ossetian
Autonomous Region.
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The Azerbaijan Soviet Socialist Republic includes the Nagorno- 
Karabakh Autonomous Region.

The Tajik Soviet Socialist Republic includes the Gorno-Badakhshan 
Autonomous Region.

Article 88
An Autonomous Area is a constituent part of a Territory or Region. 

The Law on an Autonomous Area shall be adopted by the Supreme 
Soviet of the Union Republic concerned.

IV. Soviets of People’s Deputies 
and Electoral Procedure

Chapter 12
THE SYSTEM OF SOVIETS OF PEOPLE’S DEPUTIES

AND THE PRINCIPLES OF THEIR WORK

Article 89
The Soviets of People’s Deputies, i.e. the Supreme Soviet of the 

USSR, the Supreme Soviets of Union Republics, the Supreme Soviets of 
Autonomous Republics, the Soviets of People’s Deputies of Territories 
and Regions, the Soviets of People’s Deputies of Autonomous Regions 
and Autonomous Areas, and the Soviets of People’s Deputies of dis­
tricts, cities, city districts, settlements and villages shall constitute a 
single system of bodies of state authority.

Article 90
The term of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, the Supreme Soviets of 

Union Republics, and the Supreme Soviets of Autonomous Republics 
shall be five years.

The term of local Soviets of People’s Deputies shall be two and a half 
years.

Elections to Soviets of People’s Deputies shall be called not later than 
two months before expiry of the term of the Soviet concerned.

Article 91
The most important matters within the jurisdiction of the respective 

Soviets of People’s Deputies shall be considered and settled at their 
sessions.

Soviets of People’s Deputies shall elect standing commissions and 
form executive-administrative, and other bodies accountable to them.

Article 92
Soviets of People’s Deputies shall form people’s control bodies com­

bining state control with control by the working people at enterprises, 
collective farms, institutions, and organisations.



268 APPENDIX

People’s control bodies shall check on the fulfilment of state plans and 
assignments, combat breaches of state discipline, localistic tendencies, 
narrow departmental attitudes, mismanagement, extravagance and 
waste, red tape and bureaucracy, and help improve the working of the 
state machinery.

Article 93
Soviets of People’s Deputies shall direct all sectors of state, economic 

and social and cultural development, either directly or through bodies 
instituted by them, take decisions and ensure their execution, and verify 
their implementation.

Article 94
Soviets of People’s Deputies shall function publicly on the basis of 

collective, free, constructive discussion and decision-making, of sys­
tematic reporting back to them and the people by their executive- 
administrative and other bodies, and of involving citizens on a broad 
scale in their work.

Soviets of People’s Deputies and the bodies set up by them shall 
systematically inform the public about their work and the decisions 
taken by them.

’ Chapter 13
THE ELECTORAL SYSTEM

Article 95
Deputies to all Soviets shall be felected on the basis of universal, 

equal, and direct suffrage by secret ballot.

Article 96
Elections shall be universal: all citizens of the USSR who have 

reached the age of 18 shall have the right to vote and to be elected, with 
the exception of persons who have been legally certified insane.

To be eligible for election to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR a citizen 
of the USSR must have reached the age of 21.

Article 97
Elections shall be equal: each citizen shall have one vote; all voters 

shall exercise the franchise on an equal footing.

Article 98
Elections shall be direct: Deputies to all Soviets of People’s Deputies 

shall be elected by citizens by direct vote.

Article 99
Voting at elections shall be secret: control over voters exercise of the 

franchise is inadmissible.
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Article 100
The following shall have the right to nominate candidates: branches 

and organisations of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, trade 
unions, and the All-Union Leninist Young Communist League; co­
operatives and other public organisations; work collectives, and meet­
ings of servicemen in their military units.

Citizens of the USSR and public organisations are guaranteed the 
right to free and all-round discussion of the political and personal qual­
ities and competence of candidates, and the right to campaign for them 
at meetings, in the press, and on television and radio.

The expenses involved in holding elections to Soviets of People’s 
Deputies shall be met by the state.

Article 101
Deputies to Soviets of People’s Deputies shall be elected by con­

stituencies.
A citizen of the USSR may not, as a rule, be elected to more than two 

Soviets of People’s Deputies.
Elections to the Soviets shall be conducted by electoral commissions 

consisting of representatives of public organisations and work collec­
tives, and of meetings of servicemen in military units.

The procedure for holding elections to Soviets of People’s Deputies 
shall be defined by the laws ofthe USSR, and of Union and Autonomous 
Republics.

Article 102
Electors give mandates to their Deputies.
The appropriate Soviets of People’s Deputies shall examine electors’ 

mandates, take them into account in drafting economic and social devel­
opment plans and in drawing up the budget, organise implementation of 
the mandates, and inform citizens about it.

Chapter 14
PEOPLE’S DEPUTIES

Article 103
Deputies are the plenipotentiary representatives of the people in the 

Soviets of People’s Deputies.
In the Soviets, Deputies deal with matters relating to state, economic 

and social and cultural development, organise implementation of the 
decisions of the Soviets, and exercise control over the work of state 
bodies, enterprises, institutions and organisations.

Deputies shall be guided in their activities by the interests of the 
state, and shall take the needs of their constituents into account and 
work to implement their electors’ mandates.
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Article 104
Deputies shall exercise their powers without discontinuing their reg­

ular employment or duties.
During sessions of the Soviet, and so as to exercise their Deputy’s 

powers in other cases stipulated by law, Deputies shall be released from 
their regular employment or duties, with retention of their average earn­
ings at their permanent place of work.

Article 105
A Deputy has the right to address inquiries to the appropriate state 

bodies and officials, who are obliged to reply to them at a session of the 
Soviet.

Deputies have the right to approach any state or public body, enter­
prise, institution, or organisation on matters arising from their work as 
Deputies and to take part in considering the questions raised by them. 
The heads of the state or public bodies, enterprises, institutions or or­
ganisations concerned are obliged to receive Deputies without delay 
and to consider their proposals within the time-limit established by law.

Article 106
Deputies shall be ensured conditions for the unhampered and effec­

tive exercise of their rights and duties.
The immunity of Deputies, and other guarantees of their activity as 

Deputies, are defined in the Law on the Status of Deputies and other 
legislative acts of the USSR and of Union and Autonomous Republics.

Article 107
Deputies shall report on their work and on that of the Soviet to their 

constituents, and to the work collectives and public organisations that 
nominated them.

Deputies who have not justified the confidence of their constituents 
may be recalled at any time by decision of a majority of the electors in 
accordance with the procedure established by law.

V. Higher Bodies of State Authority 
and Administration of the USSR

Chapter 15
THE SUPREME SOVIET OF THE USSR

Article 108
The highest body of state authority of the USSR shall be the Supreme 

Soviet of the USSR.
The Supreme Soviet of the USSR is empowered to deal with all mat­

ters within the jurisdiction of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as 
defined by this Constitution.
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The adoption and amendment of the Constitution of the USSR; ad­
mission of new Republics to the USSR; endorsement of the formation of 
new Autonomous Republics and Autonomous Regions; approval of the 
state plans for economic and social development, of the Budget of the 
USSR, and of reports on their execution; and the institution of bodies of 
the USSR accountable to it, are the exclusive prerogative of the Su­
preme Soviet of the USSR.

Laws of the USSR shall be enacted by the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR or by a nationwide vote (referendum) held by decision of the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Article 109
The Supreme Soviet of thç USSR shall consist of two chambers: the 

Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities.
The two chambers of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall have 

equal rights.

Article 110
The Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities shall have 

equal numbers of deputies.
The Soviet of the Union shall be elected by constituencies with equal 

populations.
The Soviet of Nationalities shall be elected on the basis of the follow­

ing representation: 32 Deputies from each Union Republic, 11 Deputies 
from each Autonomous Republic, five Deputies from each Autonomous 
Region, and one Deputy from each Autonomous Area.

The Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities, upon submis­
sion by the credentials commissions elected by them, shall decide on 
the validity of Deputies’ credentials, and, in cases in which the election 
law has been violated, shall declare the election of the Deputies con­
cerned null and void.

Article 111
Each chamber of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall elect a Chair­

man and four Vice-Chairmen.
The Chairmen of the Soviet of the Union and of the Soviet of 

Nationalities shall preside over the sittings of the respective chambers 
and conduct their affairs.

Joint sittings of the chambers of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall 
be presided over alternately by the Chairman of the Soviet of the Union 
and the Chairman of the Soviet of Nationalities.

Article 112
Sessions of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall be convened twice a 

year.
Special sessions shall be convened by the Presidium of the Supreme 

Soviet of the USSR at its discretion or on the proposal of a Union Re­
public, or of not less than one-third of the Deputies of one of the cham­
bers.
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A session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall consist of separate 
and joint sittings of the chambers, and of meetings of the standing com­
missions of the chambers or commissions of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR held bètween the sittings of the chambers. A session may be 
opened and closed at either separate or joint sittings of the chambers.

Article 113
The right to initiate legislation in the Supreme Soviet of the USSR is 

vested in the Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities, the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, the Council of Ministers 
of the USSR, Union Republics through their higher bodies of state au­
thority, commissions of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and standing 
commissions of its chambers, Deputies of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR, the Supreme Court of the USSR, and the Procurator-General of 
the USSR.

The right to initiate legislation is also vested in public organisations 
through their All-Union bodies.

Article 114
Bills and other matters submitted to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR 

shall be debated by its chambers at separate or joint sittings. Where 
necessary, a bill or other matter may be referred to one or more commis­
sions for preliminary or additional consideration.

A law of the USSR shall be deemed adopted when it has been passed 
in each chamber of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR by a majority of the 
total number of its Deputies. Decisions and other acts of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR are adopted by a majority of the total number of 
Deputies of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Bills and other very important matters of state may be submitted for 
nationwide discussion by a decision of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR 
or its Presidium taken on their own initiative or on the proposal of a 
Union Republic.

Article 115
In the event of disagreement between the Soviet of the Union and the 

Soviet of Nationalities, the matter at issue shall be referred for settle­
ment to a conciliation commission formed by the chambers on a parity 
basis, after which it shall be considered for a second time by the Soviet 
of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities at a joint sitting. If agree­
ment is again not reached, the matter shall be postponed for debate at 
the next session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR or submitted by the 
Supreme Soviet to a nationwide vote (referendum).

Article 116
Laws of the USSR and decisions and other acts of the Supreme Soviet 

of the USSR shall be published in the languages of the Union Republics 
over the signatures of the Chairman and Secretary of the Presidium of 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.
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Article 117
A Deputy of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR has the right to address 

inquiries to the Council of Ministers of the USSR, and to Ministers and 
the heads of other bodies formed by the Supreme Soviet of the USSR. 
The Council of Ministers of the USSR, or the official to whom the in­
quiry is addressed, is obliged to give a verbal or written reply within 
three days at the given session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Article 118
A Deputy of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR may not be prosecuted, 

or arrested, or incur a court-imposed penalty, without the sanction of the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR or, between its sessions, of the Presidium 
of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Article 119
The Supreme Soviet of the USSR, at a joint sitting of its chambers, 

shall elect a Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, which shall 
be a standing body of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, accountable to it 
for all its work and exercising the functions of the highest body of state 
authority of the USSR between sessions of the Supreme Soviet, within 
the limits prescribed by the Constitution.

Article 120
The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall be elected 

from among the Deputies and shall consist of a Chairman, First Vice- 
Chairman, 15 Vice-Chairmen (one from each Union Republic), a Secre­
tary, and 21 members.

Article 121
The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall:
1) name the date of elections to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR;
2) convene sessions of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR;
3) co-ordinate the work of the standing commissions of the chambers 

of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR;
4) ensure observance of the Constitution of the USSR and conformity 

of the Constitutions and laws of Union Republics to the Constitution 
and laws of the USSR;

5) interpret the laws of the USSR;
6) ratify and denounce international treaties of the USSR;
7) revoke decisions and ordinances of the Council of Ministers of the 

USSR and of the Councils of Ministers of Union Republics should they 
fail to conform to the law;

8) institute military and diplomatic ranks and other special titles; and 
confer the highest military and diplomatic ranks and other special titles;

9) institute orders and medals of the USSR, and honorific titles of the 
USSR; award orders and medals of the USSR; and confer honorific titles 
of the USSR;
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10) grant citizenship of the USSR, and rule on matters of the renuncia­
tion or deprivation of citizenship of the USSR and of granting asylum;

11) issue /Mi-Union acts of amnesty and exercise the right of pardon;
12) appoint and recall diplomatic representatives of the USSR to other 

countries and to international organisations;
13) receive the letters of credence and recall of the diplomatic repre­

sentatives of foreign states accredited to it;
14) form the Council of Defence of the USSR and confirm its composi­

tion; appoint and dismiss the high command of the Armed Forces of the 
USSR;

15) proclaim martial law in particular localities or throughout the 
country in the interests of defence of the USSR;

16) order general or partial mobilisation;
17) between sessions of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, proclaim a 

state of war in the event of an armed attack on the USSR, or when it is 
necessary to meet international treaty obligations relating to mutual de­
fence against aggression;

18) and exercise other powers vested in it by the Constitution and 
laws of the USSR.

Article 122
The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, between sessions 

of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and subject to submission for its 
confirmation at the next session, shall:

1) amend existing legislative acts of the USSR when necessary;
2) approve changes in the boundaries between Union Republics;
3) form and abolish Ministries aqd State Committees of the USSR on 

the recommendation of the Council of Ministers of the USSR;
4) relieve individual members of the Council of Ministers of the USSR 

of their responsibilities and appoint persons to the Council of Ministers 
on the recommendation of the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of 
the USSR.

Article 123
The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR promulgates de­

crees and adopts decisions.

Article 124
On expiry of the term of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, the Pre­

sidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall retain its powers until 
the newly elected Supreme Soviet of the USSR has elected a new Pre­
sidium.

The newly elected Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall be convened by 
the outgoing Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR within two 
months of the elections.

Article 125
The Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities shall elect 

standing commissions from among the Deputies to make a preliminary
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review of matters coming within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Soviet 
of the USSR, to promote execution of the laws of the USSR and other 
acts of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and its Presidium, and to check 
on the work of state bodies and organisations. The chambers of the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR may also set up joint commissions on a 
parity basis.

When it deems it necessary, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR sets up 
commissions of inquiry and audit, and commissions on any other matter.

All state and public bodies, organisations and officials are obliged to 
meet the requests of the commissions of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR and of its chambers, and submit the requisite materials and 
documents to them.

The commissions’ recommendations shall be subject to consideration 
by state and public bodies, institutions and organisations. The commis­
sions shall be informed, within the prescribed time-limit, of the results 
of such consideration or of the action taken.

Article 126
The Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall supervise the work of all state 

bodies accountable to it.
The Supreme Soviet of the USSR shall form a Committee of People’s 

Control of the USSR to head the system of people’s control.
The organisation and procedure of people’s control bodies are defined 

by the Law on People’s Control in the USSR.

Article 127
The procedure of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and of its bodies 

shall be defined in the Rules and Regulations of the Supreme Soviet of 
the USSR and other laws of the USSR enacted on the basis of the Con­
stitution of the USSR.

Chapter 16
THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS

OF THE USSR

Article 128
The Council of Ministers of the USSR, i.e. the Government of the 

USSR, is the highest executive and administrative body of state author­
ity of the USSR.

Article 129
The Council of Ministers of the USSR shall be formed by the Supreme 

Soviet of the USSR at a joint sitting of the Soviet of the Union and the 
Soviet of Nationalities, and shall consist of the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the USSR, First Vice-Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen, 
Ministers of the USSR, and Chairmen of State Committees of the USSR.
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The Chairmen of the Councils of Ministers of Union Republics shall 
be ex officio members of the Council of Ministers of the USSR.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR, on the recommendation of the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, may include in the 
Government of the USSR the heads of other bodies and organisations of 
the USSR.

The Council of Ministers of the USSR shall tender its resignation to a 
newly-elected Supreme Soviet of the USSR at its first session.

Article 130
The Council of Ministers of the USSR shall be responsible and ac­

countable to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and, between sessions of 
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, to the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR.

