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CHAPTER 3 

THE YEARS OF THE GERMAN-SOVIET 
PACT AUGUST 1939 TO JUNE 1941 

The contents of the pact concluded on 23 August 1939, 
especially of its secret clauses, and the pact signed on 28 September 
193 9, on the occasion of the sharing of Poland (and which 
constituted the German-Soviet pact) are highly significant. They 
throw light on the conceptions of the leaders of the USSR about 
their interests and their role on the international stage. 

The published part of the pact signed on 23 August 1939 
(and which came into force immediately) is presented as an 
ordinary non-aggression pact. However, a clause present in all 
other pacts of this kind was absent from it, the clause which annuls 
the obligation of non-aggression in case where one of the 
signatories attacked a third party. It is the secret clause of the 
pact which practically makes the USSR and Germany partners in 
sharing the spoils of the defeat of other nations, through an 
agreement of the distribution of the spheres of influence and 
foreseeing future consultations. 

The secret protocol of the 23 August pact leads to sharing of 
Poland between Germany and the USSR while it leaves undecided 
the question of the maintenance of the remaining part of the Polish 
State. It places Finland, Estonia and Lithuania in the zone of 
Soviet influence. The same was the case of the south of Bessarabia, 
then in Rumania. In the weeks that followed, "adjustments" were 
made in the provisions of this protocol. These adjustments 
especially provided for the territorial ambitions of the USSR 1. 

The USSR undertook on the other hand, to handover to 
Germany a section of the antifascists and some foreign communists 
who happened to be on its territory. In application of this 
undertaking, several hundred persons, most of whom were in Soviet 
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prisons and camps were handed over-:to·. 'the Gestapo in the winter 
of 1939-19402. 

At one stroke, the USSR gave up the role that it claimed for 
intself "as champion of peace", "defender-of the independence of 
nations, "participan't..in·the _aittifasdst stq1ggle" It revived the 
Czarist t!adiJion. An:absolu_te priority was given to t'1e interests 
of the So~iet state which sought to extend to the maximum its 
sphere of influence and territories on which it exerted its 
domination and exploitation. 

Section 1 

THE.- EN1\ENTE WITH HITLER AND THE 
TERRITORIAL· EXPANSION OF THE USSR 
IN THE AUTUMN·OF 1939 

r ~ t , ; I i ~ ' ,. , I 

The first country in, which Soviet troops penetrated after the 
German-Soviet pact was concluded - and in conformity with it -
was Poland.- After the Wehrmacht had invaded Poland and 
occupied, a large part of its territory, Germany invited the USSR 
to take its portion but this was·done after 'a few days as if it wanted 
to keep up ·appearances. On 17 September, when the Wehrmacht 
penetrated territories allotted to the USSR under the pact, the Red 
Army also.invaded Ppland officially. This invasion began by being 
presented not as a result, of th(? G~r1D;an-$o~iet pact but as a 
consequence ofth~ .. ~'in~ern.al 'Yeakne.ss" .. o_f Polish State. According 

' . . 

to the, Soviet• go_vernz:µe:qt, ,it w~s. a ~ase .of going to the help of 
l!kranian and BylQrq,ssian "blood brpthers~' However, this v:ersion 
did not satisfy, Germany (beca~se it implied that the USSR had 
acted of -~ts .

1
own will). A com~on German-Soviet ~oµimunique 

on 19 :Septeµ-iber showed things in a different light. It declared 
that German and Soviet tn~ops had the mission of "restoring peace 

' • • • f •• 

and order disturbed by the.disintegration of the Polish State"3. 
• i. I • •: • •• •· 

As a, re.suit of these military operations, .the, population of 
the USSR, ;rose 9y some 12 millio~ of whic~ 7 million were 
Ukranians and 3 million Bylorussians. The great majority of the 
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Poles found themselves under German occupation, only one million 
Poles were incorporated in t~e USSR. Jn the succeeding months 
hundreds of thousands of inhabitants of the annexed territories 
were deported to the East as ~'hostile" and "disloyal"' elements. 
As for Polish soldiers taken prisoners by the Soviets, the majority 
of them disappeared in camps or were massacred, most of them 
officers4. 