The Council of Ministers of the USSR shall report regularly on its 
work to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Article 131
The Council of Ministers of the USSR is empowered to deal with all 

matters of state administration within the jurisdiction of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics insofar as, under the Constitution, they do not 
come within the competence of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR or the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Within its powers the Council of Ministers of the USSR shall:
1) ensure direction of economic, social and cultural development; 

draft and implement measures io promote the well-being and cultural 
development of the people, to develop science and engineering, to en­
sure rational exploitation and conservation of natural resources, to con­
solidate the monetary and credit system, to pursue a uniform prices, 
wages, and social security policy, and to organise state insurance and a 
uniform system of accounting and statistics; and organise the manage­
ment of industrial, constructional, and agricultural enterprises and 
amalgamations, transport and communications undertakings, banks, and 
other organisations and institutions of Union subordination;

2) draft current and long-term state plans for the economic and social 
development of the USSR and the Budget of the USSR, and submit them 
to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR; take measures to execute the state 
plans and Budget; and report to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR on the 
implementation of the plans and Budget;

3) implement measures to defend the interests of the state, protect 
socialist property and maintain public order, and guarantee and protect 
citizens’ rights and freedoms;

4) take measures to ensure state security;
5) exercise general direction of the development of the Armed Forces 

of the USSR, and determine the annual contingent of citizens to be 
called up for active military service;

6) provide general direction in regard to relations with other states, 
foreign trade, and economic, scientific, technical, and cultural co­
operation of the USSR with other countries; take measures to ensure
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fulfilment of the USSR’s international treaties; and ratify and denounce 
intergovernmental international agreements;

7) and when necessary, form committees, central boards and other 
departments under the Council of Ministers of the USSR to deal with 
matters of economic, social and cultural development, and defence.

Article 132
A Presidium of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, consisting of the 

Chairman, the First Vice-Chainnen, and Vice-Chairmen of the Council 
of Ministers of the U SSR, shall function as a standing body of the Coun­
cil of Ministers of the USSR to deal with questions relating to guidance 
of the economy, and with other matters of state administration.

Article 133
The Council of Ministers of the USSR, on the basis of, and in per- 

suance of, the laws of the USSR and other decisions of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR and its Presidium, shall issue decisions and ordi­
nances and verify their execution. The decisions and ordinances of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR shall be binding throughout the 
USSR.

Article 134
The Council of Ministers of the USSR has the right, in matters within 

the jurisdiction of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, to suspend 
execution of decisions and ordinances of the Councils of Ministers of 
Union Republics, and to rescind acts of ministries and state committees 
of the USSR, and of other bodies subordinate to it.

Article 135
The Council of Ministers of the USSR shall co-ordinate and direct the 

work of All-Union and Union-Republican ministries, state committees 
of the USSR, and other bodies subordinate to it.

All-Union ministries and state committees of the USSR shall direct 
the work of the branches of administration entrusted to them, or exercise 
inter-branch administration, throughout the territory of the USSR di­
rectly or through bodies set up by them.

Union-Republican ministries and state committees of the USSR direct 
the work of the branches of administration entrusted to them, or exercise 
inter-branch administration, as a rule, through the corresponding minis­
tries and state committees, and other bodies of Union Republics, and 
directly administer individual enterprises and amalgamations of Union 
subordination. The procedure for transferring enterprises and amalga­
mations from Republic or local subordination to Union subordination 
shall be defined by the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Ministries and state committees of the USSR shall be responsible for 
the condition and development of the spheres of administration en­
trusted to them; within their competence, they issue orders and other 
acts on the basis of, and in execution of, the laws of the USSR and other 
decisions of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and its Presidium, and of
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decisions and ordinances of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, and 
organise and verify their implementation.

Article 136
The competence of the Council of Ministers of the USSR and its 

Presidium, the procedure for their work, relationships between the 
Council of Ministers and other state bodies, and the list of All-Union and 
Union-Republican ministries and state committees of the USSR are de­
fined, on the basis of the Constitution, in the Law on the Council of 
Ministers of the USSR.

VI . Basic Principles of the Structure
of the Bodies of State Authority and 

Administration in Union Republics

Chapter 17
HIGHER BODIES OF STATE AUTHORITY AND 

ADMINISTRATION OF A UNION REPUBLIC »

Article 137
The highest body of state authority of a Union Republic shall be the 

Supreme Soviet of that Republic.
The Supreme Soviet of a Union Republic is empowered to deal with 

all matters within the jurisdiction of the Republic under the Con­
stitutions of the USSR and the Republic.

Adoption and amendment of the Constitution of a Union Republic; 
endorsement of state plans for economic and social development, of the 
Republic’s Budget, and of reports on their fulfilment; and the formation 
of bodies accountable to the Supreme Soviet of the Union Republic are 
the exclusive prerogative of that Supreme Soviet.

Laws of a Union Republic shall be enacted by the Supreme Soviet of 
the Union Republic or by a popular vote (referendum) held by decision 
of the Republic’s Supreme Soviet.

Article 138
The Supreme Soviet of a Union Republic shall elect a Presidium, 

which is a standing body of that Supreme Soviet and accountable to it for 
all its work. The composition and powers of the Presidium of the Su­
preme Soviet of a Union Republic shall be defined in the Constitution of 
the Union Republic.

Article 139
The Supreme Soviet of a Union Republic shall form a Council of 

Ministers of the Union Republic, i.e. the Government of that Republic, 
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which shall be the highest executive and administrative body of state 
authority in the Republic.

The Council of Ministers of a Union Republic shall be responsible 
and accountable to the Supreme Soviet of that Republic or, between 
sessions of the Supreme Soviet, to its Presidium.

Article 140
The Council of Ministers of a Union Republic issues decisions and 

ordinances on the basis of, and in pursuance of, the legislative acts of the 
USSR and of the Union Republic, and of decisions and ordinances of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR, and shall organise and verify their 
execution.

Article 141
The Council of Ministers of a Union Republic has the right to suspend 

the execution of decisions and ordinances of the Councils of Ministers of 
Autonomous Republics, to rescind the decisions and orders of the 
Executive Committees of Soviets of People’s Deputies of Territories, 
Regions, and cities (i.e. cities under Republic jurisdiction) and of Au­
tonomous Regions, and in Union Republics not divided into regions, of 
the Executive Committees of district and corresponding city Soviets of 
People’s Deputies.

Article 142
The Council of Ministers of a Union Republic shall co-ordinate and 

direct the work of the Union-Republican and Republican ministries and 
of state committees of the Union Republic, and other bodies under its 
jurisdiction.

The Union-Republican ministries and state committees of a Union 
Republic shall direct the branches of administration entrusted to them, 
or exercise inter-branch control, and shall be subordinate to both the 
Council of Ministers of the Union Republic and the corresponding 
Union-Republican ministry or state committee of the USSR.

Republican ministries and state committees shall direct the branches 
of administration entrusted to them, or exercise inter-branch control, 
and shall be subordinate to the Council of Ministers of the Union Re­
public.

Chapter 18
HIGHER BODIES OF STATE AUTHORITY AND 

ADMINISTRATION OF AN AUTONOMOUS REPUBLIC

Article 143
The highest body of state authority of an Autonomous Republic shall 

be the Supreme Soviet of that Republic.
Adoption and amendment of the Constitution of an Autonomous Re-
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public; endorsement of state plans for economic and social develop­
ment, and ,of the Republic’s Budget; and the formation of bodies ac­
countable to the Supreme Soviet of the Autonomous Republic are the 
exclusive prerogative of that Supreme Soviet.

Laws of an Autonomous Republic shall be enacted by the Supreme 
Soviet of the Autonomous Republic.

Article 144
The Supreme Soviet of an Autonomous Republic shall elect a Pre­

sidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Autonomous Republic and shall 
form a Council of Ministers of the Autonomous Republic, i.e. the Gov­
ernment of that Republic.

Chapter 19
LOCAL BODIES OF STATE AUTHORITY

AND ADMINISTRATION

Article 145
The bodies of state .authority in Territories, Regions, Autonomous 

Regions, Autonomous Areas, districts, cities, city districts, settlements, 
and rural communities shall be the corresponding Soviets of People’s 
Deputies.

Article 146 »
Local Soviets of People’s Deputies shall deal with all matters of local 

significance in accordance with the interests of the whole state and of 
the citizens residing in the area under their jurisdiction, implement 
decisions of higher bodies of state authority, guide the work of lower 
Soviets of People’s Deputies, take part in the discussion of matters of 
Republican and All-Union significance, and submit their proposals con­
cerning them.

Local Soviets of People’s Deputies shall direct state, economic, social 
and cultural development within their territory; endorse plans of eco­
nomic and social development and the local budget; exercise general 
guidance over state bodies, enterprises, institutions and organisations 
subordinate to them; ensure observance of the laws, maintenance of law 
and order, and protection of citizens’ rights, and help strengthen the 
country’s defence capacity.

Article 147
Within their powers, local Soviets of People’s Deputies shall ensure 

the comprehensive, all-round economic and social development of their 
area; exercise control over the observance of legislation by enterprises, 
institutions and organisations subordinate to higher authorities and lo­
cated in their area; and co-ordinate and supervise their activity as re­
gards land use, nature conservation, building, employment of man­
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power, production of consumer goods, and social, cultural, communal 
and other services and amenities for the public.

Article 148
Local Soviets of People’s Deputies shall decide matters within the 

powers accorded them by the legislation of the USSR and of the appro­
priate Union Republic and Autonomous Republic. Their decisions shall 
be binding on all enterprises, institutions, and organisations located in 
their area and on officials and citizens.

Article 149
The executive-administrative bodies of local Soviets shall be the 

Executive Committees elected by them from among their Deputies.
Executive Committees shall report on their work at least once a year 

to the Soviets that elected them and to meetings of citizens at their 
places of work or residence.

Article 150
Executive Committees of local Soviets of People’s Deputies shall be 

directly accountable both to the Soviet that elected them and to the 
higher executive-administrative body.

VII. Justice, Arbitration, and Procurator’s
Supervision

Chapter 20
COURTS AND ARBITRATION

Article 151
In the USSR justice is administered only by the courts.
In the USSR there are the following courts: the Supreme Court of the 

USSR, the Supreme Courts of Union Republics, the Supreme Courts of 
Autonomous Republics, Territorial, Regional, and city courts, courts of 
Autonomous Regions, courts of Autonomous Areas, district (city) 
people’s courts, and military tribunals in the Armed Forces.

Article 152
All courts in the USSR shall be formed on the principle of the elec­

tiveness of judges and people’s assessors.
People’s judges of district (city) people’s courts shall be elected for a 

term of five years by the citizens of the district (city) on the basis of 
universal, equal and direct suffrage by secret ballot. People’s assessors 
of district (city) people’s courts shall be elected for a term of two and a 
half years at meetings of citizens at their places of work or residence by a 
show of hands.
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Higher courts shall be elected for a term of five years by the corre­
sponding Soviet of People’s Deputies.

The judges of military tribunals shall be elected for a term of five years 
by the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and people’s as­
sessors for a term of two and a half years by meetings of servicemen.

Judges and people’s assessors are responsible and accountable to their 
electors or the bodies that elected them, shall report to them, and may 
be recalled by them in the manner prescribed by law.

Article 153
The Supreme Court of the USSR is the highest judicial body in the 

USSR and supervises the administration of justice by the courts of the 
USSR and Union Republics within the limits established by law.

The Supreme Court of the USSR shall be elected by the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR and shall consist of a Chairman, Vice-Chairmen, 
members, and people’s assessors. The Chairmen of the Supreme Courts 
of Union Republics are ex officio members of the Supreme Court of the 
USSR.

The organisation and procedure of the Supreme Court of the USSR 
are defined in the Law on the Supreme Court of the USSR.

Article 154 '
The hearing of civil and criminal cases in all courts is collegial; in 

courts of first instance cases are heard with the participation of people’s 
assessors. In the administration of justice people’s assessors have all the 
rights of a judge.

Article 155
Judges and people’s assessors are independent and subject only to the 

law.

Article 156
Justice is administered in the USSR on the principle of the equality of 

citizens before the law and the court.

Article 157
Proceedings in all courts shall be open to the public. Hearings in 

camera are only allowed in cases provided for by law, with observance 
of all the rules of judicial procedure.

Article 158
A defendant in a criminal action is guaranteed the right to legal assis­

tance.

Article 159
Judicial proceedings shall be conducted in the language of the Union 

Republic, Autonomous Republic, Autonomous Region, or Autonomous 
Area, or in the language spoken by the majority of the people in the 
locality. Persons participating in court proceedings, who do not know 
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the language in which they are being conducted, shall be ensured the 
right to become fully acquainted with the materials in the case; the 
services of an interpreter during the proceedings; and the right to ad­
dress the court in their own language.

Article 160
No one may be adjudged guilty of a crime and subjected to punish­

ment as a criminal except by the sentence of a court and in conformity 
with the law.

Article 161
Colleges of advocates are available to give legal assistance to citizens 

and organisations. In cases provided for by legislation citizens shall be 
given legal assistance free of charge.

The organisation and procedure of the bar are determined by legisla­
tion of the USSR and Union Republics.

Article 162
Representatives of public organisations and of work collectives may 

take part in civil and criminal proceedings.

Article 163
Economic disputes between enterprises, institutions, and organisa­

tions are settled by state arbitration bodies within the limits of their 
jurisdiction.

The organisation and manner of functioning of state arbitration bodies 
are defined in the Law on State Arbitration in the USSR.

Chapter 21
THE PROCURATOR’S OFFICE

Article 164
Supreme power of supervision over the strict and uniform observance 

of laws by all ministries, state committees and departments, enterprises, 
institutions and organisations, executive-administrative bodies of local 
Soviets of People’s Deputies, collective farms, co-operatives and other 
public organisations, officials and citizens is vested in the Procurator- 
General of the USSR and procurators subordinate to him.

Article 165
The Procurator-General of the USSR is appointed by the Supreme 

Soviet of the USSR and is responsible and accountable to it and, be­
tween sessions of the Supreme Soviet, to the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR.

Article 166
The procurators of Union Republics, Autonomous Republics, Ter­

ritories, Regions and Autonomous Regions are appointed by the 
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Procurator-General of the USSR. The procurators of Autonomous Areas 
and district and city procurators are appointed by the procurators of 
Union Republics, subject to confirmation by the Procurator-General of 
the USSR.

Article 167
The term of office of the Procurator-General of the USSR and all 

lower-ranking procurators shall be five years.

Article 168
The agencies of the Procurator’s Office exercise their powers in­

dependently of any local bodies whatsoever, and are subordinate solely 
to the Procurator-General of the USSR.

The organisation and procedure of the agencies of the Procurator’s 
Office are defined in the Law on the Procurator’s Office of the USSR.

VIII. The Emblem, Flag, Anthem, and Capital
OF THE USSR

Article 169
The State Emblem of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a 

hammer and sickle on a globe depicted in the rays of the sun and framed 
by ears of wheat, with the inscription “Workers of All Countries, Unite!” 
in the languages of the Union Republics. At the top of the Emblem is a 
five-pointed star.

Article 170
The State Flag of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is a rectan­

gle of red cloth with a hammer and sickle depicted in gold in the upper 
corner next to the staff and with a five-pointed red star edged in gold 
above them. The ratio of the width of the flag to its length is 1:2.

Article 171
The State Anthem of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is con­

firmed by the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

Article 172
The Capital of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is the city of 

Moscow.

IX. The Legal Force of the Constitution of 
the USSR and Procedure for Amending 

the Constitution

Article 173
The Constitution of the USSR shall have supreme legal force. All laws 
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and other acts of state bodies shall be promulgated on the basis of and in 
conformity with it.

Article 174
The Constitution of the USSR may be amended by a decision of the 

Supreme Soviet of the USSR adopted by a majority of not less than 
two-thirds of the total number of Deputies of each of its chambers.

LAW ON THE USSR COUNCIL OF MINISTERS

Passed by the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. on July 5, 1978
(Excerpts)

Article 1
The Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R.—the Government of the 

U.S.S.R.—is the supreme executive and administrative organ of state 
power of the U.S.S.R.

The Constitution of the U.S.S.R., on the basis of Leninist ideas and 
principles, defines the role and tasks of the Council of Ministers of the 
U.S.S.R. in implementing the functions of the socialist state of the entire 
people.

The Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. is empowered to resolve all 
questions of state administration conferred upon the jurisdiction of the 
U.S.S.R., so long as they are, according to the Constitution of the 
U.S.S.R., not within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Soviet of the 
U.S.S.R. and the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R.

In its activity the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. shall be guided 
by the Constitution of the U.S.S.R. and by the laws of the U.S.S.R.

The Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. on the basis of and in im­
plementation of the laws of the U.S.S.R. and of other decisions of the 
Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. and of its Presidium issues resolutions 
and orders and verifies their execution. Resolutions and orders of the 
Council of Ministers are compulsory and must be executed throughout 
the entire territory of the U.S.S.R. by all organs, organizations, state 
officials and citizens.

Article 23
The All-Union Ministries of the U.S.S.R. are
Aviation Industry
Automobile Industry
Foreign Trade
Gas Industry
Civil Aviation
Machine Building
Machine Building for Animal Husbandry and Fodder Production
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Machine Building for Light and Food Industries and for Household 
Appliances

Medical Industry
Merchant Marine
Petroleum Industry
Defense Industry
Defense
General Machine Building
Instrument Making, Means of Automation and Control Systems
Communications Equipment Industry
Radio Industry
Medium Machine Building
Machine Tool and Instrument Industry
Construction Machinery, Road-building Machinery and Civil En­

gineering Machinery
Construction of Petroleum and Gas Industry Enterprises
Shipbuilding Industry
Tractor and Agricultural Machinery Manufacture
Construction of Transportation
Heavy and Transport Machine Building
Chemical and Petroleum Machine Building
Chemical Industry
Paper and Pulp Industry
Electronic Industry
Electrotechnical Industry
Power Machinery Construction

*
Article 24
The Union-Republic Ministries of the U.S.S.R. are
Internal Affairs
Higher and Specialized Secondary Education
Geology
Grain Procurement
Public Health
Foreign Affairs
Culture
Light Industry
Lumber and Wood-processing Industry
Land Improvement and Irrigation
Assembly and Special Construction
Meat and Dairy Industry
Petroleum Refining and Petro-chemical Industry
Food Industry
Industrial Construction
Building Materials Industry
Education
Fisheries
Communications
Rural Construction
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Agriculture
Construction
Construction of Heavy Industrial Enterprises
Trade
Coal Industry
Finance
Nonferrous Metallurgy
Ferrous Metallurgy
Power and Electrification
Justice

Article 25
The All-Union State Committees of the U.S.S.R. are
Science and Technology
Inventions and Discoveries
Standards
Foreign Economic Relations
Hydrometeorology and Environmental Control
Material Reserves
Article 26
The Union-Republic State Committees of the U.S.S.R. are
Planning
Construction
Material and Technical Supply
Labor and Social Questions
Prices
Vocational and Technical Education
Television and Radio Broadcasting
Cinematography
Publishing, Printing and the Book Trade
Forestry
State Security
Production and Technical Supply to Agriculture

Article 27
Other organs subordinate to the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. 

are the State Bank of the U.S.S.R. and the Central Statistical Admin­
istration of the U.S.S.R., whose heads are included with the Gov­
ernment of the U.S.S.R. according to established procedures.

Also subordinate to the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. are the 
Committee for Supervision of Industrial Safety and for Mine Inspection, 
the Committee for Physical Culture and Sport and other Committees, 
Chief Administrations and Departments under the Council of Ministers 
of the U.S.S.R. for economic, social-cultural and defense construction 
and other agencies, in accordance with legislation of the U.S.S.R.

To resolve economic disputes between enterprises, institutions and 
organizations State Arbitration of the U.S.S.R. operates under the Coun­
cil of Ministers of the U.S.S.R.
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PROGRAM OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY 
OF THE SOVIET UNION

Adopted by the Twenty-second Party Congress, October 31, 1961 
(Excerpts)

III
THE TASKS OF THE PARTY IN THE SPHERES OF

STATE DEVELOPMENT AND THE FURTHER PROMOTION OF SOCIALIST
DEMOCRACY

The dictatorship of the proletariat, bom of the socialist revolution, has 
played an epoch-making role by ensuring the victory of socialism in the 
U.S.S.R. In the course of socialist construction, however, it underwent 
changes. .. . The socialist state has entered a new period of its develop­
ment. . . . Proletarian democracy is becoming more and more a socialist 
democracy of the people as a whole . . . , the dictatorship of the pro­
letariat has fulfilled its historic mission and has ceased to be indispens­
able in the U.S.S.R. from the point of view of the tasks of internal devel­
opment. The state, which arose as a state of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat has become in the new contemporary period a state of the 
entire people, an organ expressing the interests and will of the people as 
a whole. Since the working class is the foremost and best organized 
force of Soviet society, it plays a leading role also in the period of the full 
scale construction of communism. The working class will have com­
pleted its role of leader of society after communism is built and classes 
disappear. ... As socialist democracy develops the organs of state power 
will gradually be transformed into organs of public self-government. . . .

The role of the Soviets, which are an all-inclusive organization of the 
people, the embodiment of their unity, will grow as communist con­
struction progresses . . . the participation of social organizations and as­
sociations of the people in the legislative activity of the representative 
bodies of the Soviet state will be extended. . . . The Party holds that 
democratic principles in administration must be developed further. . . . 
An effort should be made to ensure that the salaried government staffs 
be reduced, that ever larger sections of the people learn to take part in 
administration and that work on government staffs eventually cease to 
constitute a profession. . . .

The further promotion of socialist law and order and the improvement 
of legal rules governing economic organization, cultural and educational 
work and contributing to the accomplishment of the tasks of communist 
construction and to the all-round development of the individual are very 
important. The transition to communism means the fullest extension of 
personal freedom and the rights of Soviet citizens......The Party calls for 
enforcing strict observance of socialist legality, for eradication of all 
violations of law and order, for the abolition of crime and the removal of 
the causes of crime. . . . There should be no room for law breakers and 
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criminals in a society building communism. But as long as there are 
criminal offenses, it is necessary severely to punish those who commit 
crimes dangerous to society, violate the rules of the socialist community 
and refuse to live by honest labor. Attention should be focussed mainly 
on crime prevention. Higher standards of living and culture, and greater 
social consciousness of the people will pave the way to the abolition of 
crime and the ultimate replacement of judicial punishment by measures 
of public influence and education. . . .

Historical development inevitably leads to the withering away of the 
state. To ensure that the state withers away completely, it is necessary to 
provide both internal conditions—the building of a developed com­
munist society—and external conditions—the victory and consolidation 
of socialism in the international arena. . . .

IV
THE TASKS OF THE PARTY IN

THE FIELD OF NATIONAL RELATIONS

Under socialism the nations flourish and their sovereignty grows 
stronger. . . . The boundaries between the constituent republics of the 
U.S.S.R. are increasingly losing their former significance, since all the 
nations are equal, their life is based on a common socialist foundation, 
the material and spiritual needs of every people are satisfied to the same 
extent, and they are all united in a single family by common vital inter­
ests and are advancing together to the common goal—communism. . . . 
Full-scale communist construction constitutes a new stage in the devel­
opment of national relations in the U.S.S.R. in which the nations will 
draw closer together until complete unity is achieved. . . . However, the 
obliteration of national distinctions, and especially of language dis­
tinctions, is a considerably longer process than the obliteration of class 
distinctions. . . . The historical experience of socialist states shows that 
national forms do not ossify; they change, advance and draw closer to­
gether, shedding all outmoded traits that contradict the new living con­
ditions. An international culture common to all the Soviet nations is 
developing. . . . The Party will promote . . . the formation of a single 
world-wide culture of communist society. .. .

VII
THE PARTY IN THE PERIOD OF

FULL-SCALE COMMUNIST CONSTRUCTION

As a result of the victory of socialism in the U.S.S.R. and the consolida­
tion of the unity of Soviet society, the Communist Party of the working 
class has become the vanguard of the Soviet people, a Party of the entire 
people, and extended its guiding influence to all spheres of social life. 
The Party is the brain, the honor and the conscience of our epoch. . . . 
The period of full-scale communist construction is characterized by a 
further enhancement of the role and importance of the Communist Party 
as the leading and guiding force of Soviet society. . . . Being the van­
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guard of the people building a communist society, the Party must also be 
in the van in the organization of internal Party life and serve as an 
example and model in developing the most advanced forms of public 
communist ^elf-govemment. . . .

The people are the decisive force in the building of communism. . . . 
The Party considers it its duty always to consult the working people on 
the major questions of home and foreign policy, to make these questions 
an object of nationwide discussion, and to attract the more extensive 
participation of non-members in all its work. The more socialist democ­
racy develops, the broader and more versatile the work of the Party 
among the working people must be, and the stronger will be its in­
fluence among the masses. .. .

RULES OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY 
OF THE SOVIET UNION

Adopted by the Twenty-second Party Congress, October 31, 1961, 
and Amended by the Twenty-third Party Congress, April 8, 1966, 

and by the Twenty-fourth Party Congress, April 9, 1971

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) is the tried and 
tested militant vanguard of the Soviet people, which unites, on a volun­
tary basis, the more advanced, the politically more conscious section of 
the working class, collective-farïn peasantry and intelligentsia of the 
U.S.S.R.

Founded by V. I. Lenin as the vanguard of the working class, the 
Communist Party has traveled a glorious road of struggle, and brought 
the working class and the working peasantry to the victory of the Great 
October Socialist Revolution and to the establishment of the dic­
tatorship of the proletariat in the U.S.S.R. Under the leadership of the 
Communist Party, the exploiting classes were abolished in the Soviet 
Union, and the moral and political unity of Soviet society has taken 
shape and grown in strength. Socialism has triumphed completely and 
finally. The Communist Party, the party of the working class, has today 
become the party of the Soviet people as a whole.

The Party exists for, and serves, the people. It is the highest form of 
socio-political organization, and is the leading and guiding force of 
Soviet society. It directs the great creative activity of the Soviet people, 
and imparts an organized, planned, and scientifically based character to 
their struggle to achieve the ultimate goal, the victory of communism.

The CPSU bases its work on the unswerving adherence to the 
Leninist standards of Party life—the principle of collective leadership, 
the promotion, in every possible way, of inner-party democracy, the 
activity and initiative of the Communists, criticism and self-criticism.

Ideological and organizational unity, monolithic cohesion of its ranks, 
and a high degree of conscious discipline on the part of all Communists 
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are an inviolable law of the CPSU. All manifestations of factionalism and 
group activity are incompatible with Marxist-Leninist Party principles, 
and with Party membership. The Party rids itself of persons infringing 
the program and rules of the CPSU and compromising by their conduct 
the high calling of a Communist.

In all its activities, the CPSU is guided by Marxist-Leninist theory and 
the Program based on it, which defines the fundamental tasks of the 
Party for the period of the construction of communist society.

In creatively developing Marxism-Leninism, the CPSU vigorously 
combats all manifestations of revisionism and dogmatism, which are 
profoundly alien to revolutionary theory.

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union is an integral part of the 
international communist and working-class movement. It firmly adheres 
to the tried and tested Marxist-Leninist principles of proletarian inter­
nationalism; it actively promotes the unty of the international com­
munist and workers’ movement as a whole, and of the fraternal ties with 
the great army of the Communists of all countries.

I
PARTY MEMBERS, THEIR DUTIES

AND RIGHTS

1. Membership in the CPSU is open to any citizen of the Soviet 
Union who accepts the Program and Rules of the Party, takes an active 
part in communist construction, works in one of the Party organizations, 
carries out all Party decisions, and pays membership dues.

2. It is the duty of a Party member:
a) To work for the creation of the material and technical basis of 

communism; to serve as an example of the communist attitude toward 
labor; to raise labor productivity; to take the initiative in all that is new 
and progressive; to support and propagate advanced methods; to master 
techniques, to improve his skills; to protect and increase socialist social 
property, the mainstay of the might and prosperity of the Soviet country;

b) To put Party decisions firmly and steadfastly into effect; to explain 
the policy of the Party to the masses; to help strengthen and multiply the 
Party’s bonds with the people; to be considerate and attentive to people; 
to respond promptly to the needs and requirements of the working 
people;

c) To take an active part in the political affairs of the country; in the 
administration of state affairs, and in economic and cultural develop­
ment; to set an example in the fulfilment of his public duty; to assist in 
developing and strengthening communist social relations;

d) To master Marxist-Leninist theory, to improve his ideological 
knowledge, and to contribute to the molding and education of the man 
of communist society; to combat decisively all manifestations of 
bourgeois ideology, religious prejudices, remnants of a private-property 
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psychology, and other survivals of the past; to observe the rules of com­
munist morality, and to give public interests precedence over his own;

e) To be an active proponent of the ideas of socialist internationalism 
and Soviet patriotism among the masses of the working people; to com­
bat survivals of nationalism and chauvinism; to contribute by word and 
by deed to the consolidation of the friendship of the peoples of the 
U.S.S.R. and the fraternal bonds linking the Soviet people with the 
peoples of the socialist countries, with the proletarians and other work­
ing people in all countries;
f) Vigorously to strengthen the ideological and organizational unity 

of the Party; to safeguard the Party against the infiltration of people 
unworthy of the lofty name of Communist; to be truthful and honest 
with the Party; to display vigilance, to guard Party and state secrets;

g) To develop criticism and self-criticism, boldly to lay bare short­
comings and strive for their removal; to combat ostentation, conceit, 
complacency and parochial tendencies; firmly to rebuff all attempts at 
suppressing criticism; to resist all actions injurious to the Party and the 
state, and to give information about them to Party bodies, up to and 
including the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union (CC CPSU).

h) To implement undeviatingly the Party’s policy with regard to the 
proper selection of personnel according to their political and pro­
fessional qualifications; to be uncompromising whenever the Leninist 
principles of the selection and education of personnel are infringed on;

i) To observe Party and state discipline, which is equally binding on 
all Party members. The Party has one discipline, one law, for all Com­
munists, irrespective of their past services or the positions they occupy;
j) To assist in every way wifh the strengthening of the defensive 

power of the U.S.S.R., and conduct unceasing struggle for peace and 
friendship among peoples.

3. A Party member has the right:
a) To elect and be elected to Party bodies;
b) To discuss freely questions of the Party’s policies and practical 

activities at Party meetings, conferences, and congresses, at the meet­
ings of Party committees and in the Party press; to table motions; openly 
to express and uphold his opinion as long as the organization concerned 
has not adopted a decision;

c) To criticize any Communist, irrespective of the position he holds, 
at Party meetings, conferences, and congresses and at the plenary meet­
ings of Party committees. Those who commit the offense of suppressing 
criticism or victimizing anyone for criticism are responsible to and will 
be penalized by the Party, to the point of expulsion from the CPSU.

d) To attend in person all Party meetings and all bureau and commit­
tee meetings that discuss his activities or conduct;

e) To address any question, statement, or proposal to any Party body, 
up to and including the CC CPSU, and to demand an answer on the 
substance of his address.

4. Applicants are admitted to Party membership only individually. 
Membership in the Party is open to politically conscious and active 
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workers, peasants, and representatives of the intellectuals, devoted to 
the communist cause. New members are admitted from among the can­
didate members who have passed through the established probationary 
period. Persons may join the Party on attaining the age of eighteen. 
Young people up to the age of twenty-three may join the Party only 
through the Young Communist League (YCL).

The procedure for the admission of candidate members of full Party 
membership is as follows:

a) Applicants for Party membership must submit recommendations 
from three Party members who have a Party standing of not less than five 
years and who know the applicants from having worked with them, 
professionally and socially, for not less than one year.

'Note 1. In the case of members of the YCL applying for membership 
in the Party, the recommendation of a county and city committee of 
the YCL is equivalent to the recommendation of one Party member.

Note 2. Members and alternate members of the CC CPSU shall 
refrain from giving recommendations.
b) Applications for Party membership are discussed and a decision is 

taken by the general meeting of the primary Party organization; the 
decision of the latter is considered as having been adopted if two-thirds 
of the Party members present at the meeting voted for it, and it takes 
effect after endorsement by the county or borough Party committee, or 
by the city Party committee in cities with no borough divisions.

The presence of those who have recommended an applicant for Party 
membership at the discussion of the application concerned is optional;

c) Citizens of the U.S.S.R. who formerly belonged to the Communist 
or Workers’ Party of another country are admitted to membership of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union in conformity with the rules 
established by the CC CPSU.

Former members of other parties are admitted to membership of the 
CPSU in conformity with the regular procedure, except that their admis­
sion must be endorsed by a regional or territorial committee or the CC of 
the Communist Party of a union republic.

5. Communists recommending applicants for Party membership are 
responsible to Party organizations for the impartiality of their descrip­
tion of the political, professional, and moral qualifications of those they 
recommend.

6. The Party standing of those admitted to membership dates from the 
day when the general meeting of the primary Party organization decides 
to accept them as full members.

7. The procedure of registering members and candidate members of 
the Party, and their transition from one organization to another is de­
termined by the appropriate instructions of the CC CPSU.

8. The matter of a member or candidate member who fails to pay 
membership dues for three months in succession without sufficient rea­
son shall be discussed by the primary Party organization. If it is revealed 
as a result that the Party member or candidate member in question has 
virtually lost contact with the Party organization, he shall be regarded as 
having ceased to be a member of the Party; the primary Party organiza­
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tion shall pass a decision thereon and submit it to the county, borough, 
or city committee of the Party for endorsement.

9. A Party member who fails to fulfill his duties as laid down in the 
Rules, or commits other offenses, shall be called to account, and may be 
subjected to the penalty of admonition, reprimand (or severe repri­
mand), or censure (or severe censure) with entry in the registration card. 
The highest Party penalty is expulsion from the Party.

In the case of insignificant offenses, measures of Party education and 
influence should be applied—in the form of comradely criticism, Party 
censure, warning, or reproof.

When the question of expelling a member from the Party is discussed, 
the maximum prudence and attention must be shown, and the grounds 
for the charges preferred against a Communist must be thoroughly in­
vestigated.

10. The decision to expel a Communist from the Party is made by the 
general meeting of a primary Party organization. The decision of the 
primary Party organization expelling a member is regarded as adopted if 
not less than two-thirds of the Party members attending the meeting 
have voted for it, and it shall be endorsed by a county, borough, or city 
committee of the Party.

Until such time as the decision to expel him is endorsed by a provin­
cial or territorial Party committee or the CC of the Communist Party of a 
union republic, the Party member retains his membership card and is 
entitled to attend closed Party meetings.

An expelled Party member retains the right to appeal, within the 
period of two months, to the higher Party bodies, up to and including the 
CC CPSU.

11. The question of calling a member or alternate member of the CC 
of the Communist Party of a union republic, of a territorial, provincial, 
area, city, county, or borough Party committee, or of an auditing 
commission, to account before the Party is discussed by primary Party 
organizations.

Party organizations pass decisions imposing penalties on members or 
alternate members of the said Party committees, or on members of audit­
ing commissions, in conformity with the regular procedure.

A Party organization which proposes expelling a Communist from the 
CPSU communicates its proposal to the Party committee of which he is a 
member. A decision to expel from the Party a member or alternate 
member of the CC of the Communist Party of a union republic or a 
territorial, provincial, area, city, county, or borough Party committee, or 
a member of an auditing commission, is taken at the plenary meeting of 
the committee concerned by a majority of two-thirds of the membership.

The decision to expel from the Party a member or alternate member of 
the CC CPSU, or a member of the Central Auditing Commission, is 
made by the Party congress, and in the interval between two congresses, 
by a plenary meeting of the Central Committee, by a majority of two- 
thirds of the membership.

12. Should a Party member commit an indictable offense, he shall be 
expelled from the Party and prosecuted in conformity with the law.
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13. Appeals against expulsion from the Party or against the imposition 
of a penalty, as well as the decisions of Party organizations on expulsion 
from the Party, shall be examined by the appropriate Party bodies 
within not more than one month from the date of their receipt.

II
CANDIDATE MEMBERS

14. Persons joining the Party must pass through a probationary period 
as candidate members in order to familiarize themselves with the Pro­
gram and Rules of the CPSU and prepare for admission to full member­
ship in the Party. Party organizations must assist candidates to prepare 
for admission to full membership in the Party, and test their personal 
qualities. Probationary membership shall be one year.

15. The procedure for the admission of candidate members (individ­
ual admission, submission of recommendations, decision of the primary 
organization as to admission, and its endorsement) is identical with the 
procedure for the admission of Party members.

16. On the expiration of a candidate member’s probationary period 
the primary Party organization discusses and passes a decision on his 
application for admission to full membership. Should a candidate 
member fail, in the course of his probationary period, to show his 
worthiness, including his personal qualities, he may not be admitted to 
membership in the CPSU, and the party organization shall pass a deci­
sion rejecting his admission to membership in the party; after endorse­
ment of that decision by the county or city Party committee, he shall 
cease to be considered a candidate member of the CPSU.

17. Candidate members of the Party must participate in all the ac­
tivities of their Party organizations; they shall have a consultative voice 
at Party meetings. They may not be elected to any leading Party body, 
nor may they be elected delegates to a Party conference or congress.

18. Candidate members of the CPSU pay membership dues at the 
same rate as full members.

Ill 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE PARTY 

INNER-PARTY DEMOCRACY

19. The guiding principle of the organizational structure of the Party 
is democratic centralism, which signifies:

a) Election of all leading Party bodies, from the lowest to the highest;
h) Periodic reports of Party bodies to their Party organizations and to 

higher bodies;
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c) Strict Party discipline and subordination of the minority to the 
majority;

d) That the decisions of higher bodies are obligatory for lower bodies.
20. The Party is built on the territorial-industrial principle: Primary 

organizations are established wherever Communists are employed, and 
are associated territorially in county, city, etc., organizations. An organi­
zation serving a given area is higher than any Party organization serving 
part of that area.

21. All Party organizations are autonomous in the decision of local 
questions, unless their decisions conflict with Party policy.

22. The highest leading body of a Party organization is the general 
meeting (in the case of primary organizations); the conference (in the 
case of county, borough, city, area, provincial or territorial organiza­
tions); or the congress (in the case of the Communist Parties of union 
republics and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union).

23. The general meeting, conference, or congress elects a bureau or 
committee which acts as its executive body and directs all the current 
work of the Party organization.

24. The election of Party bodies shall be effected by secret ballot. In 
an election, all Party members have the unlimited right to challenge 
candidates and to criticize them. Each candidate shall be voted upon 
separately. A candidate is considered elected if more than one half of 
those attending the meeting, conference or congress has voted for him.

The principle of systematic renewal of the composition of Party 
bodies and of continuity of leadership shall be observed in the election 
of all Party bodies from primary organizations to the CC CPSU.

25. A member or alternate member of the CC CPSU must by his 
entire activity justify the great trlist placed in him by the Party. A 
member or alternate member of the CC CPSU who does not uphold his 
honor and dignity may not remain a member of the Central Committee. 
The question of the removal of a member or alternate member of the CC 
CPSU from that body shall be decided by a plenary meeting of the 
Central Committee by secret ballot. The decision is regarded as adopted 
if not less than two-thirds of the membership of the CC CPSU vote for it.

The question of the removal of a member or alternate member of the 
CC of the Communist Party of a union republic, or of a territorial, pro­
vincial, area, city, county, or borough Party committee from the Party 
body concerned is decided by a plenary meeting of that body. The 
decision is regarded as adopted if not less than two-thirds of the mem­
bership of the committee in question vote for it by secret ballot.

A member of the Central Auditing Commission who does not justify 
the great trust placed in him by the Party shall be removed from that 
commission. This question shall be decided by a meeting of the Central 
Auditing Commission. The decision is regarded as adopted if not less 
than two-thirds of the membership of the Central Auditing Commission 
vote by secret ballot for the removal from that body of the member or 
alternate member concerned.

The question of the removal of a member from the auditing commis­
sion of a republican, territorial, provincial, area, city, county, or borough 
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Party organization shall be decided by a meeting of the appropriate 
commission according to the procedure established for members and 
alternate members of Party committees.

26. The free and business-like discussion of questions of Party policy 
in individual Party organizations or in the Party as a whole is the in­
alienable right of every Party member and is an important principle of 
inner-Party democracy. Only on the basis of inner-Party democracy is it 
possible to develop criticism and self-criticism and to strengthen Party 
discipline, which must be conscious and not mechanical.

Discussion of controversial or insufficiently clear issues may be held 
within the framework of individual organizations or the Party as a 
whole.

Party-wide discussion is necessary:
a) If the necessity is recognized by several Party organizations at 

provincial or republican level;
b) If there is not a sufficiently solid majority in the Central Commit­

tee on major questions of Party policy;
c) If the CC CPSU considers it necessary to consult the Party as a 

whole on any particular questions of policy.
Wide discussion, especially discussion on a countrywide scale, of 

questions of Party policy must be held so as to ensure for Party members 
the free expression of their views and preclude attempts to form fac­
tional groupings, destroying Party unity, attempts to split the Party.

27. The highest principle of Party leadership is collectivism, which is 
an absolute requisite for the normal functioning of Party organizations, 
the proper education of personnel, and the promotion of the activity and 
initiative of Communists. The cult of the individual and the violations of 
inner-Party democracy resulting from it must not be tolerated in the 
Party; they are incompatible with the Leninist principles of Party life.

Collective leadership does not exempt persons in office from their 
responsibility for the job entrusted to them.

28. The Central Committees of the Communist Parties of union re­
publics, and territorial, provincial, area, city, county, and borough Party 
committees in the interval between congresses and conferences shall 
systematically inform Party organizations of their work.

29. Meetings of the most active members of borough, county, city, 
area, provincial, and territorial Party organizations and of the Com­
munist Parties of union republics shall be held to discuss major de­
cisions of the Party and to work out practical measures for their execu­
tion, as well as to examine questions of local significance.

IV
HIGHER PARTY ORGANS

30. The supreme organ of the CPSU is the Party congress. Congresses 
are convened at least once in five years. The convocation of a Party 
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congress shall be announced at least six weeks before the congress. 
Extraordinary congresses are convened by the Central Committee of the 
Party on its own initiative or on the demand of not less than one-third of 
the total membership represented at the preceding Party congress. 
Extraordinary congresses shall be convened within two months. A con­
gress is considered properly constituted if not less than one-half of the 
total Party membership is represented at it.

The rates of representation at a Party congress are determined by the 
Central Committee.

31. Should the Central Committee of the Party fail to convene an 
extraordinary congress within the period specified in Article 30, the 
organizations which demanded it have the right to form an organizing 
committee which shall enjoy the powers of the Central Committee of 
the Party with respect to the convocation of the extraordinary congress.

32. The congress:
a) Hears and approves the reports of the Central Committee, of the 

Central Auditing Commission, and of the other central organizations;
b) Reviews, amends, and endorses the Program and the Rules of the 

Party;
c) Determines the line of the Party in matters of home and foreign 

policy, and examines and decides the most important questions of com­
munist construction;

d) Elects the Central Committee and the Central Auditing Commis­
sion.

33. The number of members to be elected to the Central Committee 
and to the Central Auditing Commission is determined by the congress. 
In the event of vacancies occurring in the Central Committee, they are 
filled from among the alternate members of the CC CPSU elected by the 
congress.

34. Between congresses the CC CPSU directs the activities of the 
Party, the local Party bodies, selects and appoints leading functionaries, 
directs the work of central government bodies and social organizations 
of working people through the Party groups in them, sets up various 
Party organs, institutions, and enterprises and directs their activities, 
appoints the editors of the central newspapers and journals operating 
under its control, and distributes the funds of the Party budget and 
controls its execution.

The Central Committee represents the CPSU in its relations with 
other parties.

35. The CC CPSU shall keep the Party organizations regularly in­
formed of its work.

36. The Central Auditing Commission supervises the expeditious 
and proper handling of business by the central bodies of the Party, and 
audits the accounts of the treasury and the enterprises of the CC CPSU.

37. The CC CPSU shall hold not less than one plenary meeting every 
six months. Alternate members of the Central Committee shall attend its 
plenary meetings with consultative voice.

38. The CC CPSU elects a Politburo to direct the work of the CC 
between plenary meetings and a Secretariat to direct current work, 
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chiefly the selection of personnel and the verification of the fulfillment 
of Party decisions. The CC elects a General Secretary of the CC CPSU.

39. The CC CPSU organizes the Party Control Committee of the CC.
The Party Control Committee of the CC of the CPSU:
a) Verifies the observance of Party discipline by members and candi­

date members of the CPSU, and takes action against Communists who 
violate the program and the Rules of the Party, and Party or state disci­
pline, and against violators of Party ethics;

b) Considers appeals against decisions of Central Committees of the 
Communist Parties of union republics or of territorial and provincial 
Party committees to expel members from the Party or impose Party 
penalties upon them.

40. In the interval between Party congresses the CC CPSU may con­
vene when necessary an All-Union Party conference to discuss ques­
tions of Party policy which have come to the fore. The rules for conduct 
of the All-Union Party conference shall be established by the CC CPSU.

V
REPUBLICAN, TERRITORIAL, PROVINCIAL, AREA, CITY, 

COUNTY, AND BOROUGH ORGANIZATIONS
OF THE PARTY

4L The republican, territorial, provincial, area, city, county, and 
borough Party organizations and their committees take guidance in their 
activities from the Program and the Rules of the CPSU, conduct all work 
for the implementation of Party policy and organize the fulfillment of 
the directives of the CC CPSU within the republics, territories, prov­
inces, areas, cities, counties, and boroughs concerned.

42. The basic duties of republican, territorial, provincial, area, city, 
county, and borough Party organizations, and their leading bodies, are:

a) Political and organizational work among the masses, mobilization 
of the masses for the fulfillment of the tasks of communist construction, 
for the maximum development of industrial and agricultural production, 
for the fulfillment and overfulfillment of state plans; solicitude for the 
steady improvement of the material and cultural standards of the work­
ing people;

b) Organization of ideological work, propaganda of Marxism- 
Leninism, promotion of the communist awareness of the working 
people, guidance of the local press, radio, and television, control over 
the activities of cultural and educational institutions;

c) Guidance of Soviets, trade unions, the YCL, the co-operatives and 
other public organizations through the Party groups in them, and in­
creasingly broader enlistment of working people in the activities of 
these organizations, development of the initiative and activity of the 
masses as an essential condition for the gradual transition from socialist 
statehood to public self-government under communism.
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Party organizations must not act in place of government, trade union, 
co-operative, or other public organizations of the working people; they 
must not allow either the merging of the functions of Party and other 
bodies or undue parallelism in work;

d) Selection and appointment of leading personnel, their education 
in the spirit of communist ideas, honesty and truthfulness, and a high 
sense of responsibility to the Party and the people for the work en­
trusted to them;

e) Large-scale enlistment of Communists in the conduct of Party ac­
tivities as non-staff workers, as a form of social work;
f) Organization of various institutions and enterprises of the Party 

within the bounds of the respective republic, territory, region, area, city, 
county, or borough, and guidance of their activities; distribution of Party 
funds within the given organization; systematic information of the 
higher Party body and accountability to it for their work.

LEADING BODIES OF REPUBLICAN, TERRITORIAL, AND 
PROVINCIAL PARTY ORGANIZATIONS

43. The highest body of provincial, territorial, and republican Party 
organizations is the respective provincial or territorial Party conference 
or the congress of the Communist Party of the union republic, and in the 
interim between their meetings the provincial committee, territorial 
committee, or the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
union republic.

44. Provincial and territorial Party conferences are convened by the 
respective provincial or territorial committees once every two or three 
years. An ordinary Party congress of a union republic is convened by the 
CC of the Communist Party of the union republic not less often than 
once in five years. Extraordinary conferences and congresses are con­
vened by decision of provincial or territorial committees, or the CC of 
the Communist Parties of union republics, or on the demand of one- 
third of the total membership of the organizations belonging to the pro­
vincial, territorial, or republican Party organization.

The rates of representation at provincial and territorial conferences 
and at congresses of Communist Parties of union republics are de­
termined by the respective Party committees.

Provincial and territorial conferences and congresses of the Com­
munist Parties of union republics hear and act upon the reports of the 
respective provincial or territorial committee, or the CC of the Com­
munist Party of the union republic, and of the Auditing Commission; 
discuss at their own discretion other matters of Party, economic and 
cultural development, and elect the Provincial or territorial committee, 
the Central Committee of the union republic, the Auditing Commission 
and the delegates to the congress of the CPSU.

In the intervals between Party congresses of the union republics the 
CC of the Communist Party of a union republic may convene when 
necessary a republic Party conference to discuss the most important 



APPENDIX 301

questions of activity of Party organizations. The rules for conduct of 
republic Party conferences shall be established by the CC’s of the 
Communist Parties of the union republics.

45. The provincial and territorial committees, and the Central Com­
mittees of the Communist Parties of union republics elect bureaus, 
which also include secretaries of the committees. The secretaries must 
have Party standing of not less than five years. The plenary meetings of 
the committees also confirm the chairmen of Party commissions, heads 
of departments of these committees, editors of Party newspapers and 
journals.

Provincial and territorial committees and the Central Committees of 
the Communist Parties of union republics may set up secretariats to 
examine current business and verify the execution of decisions.

46. The plenary meetings of provincial and territorial committees and 
the Central Committees of the Communist Parties of union republics 
shall be convened at least once every four months.

47. The provincial and territorial committees and the Central Com­
mittees of the Communist Parties of union republics direct the activities 
of area, city, county, and borough Party organizations, inspect their work 
and regularly hear reports of area, city, county, and borough Party com­
mittees.

Party organizations in autonomous republics, and in autonomous and 
other provinces forming part of a territory or union republic, function 
under the guidance of the respective territorial committees or Central 
Committees of the Communist Parties of union republics.

LEADING BODIES OF AREA, CITY, COUNTY, AND 
BOROUGH PARTY ORGANIZATIONS

48. The highest body of an area, city, county, or borough Party or­
ganization is the area, city, county, and borough Party conference or the 
general meeting of Communists convened by the area, city, county, or 
borough committee at least once in two years, and the extraordinary 
conference convened by decision of the respective committee or on the 
demand of one-third of the total membership of the Party organization 
concerned.

The area, city, county, or borough conference (general meeting) hears 
reports of the committee and auditing commission, discusses at its own 
discretion other questions of Party, economic and cultural development, 
and elects the area, city, county, and borough committee, and the audit­
ing commission and delegates to the provincial and territorial con­
ference or the congress of the Communist Party of the union republic. 
The rate of representation at provincial, city, county, and borough con­
ferences shall be established by the corresponding party committee.

49. The area, city, county, or borough committee elects a bureau, 
including the committee secretaries, and confirms the appointment of 
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heads of committee departments and newspaper editors. The secretaries 
of the area, city, county, and borough committees must have a Party 
standing of at least three years. The committee secretaries are confirmed 
by the respective regional or territorial committee, or the Central Com­
mittee of the Communist Party of the union republic.

50. The area, city, county, and borough committee organizes and 
confirms the primary Party organizations, directs their work, regularly 
hears reports concerning the work of Party organizations, and keeps a 
register of Communists.

51. The plenary meeting of the area, city, county, and borough com­
mittee is convened at least once in three months.

52. The area, city, county, and borough committee has non-staff in­
structors, sets up standing or ad hoc commissions on various aspects of 
Party work and uses other ways to draw Communists into the activities 
of the Party committee on social lines.

VI
PRIMARY PARTY ORGANIZATIONS

53. The primary Party organizations are the basis of the Party.
Primary Party organizations are formed at the places of work of Party 

members—in factories, on state farms and at other enterprises, collec­
tive farms, units of the Soviet Army, offices, educational establishments, 
etc., wherever there are not less than three Party members. Primary 
Party organizations may also be organized on the residential principle in 
villages and at house administrations.

In individual situations with consent of the provincial committee, the 
territorial committee, the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
a union republic, Primary Party organizations may be established within 
the structures of several enterprises which have been joined together 
within a production association and which are situate as a rule on the 
territory of one county or several boroughs of a single city.

54. Shop, sectional, farm, team, departmental, etc., Party organiza­
tions may be formed as units of the general primary Party organization, 
with the sanction of the area, City, county, or borough committee, at 
enterprises, collective farms, and institutions with over 50 Party mem­
bers and candidate members.

Within shop, sectional, etc., organizations, and also within primary 
Party organizations having less than 50 members and candidate mem­
bers, Party groups may be formed in the teams and other production 
units.

55. The highest organ of the primary Party organization is the Party 
meeting, which is convened at least once a month. In Party organiza­
tions having shop organizations the general Party meeting shall be con­
vened not less often than once in two months.

In large Party organizations with a membership of more than 300 
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Communists a general Party meeting is convened when necessary at 
times fixed by the Party committee or on the demand of a number of 
shop or departmental Party organizations.

56. For the conduct of current business the primary, shop, or de­
partmental Party organization elects a bureau for the term of one year. 
The number of its members is fixed by the Party meeting. Primary, shop, 
and departmental Party organizations with less than 15 Party members 
do not elect a bureau. Instead, they elect a secretary and deputy secre­
tary of the Party organization.

Secretaries of primary, shop, and departmental Party organizations 
must have a Party standing of at least one year.

Primary Party organizations with less than 150 Party members shall 
have, as a rule, no salaried functionaries released from their regular 
work.

57. In large factories and offices with more than 300 members and 
candidate members of the Party, and in exceptional cases in factories 
and offices with over 100 Communists by virtue of special production 
conditions and territorial dispersion, subject to the approval of the pro­
vincial committee, territorial committee, or Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of the union republic, Party committees may be 
formed, the shop and departmental Party organizations at these factories 
and offices being granted the status of primary Party organizations.

The Party organizations of collective and state farms may set up Party 
committees if they have a minimum of 50 Communists.

In Party organizations numbering more than 500 Communists, or in 
individual situations with the consent of the provincial committee, the 
territorial committee, and the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of a union republic, Party committees may be established in large 
shops, and the right of a Primary Party organization may be conferred on 
Party organizations of production subdivisions.

The Party committees are elected for the term of two or three years. 
Their numerical composition is fixed by the general Party meeting or 
conference.

58. The Party committee of a primary organization with over 1000 
Communists may be given, with the consent of the CC of the Com­
munist Party of a union republic the rights of county Party committee in 
matters of admission to the CPSU, of keeping a register of members and 
candidates of the Party, and of examining the personal affairs of Com­
munists.

59. In its activities the primary Party organization takes guidance 
from the Program and the Rules of the CPSU. It conducts its work 
directly among the working people, rallies them around the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, organizes the masses to carry out the Party 
policy and to work for the building of communism.

The Primary Party organization:
a) Enrolls new members to the CPSU;
b) Educates Communists in a spirit of loyalty to the Party cause, 

ideological staunchness, and communist ethics;
c) Organizes the study by Communists of Marxist-Leninist theory in 
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close connection with the practice of communist construction and op­
poses all attempts to introduce revisionist distortions into Marxism- 
Leninism and its dogmatic interpretation;

d) Ensures the vanguard role of Communists in the sphere of labor 
and in socio-political and economic activities of enterprises, collective 
farms, institutions, educational establishments, etc.;

e) Acts as the organizer of the working people for the performance of 
the current tasks of communist construction; heads the socialist emula­
tion movement for the fulfillment of state plans and undertakings of the 
toilers; rallies the masses to disclose and make the best use of untapped 
resources at enterprises and collective farms, and on a broad scale to 
apply in production the achievements of science, engineering, and the 
experience of front-rankers; works for the strengthening of labor disci­
pline, the steady increase of labor productivity and improvement of the 
quality of production, and shows concern for the protection and increase 
of social wealth at enterprises, state farms, and collective farms;

J) Conducts agitational and propaganda work among the masses, 
educates them in the communist spirit, helps the working people to 
acquire proficiency in administering state and social affairs;

g) On the basis of extensive criticism and self-criticism, combats 
cases of bureaucracy, parochialism, and violations of state discipline, 
thwarts attempts to deceive the state, acts against negligence, waste, and 
extravagance at enterprises, collective farms, and offices;

h) Assists the area, city, county, and borough committees in their 
activities and is accountable to them for its work.

The Party organization must see to it that every Communist should 
observe in his own life and cultivate among working people the moral 
principles set forth in the Program’of the CPSU—in the moral code of 
the builders of communism:

—loyalty to the communist cause, love of his own socialist country, 
and of other socialist countries;

—conscientious labor for the benefit of society: He who does not 
work, neither shall he eat;

—concern on everyone’s part for the protection and increase of social 
wealth;

—a lofty sense of public duty, intolerance of violations of public inter­
ests;

—collectivism and comradely mutual assistance: one forali, and all for 
one;

—humane relations and mutual respect among people: man is to man 
a friend, comrade and brother;

—honesty and truthfulness, moral purity, unpretentiousness, and 
modesty in public and personal life;

—mutual respect in the family circle and concern for the upbringing 
of children;

—intolerance of injustice, parasitism, dishonesty, careerism, and 
greed;

—friendship and fraternity among all peoples of the U.S.S.R., in­
tolerance of national and racial hostility;
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—intolerance of the enemies of communism, the enemies of peace 

and those who oppose the freedom of the peoples;
—fraternal solidarity with the working people of all countries, with all 

peoples.
60. Primary Party organizations of enterprises of industry, transport, 

communication, construction, material-technical supply, trade, public 
dining rooms, communal-cultural servicing, collective farms, state 
farms, and other agricultural enterprises, drafting organizations, con­
struction offices, scientific research institutes, educational institutions, 
cultural-educational and curative health establishments shall enjoy the 
right to audit the work of the administration.

The Party organization at ministries, state committees, and other cen­
tral and local soviet and economic agencies and administrative de­
partments shall exercise the right of audit over the work of the adminis­
trative apparatus in executing the directives of the Party and govern­
ment and in conforming to Soviet laws. They must actively promote 
improvement of the apparatus, cultivate among the personnel a high 
sense of responsibility for work entrusted to them, work for the 
strengthening of state discipline and for the better servicing of the popu­
lation, firmly combat bureaucracy and red tape, inform the appropriate 
Party bodies in good time of shortcomings in the work of the respective 
offices and individuals, regardless of what posts the latter may occupy.

VII
THE PARTY AND THE YCL

61. The Leninist YCL of the Soviet Union is a voluntary social organi­
zation of young people, an active helper and reserve of the Party. The 
YCL helps the Party educate the youth in the communist spirit, draws it 
into the work of building a new society, trains a rising generation of 
harmoniously developed people who will live and work and administer 
public affairs under communism.

62. YCL organizations enjoy the right of broad initiative in discussing 
and submitting to the appropriate Party organizations questions related 
to the work of enterprises, collective farms and offices. They must be 
really active in the implementation of Party directives in all spheres of 
communist construction, especially where there are no primary Party 
organizations.

63. The YCL conducts its activities under the guidance of the Com­
munist Party of the Soviet Union. The work of the local YCL organiza­
tions is directed and controlled by the appropriate republican, territo­
rial, provincial, area, city, county, and borough Party organizations.

In their communist educational work among the youth, local Party 
organs and primary Party organizations rely on the support of the YCL 
organizations, and uphold and promote their useful undertakings.

64. Members of the YCL accepted as members of the CPSU cease to 
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belong to the YCL the moment they join the Party, provided they do not 
hold leading posts in YCL organizations.

Vili
PARTY ORGANIZATIONS IN THE SOVIET ARMY

65. Party organizations in the Soviet Army take guidance in their 
work from the Program and the Rules of the CPSU and operate on the 
basis of instructions issued by the Central Committee.

The Party organizations of the Soviet Army carry through the policy of 
the Party in the Armed Forces; rally servicemen around the Communist 
Party; educate them in the spirit of Marxism-Leninism and boundless 
loyalty to the socialist homeland; actively further the unity of the army 
and the people; work for the strengthening of discipline; rally ser­
vicemen to carry out the tasks of military and political training and 
acquire skill in the use of new techniques and weapons, and irreproach­
ably to perform their military duty and the orders and instructions of the 
command.

66. The guidance of Party work in the Armed Forces is exercised by 
the Central Committee of the CPSU through the Chief Political Ad­
ministration of the Soviet Army and Navy, which functions as a depart­
ment of the CC CPSU.

The chiefs of the political administrations of military areas and fleets, 
and chiefs of the political administrions of armies must be Party mem­
bers of five years’ standing, and the chiefs of political departments of 
military formations must be Party members of three years’ standing.

67. The Party organizations and political bodies of the Soviet Army 
maintain close contact with local Party committees and keep them in­
formed about political work in the military units. The secretaries of 
military Party organizations and chiefs of political bodies participate in 
the work of local Party committees.

IX
PARTY GROUPS IN NON-PARTY ORGANIZATIONS

68. At congresses, conferences, and meetings and in the elective 
bodies of Soviets, trade unions, co-operatives, and other mass organiza­
tions of the working people, having at least three Party members, Party 
groups are formed for the purpose of strengthening the influence of the 
Party in every way and carrying out Party policy among non-Party 
people, strengthening Party and state discipline, combating bureau­
cracy, and verifying the fulfillment of Party and government directives.

69. The Party groups are subordinate to the appropriate Party bodies: 



APPENDIX 307

CC CPSU, the Central Committees of the Communist Parties of union 
republics, territorial, provincial area, city, county, or borough Party 
committees.

In all matters the groups must strictly and unswervingly abide by 
decisions of the leading Party bodies.

X
PARTY FUNDS

70. The funds of the Party and its organizations are derived from 
membership dues, income from Party enterprises and other revenue.

71. The monthly membership dues for Party members and candidate 
members are as follows:

Monthly Earnings 
Up to 50 rubles.......................................  
From 51 to 100 rubles............................. 
From 101 to 150 rubles........................... 
From 151 to 200 rubles........................... 
From 201 to 250 rubles........................... 
From 251 to 300 rubles..................... . . .
Over 300 rubles ......................................

Dues
10 kopeks 
0.5 per cent 
1.0 per cent 
1.5 per cent 
2.0 per cent 
2.5 per cent 
3.0 per cent

of the
- monthly 

earnings

72. An entrance fee of 2 per cent of monthly earnings is paid on 
acceptance into the Party as a candidate member.
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As publications in English on the Soviet system of government are 
now so numerous as to fill entire multi-volume bibliographies, only a 
few are listed here as an aid to students wishing to have a guide to 
monographs especially suited to the preparation of course papers devel­
oping in some depth the topics covered by each chapter. Sources of a 
generalized character are listed at the end of the listings by chapter; 
these being general bibliographies, collections of documents, biograph­
ical studies, symposia, and periodicals specializing in studies devoted to 
the U.S.S.R. Individual articles are listed in the general bibliographies 
as well as in the usual periodical indexes available in all libraries. None 
have been listed here. General introductory texts are also omitted.

Chapter 1. In the Name of Democracy
Beer, Samuel H. (ed.). Marx and Engels: The Communist Manifesto. 
Northbrook, Ill.: AHM Publishing Corporation, 1955. Reprinted 1975. 
xxix+96 pp.
Includes selections from the Eighteenth Brumaire and Capital, as 

well as a helpful introduction summarizing and assessing Marx.
Christenson, Reo M.; Engels, Alan S.; Jacobs, Dan N.; Rejai, 
Mustafa; Walzer, Herbert. Ideologies and Modern Politics. New 
York and Toronto: Dodd Mead and Co., 1971. vi+320 pp.
Historical development, principal tenets and relevancy of contempo­

rary policy formulation of various theorists, including Marx. May be 
supplemented by Dan N. Jacobs, From Marx to Mao and Marchais 
(New York: Longman, 1978), tracing Marx’s thought in the works of 
other prominent contemporary theorists.

Drachkovitch, Milorad M. (ed.). Marxist Ideology in the Contem­
porary World: Its Appeals and Paradoxes. New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, 1966. xvii+192 pp.
Concise statements by specialists defining Marxism and suggesting 

the degree to which Marx’s heirs have revised him; concludes that 
Marxism is losing its persuasive power.
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Haimson, Leopold H. The Russian Marxist and the Origins of Bol­
shevism. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1956. 246 pp.
A clarification of the various trends among revolutionary Russian in­

tellectuals from 1880 to 1905. Profiles of the leaders. Helpful in identify­
ing political influences on the Russian Revolution.

Meyer, Alfred G. Leninism. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1957. 324 pp.
A philosophical discussion in highly readable form of Lenin’s theories 

and their relation to classical Marxist doctrine.
Nove, Alec. Stalinism and After. New York: Crane, Russak & Co., 
1975. 208 pp.
A British economist’s examination of the Soviet system in terms of 

Stalin’s impact upon its development. Post-Stalin personalities and 
Communist party potential in a de-Stalinized era are also assessed.

Tucker, Robert C. (ed.). The Lenin Anthology. New York: W. W. 
Norton & Co., 1975. xiv+764 pp.
Selection from 65 papers written by Lenin before and after the revolu­

tion and introduced by an extensive explanation of the setting of each. 
May be supplemented by the same editor’s Stalinism: Essays in Histor­
ical Interpretation (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1977).

von Raugh, George. A History of the Soviet Union. New York: 
Frederick A. Praeger, 1957. xiii+423 pp.
A brief readable history of events from the 1880’s to the beginning of 

the post-Stalin reforms, constituting the minimum necessary to a politi­
cal scientist’s understanding of the historical component in the evolu­
tion of Soviet politics. May be updated by Alec Nove’s Stalinism and 
After, listed above.

Chapter 2. The Hard Core of the System
Armstrong, John A. The Politics of Totalitarianism: The Com­
munist Party of the Soviet Union from 1934 to the Present. New York: 
Random House, 1961. xvi+459 pp.
Treatment by a political scientist of the era of purge, war, and party 

post-Stalin revolution with much on personalities and intrigue. May be 
updated with the same author’s Ideology, Politics and Government in 
the Soviet Union (New York: Praeger Publishers, 4th edition, 1978).

Farrell, R. Barry (ed.). Political Leadership in Eastern Europe and 
the Soviet Union. Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1970. xi+359 pp.
Sophisticated essays using quantitative data to determine leadership 

patterns in Communist parties.
Gehlen, Michael P. The Communist Party and the Soviet Union: A 
Functional Analysis. Bloomington, Ind.: University of Indiana Press, 
1969. 161 pp.
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Using behavioral techniques of analysis the study examines Soviet 
statistics to determine functions of the Communist party: recruitment, 
socialization, ^nd goals, with special emphasis on the impact of techni­
cians and specialists on policy as they are coopted into the governing 
élite. May be compared with Darrell P. Hammer, U.S.S.R.: The Politics 
of Oligarchy (Hinsdale, Ind.: The Dryden Press, 1974), emphasizing 
group rather than individual leadership and considering pluralization of 
Soviet society.

Hough, Jerry F. The Soviet Perfects: The Local Party Organs in 
Industrial Decision Making. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press. 1969. xii+416 pp.
A study of the role of middle-range Communist party secretaries in 

guiding industrial managers toward minimizing production. Draws on 
Soviet press for evidence.

Medvedev, Roy A. Let History Judge: The Origins and Conse­
quences of Stalinism. New York: Vintage Books, 1973. xxxiv+566 pp.
A perceptive insider’s reflection on the politics of the Stalin years. 

Valuable not only for its revelations but also for the insight it provides 
into a Soviet citizen’s reaction.

Ploss, Sidney I. (ed.). The Soviet Political Process: Aims, Techniques 
and Examples of Analysis. Waltham, Mass., Toronto and London: 
Ginn and Company, 1971. viii+304 pp.
Soviet leadership problems, analyzed often in terms of personalities 

and power struggles: the Kremlinok>gical approach.
Schapiro, Leonard. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union. New 
York: Random House, 1960. xiv+631 pp.
A British political scientist’s objective account of the ever-changing 

Communist party’s policies within their historical setting.
Skilling, H. Gordon, and Griffiths, Franklyn (eds.). Interest 
Groups in Soviet Politics. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1971. vii+433 pp.
A pioneering study using group theory to assess the extent to which 

various professional groups within the Communist party endeavor to 
further their interests. Chapters discuss each group’s status and position.

Chapter 3. Radiating Influence
Bezuglov, A. Soviet Deputy. Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1973. 
155 pp.
The nomination, election, status, role, and accountability of the repre­

sentatives of electoral districts under the post-Stalin conditions of em­
phasis upon popular participation in state administration, as seen by a 
Soviet author.
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Fisher, Ralph Talcott, Jr Pattern for Soviet Youth: A Study of the 
Congresses of the Komsomol, 1918-1954. New York: Columbia Uni­
versity Press, 1959. xvii+452 pp.
The disciplining of Soviet youth to develop a leadership corps in 

preparation for Communist party duties.
Gregoryan, L., and Dolgopolov, Y. Fundamentals of Soviet State 
Law. Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1971. 328 pp.
Soviet constitutional law as seen by two Soviet specialists concerned 

with federal relationships with republics, state relationships with indi­
viduals, and the structure of Soviet institutions.

Tucker, Robert C. The Soviet Political Mind: Studies in Stalinism 
and Post-Stalin Change. New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1963. 250 
pp.
Analysis of motivation in Soviet leadership by a long-term resident in 

the American colony in Moscow.

Chapter 4. Controlled Mass Participation
Barghoorn, Frederick C. Politics in the U.S.S.R. Boston: Little 
Brown, 1966. xii+418 pp.
A general text fitting Soviet data into the Gabriel Almond categories 

designed for analysis in comparative politics. Especially strong on polit­
ical indoctrination and the shaping of public opinion.

Brown, Emily Clark. Soviet Trade Unions and Labor Relations. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966. ix+394 pp.
An economist’s analysis of the trade unions’ role; includes information 

on structure and function. May be updated with Kahan, Arcadus and 
Ruble, Blair (eds.). Industrial Labor in the U.S.S.R. Elmsford, N.Y.: 
Pergamon Press. 1979.

Inkeles, Alex. Public Opinion in Soviet Russia: A Study in Mass 
Persuasion. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1950. 
xviii+379 pp.
Soviet press controls and mass propaganda techniques as seen by a so­

ciologist, using materials from interviews with Soviet refugees now in the 
West.

Mote, Max E. Soviet Local and Republic Elections. Stanford: 
Hoover Institution, Stanford University Press, 1965. 193 pp.
A field study of the 1963 elections in Leningrad, including interview 

materials as well as documentary sources. May be updated with Fried- 
gut, Theodore H., Political Participation in the U.S.S.R. Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press. 1979.

Potichnyj, Peter J. Soviet Agricultural Trade Unions 1917-70. To­
ronto: University of Toronto Press, 1972. xxx+258 pp.
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A pioneering study of the extension to agricultural workers of the 
trade union system. Helpful in understanding the farm structures and 
the difference between collective farmers and farm workers on state 
farms. \

Sorenson, Jay B. The Life and Death of Soviet Trade Unions. New 
York: Atherton, 1969. viii+283 pp.
A political scientist’s examination of the revolutionary role of trade 

unions and their evolution during the 1930’s into a structure of the 
Soviet state.

Sharlet, Robert. The New Soviet Constitution of 1977: Analysis 
and Text. Brunswick, Ohio: Kings Court Communications, 1978. 
vii + 132 pp.
The discussions preceding adoption of the Constitution and specula­

tion as to what political trends they and the document itself indicate.
Taubman, William. Governing Soviet Cities: Bureaucratic Politics 
and Urban Development in the U.S.S.R. New York: Praeger Pub­
lishers, 1973. xvii+166 pp.
The dynamics of urban soviets, as seen by a political scientist using 

documentary and interview sources.
f

Chapter 5. The Heritage of Terror
Dallin, Alexander, and Breslauer, George W. Political Terror 
in Communist Systems. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1970. 
xi + 163 pp.
A balanced assessment of terror as an instrument of politics, and of 

alternative control mechanisms that may permit its abatement or aban­
donment. Compares several Communist-led systems.

Lenin, V. I. The State and Revolution. Revised translation. New York: 
International Publishers, 1934. 104 pp.
The official justification for proletarian dictatorship from which the 

rationalization of terror as an instrument of dictatorship was developed. 
The volume is a handbook for Soviet political theorists.

Moore, Barrington, Jr. Terror and Progress, U.S.S.R.: Some 
Sources of Change and Stability in the Soviet Dictatorship. Cam­
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1964. xvii+261 pp.
An argument that Soviet leaders use terror as a political instrument to 

achieve economic and social progress.
Reddaway, Peter (ed.). Uncensored Russia: Protest and Dissent in 
the Soviet Union. The Unofficial Moscow Journal. A Chronical of 
Current Events. New York: American Heritage Press, 1972. 499 pp.
Translation of the first eleven issues of the noted underground news­

paper recounting the police measures taken to silence dissenters.
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Sakharov, Andrei D. Progress, Coexistence and Intellectual Free­
dom. New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1970. 204 pp.
A prominent Soviet scientist, noted for his dissent, argues that de­

mocratization of the Soviet political system is in its own interest. He 
believes that dictatorship and mass myths, including narrow-minded 
ideologies, ossified dogmatism, and ideological censorship have created 
impediments to effective development.

Wolin, Simon, and Slusser, Robert M. (eds.). The Soviet Secret 
Police. New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1957. ix+408 pp.
A documentary chronology from 1917 to 1956, with commentary, by 

former Soviet citizens on various aspects of the work of the security 
police.

Chapter 6. The Federal System
Allworth, Edward et al. Soviet Nationality Problems. New York: 
Columbia University Press, xiv+296 pp.
Essays by West European and North American specialists on the con­

tinuing impact upon Soviet politics of ethnic groups. Helps to explain 
why federalism still triumphs over the unitary state structure preferred 
by Marxist theorists.

Allworth, Edward (ed.). The Nationality Question in Soviet Cen­
tral Asia. New York: Praeger Publications, 1973. xiv+217 pp.
A team effort to assess the possibility that the U.S.S.R.’s many ethnic 

minorities will eventually converge into one culture because of migra­
tions and self-Russification. An eye-opener for those thinking a study of 
Soviet minorities unimportant for a study of Soviet politics.

Rarghoorn, Frederick C. Soviet Russian Nationalism. New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1956. ix+330 pp.
Exhaustive examination of the printed record to determine the place 

of the Great Russians and their culture within the Soviet federation and 
Stalin’s attempt to create a new chauvinistic national pride for the 
U.S.S.R. as a whole.

Cole, J. P. Geography of the U.S.S.R. Baltimore: Penguin Books, 
1967. 328 pp.
Particularly strong on population, natural resources, agriculture, and 

industry. Statistical tables and outline maps. No color plates.

Pipes, Richard. The Formation of the Soviet Union: Communism 
and Nationalities, 1917-1922. Rev. ed. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1964. xii+365 pp.
Soviet concepts of federalism and the steps taken to create the federa­

tion of the U.S.S.R.
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Potichnyj, Peter J. (ed.). Ukraine in the Seventies. Oakville, On­
tario: Mosaic Press, 1975. 355 pp.
Exhaustive coverage of economic, political, and sociological aspects 

of the Ukraine as a republic of the U.S.S.R. The material on party, state, 
and society is especially valuable to political scientists. Authors are 
prominent scholars from Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United 
States.

Shevtsov, V. S. National Sovereignty and the Soviet State. Moscow: 
Progress Publishers, 1974. 176 pp.
The status of the republics within the U.S.S.R., explained by a Soviet 

specialist in constitutional law. Emphasizes the historical and legal fea­
tures.

Chapter 7. Popularizing Administration
Azrael, Jeremy. Managerial Power and Soviet Politics. Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966. 258 pp.
A study in some depth of Soviet industrial management and its politi­

cal implications, suggesting that absolute monolithism under Com­
munist party generalists is,currently unattainable.

Berliner, Joseph S. Factory and Manager in the U.S.S.R. Cam­
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1957. xv+386 pp.
An economist’s evaluation of the role of the industrial manager, utiliz­

ing materials from émigré interviews as well as conventional sources.
Conyngham, William J. Industrial Management in the Soviet 
Union: The Role of the CPSU in Industrial Decision-making, 1917- 
1970. Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, Stanford University, 1973. 
xxxvi+378 pp.
A perceptive analysis of the Communist party’s leadership role as 

seen in the industrial management field. Valuable not only for detail on 
the Khrushchev era but for its historical perspective. Considers possible 
evolution of relations between party and state bureaucracies.

Nove, Alec. The Soviet Economy: An Introduction. Rev. ed. New 
York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1966. xiii+354 pp.
A British economist’s explanation of Soviet motivation and the in­

stitutions utilized to maximize production.
Ryavec, Karl W. Implementation of Soviet Economic Reforms: 
Political, Organizational and Social Processes. New York: Praeger 
Publications, 1975. xiii+361 pp.
A thorough account of the Soviet search for efficiency in production 

through incessant reorganization of structures. May be supplemented by 
the same author’s Soviet Society and the Communist Party (Amherst, 
Mass.: University of Massachusetts Press, 1978) containing papers from 
a round table on administration.
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Chapter 8. Fostering the Community Spirit
Millar, James R. (ed.). The Soviet Rural Community. Urbana: Uni­
versity of Illinois Press, 1971. xv+420 pp.
Essays touching many phases of Soviet rural life and organization, 

agricultural, and non-agricultural, beginning with pre-revolutionary 
structures. Thoroughly interdisciplinary.

Osofsky, Stephen. Soviet Agricultural Policy: Toward the Aboli­
tion of Collective Farms. New York: Praeger Publications, 1974. 
xi+300 pp.
The panorama of Soviet agricultural organizational structures anti­

cipating the triumph of the state farm. Exhaustive examination of Soviet 
specialized literature.

Solomon, Susan Gross. The Soviet Agrarian Debate: A Controversy 
in Social Science, 1923-1929. Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 
1977. 240 pp.
An antidote for those who believe collectivization was inevitable: a 

review of contending views during the formative years of agricultural 
policy.

Stuart, Robert C. The Collective Farm in Soviet Agriculture.
Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath & Co., 1972. xx + 254 pp.
The collective farm structure with emphasis upon its role in economic 

development. Based on the author’s extensive residence in Moscow as a 
Canadian student.

Chapter 9. State Intervention in Private Affairs
Berman, Harold J. Justice in the U.S.S.R.: An Introduction. Rev. ed.
New York: Vintage Books, 1963. 450 pp.
Relevant to “intervention” since it interprets Soviet law as “parental,” 

in contrast to Western approaches focussed on laissez-faire.
Curtiss, John S. The Russian Church and the Soviet State, 1917- 
1950. Boston: Little Brown & Co., 1953. x+387 pp.
A history of the measures taken by the government to discourage the 

Church and the Church’s response. Includes the wartime relaxation to 
gain political support.

Inkeles, Alex, and Bauer, Raymond (eds.). Soviet Socialism: Daily 
Life in a Totalitarian Society. New York: Athenaeum, 1968. xix+533 
pp.
Two sociologists examine the Soviet way of earning a living, getting 

an education, obtaining information, and raising a family.
Taubman, William. The View from Lenin Hills: Soviet Youth in 
Ferment. New York: Coward McCann, Inc., 1967. 249 pp.
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A readable report by an American political scientist based on his stu­
dent days in Moscow. Revealing on extent of student indoctrination.

Chapter 10. The Army and Politics
Berman, Harold J., and Kerner, Miroslav. Soviet Military Law 
and Administration. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1955. xiv+208 pp.
Details not only on military law, but on the means used by the Com­

munist party and police to penetrate the armed forces. One author 
served in the army.

Bialer, Seweryn (ed.). Stalin and His Generals: Soviet Military 
Memoirs of World War II. New York: Pegasus, 1969. 644 pp.
Engaging accounts of the war by Soviet officers, providing insight into 

the education, structure, and functions of the armed forces. Also treats 
the control system and the great purge. Explains why military coups 
have never occurred.

Kolkowicz, Roman. The Soviet Military and the Communist Party.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967. xvi+429 pp.
A Rand study of controls and also of the military’s impact on policy. 

For an updating, see Deane, Political Control of the Soviet Armed 
Forces (New York: Crane Russak, 1977).

Lee, Asher (ed.). The Soviet Air and Rocket Forces. London: Weiden­
feld & Nicolson, 1959. 311 pp. '
Communist party and police controls are exposed in one chapter.

Chapter 11. Enforcement of Law
Barry, Donald D.; Butler, William E.; and Ginsburgs, George. 
Contemporary Soviet Law. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1974. 
xxvi+242 pp.
Eleven Western specialists examine law on crime, political dissent, 

civil relationships, environmental protection, labor relations, computer 
science, international trade and relations, and the educational role of 
court procedure.

Chalidze, Valery. To Defend These Rights: Human Rights in the 
Soviet Union. New York: Random House, 1974. viii+340 pp.
The deficiencies of the Soviet legal system as seen by a Soviet scien­

tist who, before emigration, attempted to work within permissible limits 
in order to protect colleagues from bureaucratic restraints and tyrannical 
procedures.

Connor, Walter D. Deviance in Soviet Society: Crime, De­
linquency, and Alcoholism. New York: Columbia University Press, 
1972. 327 pp.
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A sociologist presents a depressing picture to those expecting socialist 
structures to eliminate crime. Conclusion: that Marxism-Leninism ham­
pers basic scientific research because of focus on social causes of crime.

Feifer, George. Justice in Moscow. New York: Simon & Schuster, 
1964. 353 pp.
The most widely read of all books on Soviet law: an American stu­

dent’s account of the trials he witnessed and the explanations he heard 
during a year’s residence in Moscow.

Hazard, John N. Settling Disputes in Soviet Society: The Formative 
Years of Legal Institutions. Reprinted with new preface. New York: 
Octagon Books, Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1978. xiv+534 pp.
Explains the transition from a simple legal system to the contempo­

rary complex one, utilizing reports on debates of the early years and 
judicial practice.

Morgan, Glen G. Soviet Administrative Legality: The Role of the 
Attorney General’s Office. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1962. 
x + 281 pp.
The institution designed to protect the Constitution and minimize 

bureaucratic excesses. Study based on reported practice.
Solomon, Peter H., Jr. Soviet Criminologists and Criminal Policy: 
Specialists in Policy Making. New York: Columbia University Press, 
1978. x+253 pp.
Reveals the extent to which legal specialists participate with Com­

munist party generalists in formulating law. Throws light also on lim­
itations created by technicians generally on Communist party domina­
tion of technical fields.

Terebilov, V. The Soviet Court. Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1973.
181 pp.
The U.S.S.R.’s Minister of Justice gives his authoritative statement of 

what should be understood as the history, structure, and procedure of 
courts.

Chapter 12. Employment by the State
Bereday, George Z., and Pennar, Jaan (eds.). The Politics of Soviet 
Education. New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1960. vi+217 pp.
A symposium by educators describing educational institutions. Strong 

on Communist party control, classroom conduct, teaching syllabi, and 
extracurricular activities.

Yanowitch, Murray, and Fisher, Wesley A. (eds.). Social Strat­
ification and Mobility in the U.S.S.R. White Plains, N.Y.: Inter­
national Arts & Sciences Press, 1973. xxxi+402 pp.
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A selection by an economist and sociologist from Soviet literature 
depicting class and strata differences in income, prestige, access to edu­
cation, and life styles. Indicates extent to which Soviet conditions create 
variations in status.

Ulam, Adam B. The Russian Political System. New York: Random 
House, 1974. vii+180 pp.
A prominent historian’s survey of the Soviet system, which finds that 

contradictions inherent in communism are being sharpened by increas­
ing popular desire for consumer goods and the freedoms that usually 
accompany an improving standard of living.

General Symposia
Hendel, Samuel (ed.). The Soviet Crucible: The Soviet System in 
Theory and Practice. North Scituate, Mass.: Duxbury Press, 4th edi­
tion. 1973. xvi+436 pp.
A popular collection of previously published essays touching history, 

theory, political and economic structures, and minorities’ problems. 
Contains useful selected bibliography.

Kanet, Roger E. (ed.). The Behavioral Revolution and Communist 
Studies. New York: The Free Press, 1971. xv+376 pp.
Trends within the Communist party, testing the effectiveness of an 

empirical approach to the study of a relatively inaccessible society.
Morton, Henry W., and Tökes, Rudolph (eds.). Soviet Politics and 
Society in the 1970’s. New York: "the Free Press, Macmillan Publish­
ing Co.', 1974. xxvi+401 pp.
A “post behavioral’’ study by ten Western specialists combining be­

havioral and area techniques in analysis of stability and change in the 
Soviet system.

Documentation
Berman, Harold J., and Spindler, James W. Soviet Criminal Law 
and Procedure: The R.S.F.S.R. Codes. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 2nd ed. 1972. ix+599 pp.
Translation of the criminal code and code of criminal procedure with 

analysis of them in light of the history, interpretation, and functioning of 
Soviet legal institutions.

Butler, William E. (compiler and translator). The Soviet Legal Sys­
tem: Selected Contemporary Legislation and Documentation. Dobbs 
Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Publications, 1978. x+733 pp.
A miniature library of Soviet statutes establishing political structures 

and fundamental principles of all branches of law. May be supple­
mented by translations of judicial decisions in all fields arranged sys­
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tematically in J. N. Hazard, W. E. Butler, and P. B. Maggs, The Soviet 
Legal System (Third ed., Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Publications, 
1977).

Boim, Leon, and Morgan, Glen G. (eds.). The Soviet Procuracy 
Protest's: 1937-1973. Vol. 21, Law in Eastern Europe. Leiden: Sijthoff 
& Noordhoff, 1978. 620 pp.
Translations ofall Procuratorial protests in defense of the Constitution 

and of Soviet legality generally. Provides insight into the functions of 
this unfamiliar institution.

Gruliow et al. Current Soviet Policies: The Documentary Record of 
the Communist Party Congresses. Columbus, Ohio: Current Digest of 
the Soviet Press, The Ohio State University, 7 vols. 1953-76.
Triska, Jan F. (ed.). Soviet Communism: Program and Rules, 
Lenin—Khrushchev, 1961-1952-1919. San Francisco: Chandler Pub­
lishing Co., 1962. 196 pp.

Biography
Prominent Personalities in the U.S.S.R.: A Biographic Directory. 
Compiled by the Institute for the Study of the U.S.S.R. Munich, Ger­
many. Metuchin, N.J.: The Scarecrow Press, 1965. x+782 pp.
Simmonds, George W. (ed.). Soviet Leaders: Biographies of 42 
Prominent Figures in Government, Science and the Arts. New York: 
Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1967. xi+405 pp.

Periodicals
Current Digest of the Soviet Press. (Weekly.) The Ohio State Univer­
sity, Columbus, Ohio, 43210.
Thorough coverage in translation of major news items and articles in 

the Soviet press as selected by a staff of American specialists. No com­
ment or explanation provided. Sponsored by the American Association 
for the Advancement of Slavic Studies. Fully indexed quarterly since 
founding in 1949.

Problems of Communism. (Bimonthly.) United States Information 
Agency, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20005.
Interpretive articles, notes, book reviews, cartoons, published primar­

ily for scholars outside the U.S.A., but available to all.
Reprints from the Soviet Press. (Biweekly.) Compass Publications, 
115 East 87 Street, Box 12-F., New York, N.Y. 10028.
Official translations received from Novosti Press Agency, Moscow. 

Articles, documents, speeches, selected for distribution in the U.S.A.
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The Russian Review. (Quarterly.) The Hoover Institution, Stanford, 
California 94305.
Edited by Sçholars of the Hoover Institution. Relatively brief but 

meaty articles on Russian history, literature, economics, and politics. 
Book reviews.

Slavic Review. (Quarterly.) American Association for the Advance­
ment of Slavic Studies. James R. Millar, editor, University of Illinois, 
Champaign, Ill. 61820.
Articles, symposia, book reviews. A major source for interpretive arti­

cles by prominent scholars.
Soviet Life. (Monthly.) 1706 Eighteenth Street N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20009.
Illustrated popularization by Soviet authors of the political, economic, 

and social system of their country.
Soviet Law and Government: Translations from Original Soviet 
Sources. (Quarterly.) M.E. Sharpe, Inc., 108 Grand Street, White 
Plains, N.Y. 10601.'
Translations selected by knowledgeable American scholars to sup­

plement classroom materials. No newspaper coverage.
Soviet Studies. (Quarterly.) Basil Blackwood, Oxford, England.
Edited by the University of Glasgow, Scotland, U.K.
Timely scholarly analysis of contemporary events of political, eco­

nomic, sociological concern. Book reviews.
A Chronicle of Current Events. Routledge Journals, 9 Park Street, 
Boston, Mass. 02108.
An English translation of the Russian language periodical originally 

published in Moscow by dissenters and now prepared from Samizdat 
materials by Khronika Press, 505 Eighth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10018. 
Appears irregularly as materials warrant.

Bibliographies
American Bibliography of Slavic and East European Studies. 5 vols. 
(1968-69, 1970-72, 1973, 1974, 1975). Columbus, Ohio: American As­
sociation for the Advancement of Slavic Studies, Inc., The Ohio State 
University, 1970-1976. New volumes annually.
A nearly complete record of North American publications (books and 

articles) prepared at the Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. since the 
1973 volume.

Horecky, Paul L. (ed.). Russia and the Soviet Union: A Biblio­
graphic Guide to Western Language Publications. Chicago: Univer­
sity of Chicago Press, 1965. xxiv+473 pp.
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Two thousand entries, annotated, prepared by authorities in Soviet 
politics, economics, history, literature, international relations, and law. 
A companion volume to Basic Russian Publications: A Selected Bibliog­
raphy on Russia and the Soviet Union, 1962.

Encyclopedia
Great Soviet Encyclopedia: A Translation of the Russian Edition of 
1970. New York and London: The Macmillan Co., 1973.
An index volume indicates location of articles, which appeared in the 

Soviet edition according to the Cyrillic alphabet, and are placed in the 
same order in the English translation.
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Administration, 112-34; of justice, 
193-94; under Khrushchev, 122-23, 
126-27, 128, 133; Lenin’s concept of, 
112-13, 129-30; and minorities, 
115-16, 120-22; and nationalization, 
problem of, 116-17; and policy- 
making, 39; under Stalin, 39, 118, 
119, 121, 132-33; in stateless society, 
6

Administrative tribunals, 192
Age groups, and family attitudes, 

168-69; in Komsomols, 41^2; and 
party membership, 35-36; and reli­
gious belief, 161, 164

Agnosticism, 161, 162
Agriculture, 112-34; administration of, 

121; collectivization of, 141-43. See 
also Collective farm; State farm

Agriculture, Ministry of, 148, 149-50, 
151, 153

Alexander II, Tsar, 89, 136
All-Russian Bureau of Military Com­

missars, 177, 178
All-Union Council of National Econ­

omy, 116-17
All-Union Farm Machinery Associa­

tion, 149
All-Union ministries, 117-18
American Bar Association, 198
Appeal, right to, 186, 201-2
Armenian national group, 29, 94, 95, 

100, 110-11
Armenian Republic, 97, 216
Army, 175-90; and commissar system, 

177—83; defections from during 
World War II, 179; as interest group, 
187-90, 238-39, 240; officers, 181, 
182-83, 184-86; and party member­
ship, 24, 25, 177, 180-81; in Revolu­

tion, 175-77; and security police, 
183-84

“Artel,” 139, 141, 145-46
Artisans, 68, 210-11, 233, 234
Assassination, 201, 203, 208
Assembly, right of, 66
Association, right of, 66, 231-32. See 

also Trade unions
Atheism, 157, 161, 162
Authoritarianism of parents, 168-69
Authors’ certificates, 131
Automation, 36
Automobiles, ownership of, 173
Autonomous Republics, 101, 104; and 

status elevation question, 108-11
Azerbaidjanian national group, 95, 100, 

110
Azerbaïdjan Republic, 97

Baltic peoples, 95
Baltic states, 78
Banishment, 89-90, 91
Bashkirs, 95, 100; and status elevation 

question, 108-11
Berliner, Joseph S., 225
Bill of rights, 9-10, 99, 157, 160
Birth records, 157-58
Bolsheviks, 46-48; and army, 175-76; 

and industrial plant organization, 
128-29; and justice, 191; and 
minorities, 94-95, 96; and peasants, 
138; and trade unions, 68

Brest Litovsk, Treaty of, 96, 175
Brezhnev, Leonid L, 33, 36, 39, 43-44
Broken homes, and divorce, 167, 

169-70
Budget, national, 107-8; committees, 

61-62; and party dues, 30-31
Bulganin, Nikolai A., 61

323
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Burke, Edmund, 13
Buryat Mongolians, 95, 100
Byelorussian national group, 94, 95, 

100, 110-11 v
Byelorussian Republic, 96, 97, 104, 

110

Caucasus, 94, 97
Censorship, 56, 66, 67, 235
Central Asian Regional Economic 

Council, 105
Central Committee of the Communist 

Party, 19, 20, 21, 28, 32, 37-38; and 
collective leadership, 10; and 
Khrushchev, 11, 23, 33, 87, 187-88; 
and trade union question, 68-69

Central Executive Committee of 
U.S.S.R., 99-100, 101

Centralism, democratic, 15-16, 26
Chalidze, Valery, 91-92
Charter, 129
Cheka, 76, 237
Chief Administration for Counterin­

telligence of the Armed Forces, 183
Chief Political Administration’ of the 

Armed Forces, 181-82
Children: anti-religious indoctrination 

of, 159, 164; in Pioneers, 44-45
Chinese Communists, 241, 242
Churchill, Winston, 230
Cities: and party organization, 17; and 

soviets, 49, 50, 51
Civil law, 170-74, 196-97
Civil Registry Office, 168
Civil war of 1919-20, 96, 139, 176
Class enemies, 63-65, 75, 194
Clear and present danger test, 63
Coal industry, 122
Collective bargaining, 70
Collective farm, 141-51, 210; and 

party, 35; peasant resistance to, 85; 
trend away from, 151-54; unions of, 
154

Collective leadership, 10-11, 33
College of advocates, 205-6
Combines, 129, 134
Commissars, 113, 114; political, in 

army (zampolit), 177-83, 184, 188
Commissars, Council of People’s. See 

Ministers, Council of
Committee of State Security, 79, 183
Commune, 138-39, 141
Communications, Ministry of, 117, 

118-19
Communist International, 100

Communist Manifesto (Marx and Eng­
els), 109, 155, 191

Communist party: beginnings, 8, 
46-48, 83-84, 95-96, 157; careerism 
in, 25; caucus, 40, 52; centralized 
control of, 21-23; and collective 
farms, 146-47, 148; and collective 
leadership, 9, 10-11; congresses of, 
17-18 (see also Congress, All-Union 
Communist Party); discipline in, 
27-28, 230-31; dues, 30-31; expul­
sions and withdrawals from, 28; in­
tellectuals in, 33-38 (see also In­
tellectuals); internationalism of, 
29-30, 101-2; and judiciary, 193-94, 
198-99, 201; leaders of, influences 
on, 2, 27-28; membership rules, 
23-25, 34-36; policy-making role of, 
46; as political party, 15-16, 46, 
57-60, 86; primary organization, 
16-17, 23, 24; and public opinion, 
66-67, 193; rank and file, role of, 
39-40; secretaries, see Secretaries; 
and Stalin, 9-11; structure of, 16-20; 
and trade unions, 221-22. See also 
Komsomols

Concentration camps, 184
Congress, All-Union Communist 

Party, 18-20, 26, 31, 32; Twentieth, 
, 10; Twenty-third, 53-54; Twenty- 
’ fifth, 37
Congress, United States, 234
Congress of Soviets: First, 46-47; Sec­

ond, 47; Third, 48; All-Union, 97-98, 
99

Congress Party of India, 231-32 
Constitutional Congress of 1922, 97, 

100-101
Constitution of 1918, vi, 62, 75-76, 112, 

157-58
Constitution of 1923, 97-99, 116, 

120-21
Constitution of 1936, 9-10, 48; and 

courts, 198; and federation, 103, 106, 
108-10; and freedom of conscience, 
160

Constitution of 1977, vi-viii, 49, 50-51; 
administration under, 134; and ag­
riculture, 153; and assembly, right 
of, 66; and courts, 194, 200, 201; and 
federation, 103, 105-6, 107, 108, 111 

Constitutions of Soviet Republics, 99 
Construction Committee (Gosstroi), 

125
Consumer goods, 52, 117, 132, 133; 
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and market controls, 224-26; and 
“new rich,” 173

Contracts, 170, 171
Co-operatives, 68, 210-11, 233-34; ag­

ricultural, 136-37, 143
Corporations, state-owned, 130, 234
Cost accounting, 130, 131
Council for the Affairs of the Orthodox

Church, 163
Councils of national economy (Sov­

narkhozy), 123-24, 125, 127,133
Counsel, right to, 201, 203, 207-8
Courts, 191-209; appellate, 202-3; be­

ginnings of, 75-76; and divorce, 166, 
167, 168; labor disputes in, 222-23; 
military and military transport, 184, 
186-87, 195, 196; and ministries, 
120, 121; peoples’, 194-95, 199, 202; 
provincial, 202; and social as­
semblies, 89, 90, 91; and United 
States system, comparison with, 
196-97, 198, 200, 201, 203, 209

Crime: counterrevolutionary, 64-65, 
201, 207-8, 236; economic, 79, 
89-91, 225; juvenile, 169-70, mili­
tary, 186-87

Criminal law: and employment, 
223-26; and federation, 104-5, 
196-97; and free speech, 63, 64; and 
intervention by prosecutor, 208; and 
military courts, 186-87; and religion, 
159-60. See also Procedure, legal

Cuban missile crisis (1962), 188-89 
“Cult of the individual,” 10, 240

Damage suits, 171-72
Death penalty, 173
Death records, 157-58
Defense, Ministry of, 189
Defense industry, 124, 126, 127
Democracy: Jeffersonian, 1, 11-14, 

15-16, 56, 155; Marx’s concept of, 
5-7

Democratic centralism, 15-16, 26
Dewey and Anderson table, 215
Dictatorship: Lenin and, 8-9; modem, 

228; of the proletariat, 81, 83-84, 
241; of Stalin, 8,9-10,31-32,37,178, 
240

Disciplinary Code, 185-86
Discrimination, in employment, 

218-19
Divorce, 165, 166, 167-68; rate, 170
Duma, 46, 47, 48

Ecclesiastical courts, 158, 159
Economic Council of the U.S.S.R., 125, 

126
Economic crimes, 79, 89-91, 225
Economic planning, 52, 54, 98-99; and 

labor allocation, 223; and market 
controls, 224-27

Education: administration of, 116, 120, 
121-22; and family attitudes, 
168-69; Khrushchev’s innovation in, 
37, 212, 240, 241; numbers in 
schools, 33; and party membership, 
35; religious, prohibition of, 159-61; 
and religious belief, 161-62, 164; 
and social mobility, 212-16

Elections: of collective farm adminis­
tration, 143; and federation, 99; of 
judges, 197-99; of 1977, 59; and 
popular choice, 57-62, 87, 231; pub­
lic participation in, 60; to state ap­
paratus, 57-62

Employment, 210-27; arbitration, 
220-24; assignment to, 216-18; and 
Komsomol recruitment, 42-43; and 
labor allocation, 223-24; and party 
recruitment, 23; private, 65, 210-12; 
and religious belief, 164. See also 
Trade unions

“Enemies of the people,” 80
Engels, Friedrich, 5, 6, 229-30
Engineers, 35, 36, 37
England, judiciary in, 236
Eskimos, 101
Espionage, 196, 197
Estonians, 94
Ethnic groups, in U.S.S.R., 29-30. See 

also Minorities
Executions, 76, 88
“Extraordinary Committee” (Cheka), 

76, 237

Factions, 26, 86-87, 231
Factories: and trade union organiza­

tion, 71-72; workers’ control of, 
128-29. See also Industry

Families: land distribution among, 
139-40; movement away from vil­
lages of, 152; weakening of, 165-70

Famine, 142-43
Federation, 93-111; administration of, 

see Administration; beginnings of, 
97-102; and court system, 196-97; 
minorities in, 99-102, 120-22; pro­
posal to abolish, 103, 105-6; seces­
sion from, 106-7; status, criteria for,
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108-11; and United States system, 
93, 98

Feldmesser, Robert A., 215-16
Feudalism, 82, 83, 192
Finance, Ministry of, 131
Finland and Finns, 29, 94,95, 105,179
Five-year plans, 130, 215
Foreign relations, 53, 103-4, 117
Foreign trade, 117
Freedom of conscience, 157, 160
Freedom of speech. See Opinion, ex­

pression of
Fundamental Law of the Empire, 4
Fundamentals of Civil Law, 173

Georgian Republic and Georgians, 29, 
95, 97, 100, 102, 110-11

Germany, 96, 175, 179-80, 199; Fed­
eral Republic of, 93

Ginsburg, Alexander, 91
Gosplan (State Planning Committee), 

103, 123-24, 125, 126
Gosstroi (Construction Committee), 

125
G.P.U. (State Political Administration), 

76
Grammar schools, 121
Great Russians, 94
Grechko, A. A., 189, 190
Grievance procedure, 70, 221-23
Grossman, Gregory, 126

Habeas corpus, writ of, 229
Hard-labor camps, 80, 90
Harvard University, research with ref­

ugees: on rejection of private enter­
prise, 85; on religious attitudes, 
161-62; on social mobility, 214-15

Health, administration of, 118-19
Higher and Specialized Secondary

Education, Ministry of, 164
Higher Education, Ministry of, 121-22 
Hitler, Adolf, 80, 81, 178-79, 233, 238
Homes, privately-owned, 173

Illegitimacy, 167, 168. 169-70
Illiteracy, 215
Incentive system, 108, 131-32
Industrialization: and collective farms, 

141; and intellectuals, 33-38, 239-44
Industry: administration of, 116-17, 

119-20, 122-34; defense, 124, 126, 
127; private, 68, 234

Informers, network of, 79
Inheritance of land, 140

Innocence, presumption of, 203-5, 206 
Intellectuals: increased role of, 35-38, 

172-74, 239-43; and Khrushchev, 36, 
37, 240, 241; and Lenin, 7, 34, 35; 
opposition to terror methods of, 88; 
in Russian Empire, 3-4; and Stalin, 
34-35. See also Education

Inter-farm agro-industrial organiza­
tion, 153-54

Internal affairs, Ministry (Peoples’ 
Commissariat) of: and army, 180, 
181; and kulaks, 142; Special Boards 
of, 77-80, 90, 184, 192

Investigators, legal, 204-5, 207
Israel, 165

Jews, 29, 157, 163, 164, 165
Judges, 193, 195, 196; lay, 199-201; in 

military courts, 186; selection of, 
197-99'

Judicial decisions suppressing dissent, 
64

Judiciary Act of 1922, 196
Jury, 199, 200
Justice, Ministry (Peoples’ Commis­

sariat) of, 114, 192, 194-95
Juvenile delinquency, 167, 169-70, 

205

Kaganovich, Lazar, 23, 32-33, 38, 69
Kalinin, Mikhail, 70
Kamenev, Leo, 9
Karelian Union Republic, 104, 105
Kazakh Republic, 18, 51, 124
Kerensky, Alexander, 47, 175, 177
K.G.B., 79, 183
Khrushchev, Nikita S.: administrative 

changes by, 72, 73, 105, 122-23, 
126-27, 128, 133, 225-26; agricul­
tural policies of, 145, 149, 150, 152; 
and censorship, 66; and education 
and intellectuals, 36, 37, 212, 240, 
241; and opponents, 11, 22-23, 
32-33, 39, 87, 187-88; and party, 17, 
18, 19; and denunciation of Stalin, 
38, 80-81, 240

Knowledge Society, 164
“Kolkhoz.” See Collective farm
Kommunist, 40-41
Komsomols, 41-45; All-Union Con­

gress of the, 41^2, 43; in army, 181, 
182-83; number of, 43; and religion, 
163; and schools, 218; in soviets, 51, 
59; on state farms, 152
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Komsomolsk, 44
Komsomolskaya Pravda, 45
Kornilov, Lavr Georgievich, 47, 175, 

177
Kosygin, Aleksei A., 33, 36
Kulaks, 142
Kuznetsov, V. V., 70

Labor. See Employment
Labor, Ministry of, 69
Labor day, 144
Labor draft, 217-18
Labor Laws, Code of, 220
Labor unions. See Trade unions
Land laws, 139-40
Landowners, prerevolutionary, 136
Language, 94, 102
Latvian Republic and Latvians, 18, 51, 

94, 110, 119
Lawyers, 205-8, 211
Leadership, goal of. See Marxist theory 
League of Militant Godless, 162, 163 
Lenin, Vladimir, v, 7-9, 10; and ad­

ministration, 112-15; and army, 
175-76; and bolsheviks, 47^19; and 
civil law, 170-72; and the family, 
165-66; industrial policy of, 129, 
138; and intellectuals, 7, 34, 35; and 
Marx, 81, 83-84; and minorities, 7, 
94, 97; and peasants, 34, 47, 113-14, 
135-36, 137-40; and security police, 
use of, 237; sharing of power by, 32; 
and terror, use of, 75

Leningrad University, study by, 170
Leonhard, Wolfgang, 88-89
Liability without fault, doctrine of, 

171-72
Licensing: of assemblies and associa­

tions, 66; of lawyers, 205
Light Industry, Ministry of, 119
Lincoln, Abraham, 229, 237
Lithuanians, 94
Little Octobrists, 45
Lodge, Milton C., 189

Machine tractor stations, 146-47, 148, 
149, 233-34

Malenkov, Georgi M„ 23, 32-33, 38, 61 
Management: efficiency of, 224-25;

and labor laws, 220-23. See also in­
tellectuals

Mao Tse-tung, 189, 242
Marriage, 157-58, 165, 166, 167-78
Marx, Karl. See Marxist theory
Marxist theory, 2-10; army in, 175; 

basis of economic planning, 98; of 
law, 155-56, 191-92; of leadership, 
229-30; and peasantry, 6, 147; 
popular acceptance of, 84-86; and 
terror, use of, 81-84

Masses, role of. See Marxist theory
Medical doctors, 211, 212
Mensheviks, 47, 48
Metallurgy, 117
Military law, 186-87
Military Revolutionary Committee, 47, 

175
Military tribunals, 78
Militia (republic), 103-4
Ministers, Council of (Russian Re­

public), 71, 120-21
Ministers, Council of (U.S.S.R.), 49, 53, 

66, 108, 124, 150; beginnings of, 48, 
114-15, 116

Ministries, 72, 73, 113, 117-22,127-28. 
See also individual ministries.

Minorities: and federation, 97, 99-102, 
115, 116, 120-22; and Lenin, 7, 
94-97; and prohibition of factions, 
26-27; and Stalin, 30, 94-95, 100- 
101, 104, 106-7; in universities, 216

Model Charter of 1935, 141, 143, 
148-49

Moldavian Republic, 151, 153-54
Molodoi Kommunist, 45
Molotov, V. M., 23, 32-33, 38
Moscow University Sociology Labo­

ratory, 163-64
Moslems, 157, 163
Multiparty systems, 231-32, 238
Mussolini, 238
M.V.D., 77

Narodniks, 136
New Economic Policy, 140, 141, 170, 

171, 220
Newspapers, 65, 67
New York State, election of judges in, 

198
N.K.V.D., 77
Nomination: to party, 21; of soviet 

deputies, 58

Officers’ Court of Honor, 185
O.G.P.U., 76-77
“One-man management,” 129-30 
One-party system, 57-60, 86, 231-32 
OO, 183-84'
Opinion, expression of: in letters to 

editors, 67, 174, 235-36; restrictions 
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on, 25-27, 62-65, 234-36; urging 
secession, 107

Orel Pedagogical institute, religious 
study by, 163

“Parasites,” punishment of, 89-91
Parliament, 3-4, 9-10, 46; Supreme

Soviet as, 62
Partiinaya Zhizn, 40-41
Peasants: acceptance of Marxist doc­

trine by, 85; family attitudes of, 
168-69;' and Lenin, 34, 47, 113-14, 
135-36, 137-40; and Marxist theory, 
role in, 6, 147; number of, decline in, 
33; in Red Army, 176, 177; religious 
beliefs of, 161-62, 163-64; and rise 
to white-collar status, 214-16; in 
Russian Empire, 140-43

People’s Democracies of Eastern 
Europe, 91

Perm (city), 170
Permanent production committees, 

70-71, 74
Petrograd, 47, 95 >
Petroleum industry, 122
Pioneers, 41, 44-46
Pionerskaya Pravda, 45
Plekhanov Economic Institute, 213
Poland, 96, 110
Political Administration of the Re­

public, 177, 188
Political Büro, 19, 20, 37-38, 49, 73, 

189-90; and federation question, 
103, 110-11

Political parties, 15-16, 25, 86, 231
Poverty, 2-3
Pravda, 40-41
Presidium of the Communist party. See 

Political Büro
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, 49 
Press; proposal for candidate choice, 

59-60; restrictions on, 65-66, 234-36
Pressure groups, 232-34
Primaries, political, 58
Procedure, legal, 201-5, 236-37, 240
Profit system, 82-83; popular rejection 

of, 85
Propaganda: against labor mobility, 

224; anti-religious, 157, 160, 161-62, 
233; and army, 182; on national 
self-determination, 94; public ac­
ceptance of, 81-85, 161-62

Property: owners, and civil code, 171; 
private ownership of, attitudes to­
ward, 172-74

Prosecutor General of the U.S.S.R., 78, 
186, 208-9, 237, 238

Prosecutors, 203, 204, 205, 207-8, 
208-9; intervention in civil suit by, 
171; and “social assemblies,” 90

Prospectors, 211-12
Provisional Government, 4, 46, 63, 

137-38
Public Health, Ministry of, 119
Public Order, Ministries of, 79
Purge trials, 38, 80, 88, 133, 165, 208, 

233; in army, 178-79

Railways, Ministry of, 117-18
Red Army. See Army
Refugees, 24-25, 179-80, 225; family 

attitudes of, 168-69; and social mo­
bility, 214-15

Religion, 156-65, 174, 232-33
Republics: constitutions of, 99; party 

congresses in, 17-18; powers in fed­
eration, 99, 103-8, 115-16; and Sov- 
narkhozy, 123-24; supreme soviets 
in, 49, 51, 54

Revolution, necessity of, 83
Revolutionary legality, 191
Revolutionary Military Council of the

Republic, 177, 178

Sevolutionary tribunals, 75-76, 194-95 
evolution of 1905, 3-4

Revolution of 1917, 4, 46-48, 128, 175;
and minority groups, 95-97; and 
peasants, 137-38

Roman Catholics, 164-65
Romania, 110
Roosevelt, Franklin D., 104
Rossi, Alice C., 85
Russian language, 94, 102
Russian Empire: and army, 175; and 

Duma, 46; minorities in, 94-95, 96; 
peasants in, 3, 4, 136-37; and Rus­
sian Orthodox Church, 156, 157-58

Russian Orthodox Church, 157, 
158-59, 162, 163, 164-65, 233

Russian Republic, 54, 90, 97, 124;
Council of Ministers, 71, 120-21; 
judicial elections in, 199; minorities 
in, 100-101; party structure of, 18; 
Supreme Court of, 64-65, 196

“Russification,” 94, 102, 106, 116, 120. 
See also Minorities

Russo-Finnish War of 1940, 105, 179

Sakharov, Andrei, 91-92
Schools of elementary knowledge, 164
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Secession, right of, 106-7, 109
Secretariat of the Communist party, 20, 

22-23, 32
Secretaries, 17, 21, 29-30, 39; of pri­

mary organization, 16, 22; and zam- 
polit, 181-82

Secretary-General of the Communist 
party, 9, 20, 22-23, 39, 49

Secret ballot, 21-22, 57
Security police, 78, 237-38; in army, 

183-84. See also Cheka
Self-determination, 94-97, 106-7
Separation of church and state, 157-59 
Separation of state powers, 191-92, 

194, 236
Serfdom, 136
Sex, pre-marital and extramarital, 170
Shebaiev, A. I., 73
Shvemik, Nikolai M., 70
Skilling, H. Gordon, 189 
SMERSH, 183-84
Social assemblies, 89-91
Social Democratic Labor Party, 46, 47 
Social insurance system, 69, 70, 212 
Socialist Revolutionary Party, 47, 48, 

76, 112, 137, 138
Socialization of the land, 137-38 
“Socially dangerous” persons, 77 
Social mobility of working class, 

214-16
Society for the Dissemination of Sci­

entific and Political Knowledge, 163
Soiuzsovnarkoz (Economic Council of 

the U.S.S.R.), 125, 126
Solzhenitsyn, Alexander, 91, 92 
Soviets, 49-51; beginnings of, 46-49;

city, 49, 50, 119, 125; county, 119, 
146, 147—48, 150; decision-making 
in, 52-54, 61-62; elections to, 57-60; 
judge selection by, 197-98; local, 49, 
50, 51,112, 114-15, 159, 198-99; and 
party membership, 51, 52; provin­
cial, 49, 50, 119, 124, 125; standing 
committees in, 50; village, 50, 140, 
146, 147-48

Soviets, Congress of. See Congress of 
Soviets

“Sovkhoz” (State Farm), 150, 151-52 
Sovnarkhozy (Councils of national

economy), 123-24, 125, 127, 133 
Special Section, 183-84
Stalin, Joseph, 8, 9-10, 12; and ad­

ministration, 39, 118, 119, 121, 
132-33; agricultural policies of, 
140-43, 144-45, 147; and censorship, 

66; dictatorship of, 31-32, 37, 178, 
240; federation status criteria of, 
108-10; and intellectuals, 34-35; and 
minorities, 30, 94-95, 100-101, 104, 
106-7, 115, 165; and party, 19-20, 21, 
22, 31, 52, 86-87; purges by, see 
Purge trials; and religion, 162; and 
state apparatus, 50, 53, 54, 56, 61; 
terror, use of by, 75, 77-81, 85, 
88-89, 237, 238; and trade unions, 
70, 73

Stalinists, 91
Standing committees, 50, 53-54, 61-62 
State: origin of, 46, 82; withering away

of, 6, 83
State farm (“Sovkhoz”), 150, 151-52 
State Planning Committee, 103, 

123-24, 125, 126
State Political Administration, 76 
State Security, Ministry of, 77, 79 
Stolypin, 137
Students: and career preparation, 

212-16; and fear of unemployment, 
226-27

Supreme Council of National Econ- 
. omy, 125, 126, 189
Supreme Court (United States), 229, 

232
Supreme Court (U.S.S.R.), 196, 197, 

204, 223; and divorce, 167-68; lay 
judges in, 199-200; and military 
courts, 186

Supreme Soviet (U.S.S.R.), 49; and 
court system, 194-97, 236; elections 
to, 59; party control of, 51, 52-54; 
representation ratios in, 106; stand­
ing committees, 53, 61-62; voting in, 
61

Surpluses, industrial, 225

Tatars, 95, 100, 101; and status eleva­
tion question, 108-11

Taxes: 107-8; of agricultural produce, 
143-44; income, 212

Technicians, 35, 36, 37
Territorial production administration, 

150
Terroristic acts, trials for, 201, 202-3, 

207-8
Textiles, 117, 119, 126
Third World, 111
Tidmarsh, Kyril, 152
Times of London, 152
Tito, Josip, 71, 133
Torture, 77
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Totalitarianism, 228
“Toz,” 139, 141
Trade unions, 68-74, 233; grievance 

boards of, 221-^3; interunion coun­
cils of, 72; in United States, compari­
son with, 71, 132

Transcaucasian Republic, 97
Transport crime, 196
Trappers, 211-12
Treason, 107
Trials: investigation before, 204-5, 

207; procedure in, 201-5; and prose­
cutors, 203, 204

Trotsky, Leon, 8-9, 114
Truman, Harry S., 192
Trust, policy of the, 129-30
Tsars, 3-4, 46, 136, 175, 176, 228
Tukachevsky, M. N„ 178, 179

U-2 incident, 188
Ukranian ethnic group, 29, 95, 102, 

163-64
Ukrainian Republic, 96, 97, 104, 110, 

118, 122
Unemployment, fear of, 226-27,
Union-Republic ministries, 117, 

118-19
United Nations, 70, 104
United States, 71, 93, 98, 191-92, 

196-97, 200, 229
Universities, 33, 213-14, 216, 217, 218
Ustinov, Dmitrii, 190
Uzbek Republic, 18

Vatican, 164
Village: communal government of, 3, 

136; soviets, 50, 140, 146, 147-48; 
traditional, destruction of, 147-48, 
152

Virgin lands, 151-52
Vital statistics, 157-58, 165
Volga Germans, 100
Voting: blocs, 26, 86-87, 231; practice 

in voting booths, 60; by soviet dep­
uties, 61-62

Vyshinsky, Andrei, 194

Wages, 70, 173, 219-20
Warfare, conduct of, 177, 179-80
Wealthy class, emergence of, 172-74 
White-collar workers: family attitudes 

of, 168-69; religious beliefs of, 
161-62; status, achieving, 214-16. 
See also Intellectuals

Winter Palace, 47, 138, 175
Workers: factory control by, 128-29; 

family attitudes of, 168-69; and in­
centive system, 131; and Lenin, 34, 
84, 96, 135; and role of in Marxist 
theory, 6-7, 34, 83, 147; party mem­
bership of, 35; in Red Army, 176, 
177; religious beliefs of, 161-62. See 
also Employment; Trade unions

World Federation of Trade Unions, 70 
World War I, 96, 175
World War II: administration, effect 

on, 119-20; labor allocation during, 
223-34; party recruitment during, 
24-25; and Red Army, 179-80; relax­
ation of anti-religious policy during, 
162-63, 233

Writers: on family controls, 165; on 
free speech, 63; on lawyers, role of, 

• 207; and nationalism, 102-3; on pro­
cedural rights, 205; on terror 
methods, 88

Yakuts, 95, 100
Youth: and crime, 169-70; in Kom­

somols, 41^4; and party member­
ship, 35

Zampolit (political commissars), 
177-83, 184, 188

Zhukov, Georgi K., 187-88, 239, 240 
Zinoviev, Gregory, 9
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