On 28 September 1939, Ribbentrop returned to Mosc9w to 
sign the German-Soviet F~iendship pact and a treaty on the 
boundaries between t'1e two countries. As a result of this treaty, a 
common communique was published declaring that the Polish 
question was "definitively settled" 1he territories of Poland were 
totally distributed between the two signatories. Thus Poland was 
shared for a fourth time. The communique published on the 
occasion of this pact said that if France and England did' not stop 
hostilities HGermany and ( ... ) Soviet Union would hold 
consultations on measures needed to be taken"5 

On 31 ·october 19 3 9, Molotov pronounced the "funeral 
oration" of Poland when he declared: 

A quick strike at Poland, first by the German Army 
then by the Red Army and nothing has remained of 
the ugly dwarf of Versailles6 

In the stampede for the occupation of Poland and in 
agreement with treaties with Germany, the USSR turned towards 
the Baltic countries.' The Soviet government imposed on Estonia 
a "treaty of mutual alliance" by virtue of which this country 
"accorded" military bases to the USSR. By. this treaty signed on 
28 September 1939, the USSR :undertook to respect Estonian 
sovereignty. A little later, Latvia was forced to sign a similar 
treaty. Then came the turn of Lithuania but it obtained the 
"restitution" of Vilno (its historic capital, annexed by Poland after 
the First World War). These treaties place the three Baltic 
countries in strict dependence upon the Soviet Union, and were a 
precurspr to their later annexation. However, at ~h3:t time, the 
countries preserved their sovereignty. 
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Section 2 

THE PACT, SOVIET DIPLOMACY AND THE 
COMMUNIST PARTIES 

The abandonment of the principles which appeared to guide 
Soviet diplomacy till the conclusion of the pact was all too sudden 
and severe. The "antifascism" on parade as also the "respect for 
the sovereignty of nations" and condemnation of the recourse to 
force to regulate international disputes were thrown to the winds 
or were interpreted in such a manner as to lose all meaning. From 
one day to the next, the leaders of the US SR and their press 
changed their tune. 

fravda of 24 August 1,939 presented the pact signed earlier 
as "coherent with the policy of the Soviet Union" that is a "partisan 
of peace and growth of commercial relationships with all 
countries') However, the Soviet press said nothing of the toast 
proposed by Stalin, in the course of the reception for Ribbentop, a 
toast in which he said: "Because the German people love their 
Fuehrer so much, let us drink to the health of the Fuehrer" - (a 
toast which lends itself to the interpretation either that the German 
communists, socialists and liberals "loved the Fuehrer", or that 
they were no part of the German people"). 

On 31 August, Molotov placed communication on the pact 
before the Supreme Soviet. He emphasised the idea of durable 
pacific coexistence with nazi Germany and expressed the idea that 
the accord with Germany constituted a turning point. He said, 

23 August should be considered as a date of great 
historic importance. It is a turning point in the history 
of Europe, and not only Europe( ... ). Till recently, in 
the place of foreign policy, Soviet Union and Germany 
were enemies. This situation has changed it all and 
we have stopped being enemies ( ... ) History has 
shown that between Russia.and Germany enmity and 
war had never done any good to either. 

Taking about France and England, and taking their "socialist 
chiefs" to task for being particularly violent in the denunciation 
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of the pact, he added: 

If these gentlemen have any equally irresistible desire 
to go into war, well, let them go alone, without the 
Soviet Union. We shall see what kind of warriors 
they will turn out to be. 

It was immediately after this declaration that Germany 
invadved Poland, that is to say "went into war'' Pravda of 2 
September published over three columns and on the first page the 
speech of Hitler announcing the invasion of Poland. In this speech 
Hitler said: 

I can take as my own all the words uttered by People's 
Commissar Molotov in his speech before the Supreme 
Soviet. 

The Soviet press announced that England had declared war 
on Germany but gave little space to the news coming from France 
and England. 

On 29 September, Pravda published the joint communique 
at the end of the signing of the new pact of German-Soviet 
friendship. Molotov and Ribbentrop declared that the Polish 
question being "solved" it was in "the interest of all nations" that 
there be an end to the conflict between Germany on the one hand 
and Great Britain and France on the other. The communique 
specified that the signatories want to strive for peace to be 
reestablished and went on: 

If, however, the efforts of the two Governments remain 
without any effect, Great Britain and France will 
necessarily bear the responsibility for the continuation 
of the conflict. 

Thus a new theme is mentioned, the theme of the inversion 
of roles (which implied a change in the meaning of words). 
Germany had become a "peace-loving" power as against England 
and France who had become "instigators of war" This theme was 
taken up again and developed in the speech of Molotov on 31 
October 1939 before the Supreme Soviet. Molotov qualified 
western countrfos as aggressors and denounced the idea of a war 
which would be waged for the "destruction of Hitlerism" Such a 
war, he said, would be an "ideological war" "a sort of the religious 
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war of the middle ages" 

The speech developed this idea too. 

During the last few months,· noti&ns such as those of 
aggression and aggressor have received a new content. 
Germany finds itself in the situation of the State that 
aspires for-·peace ,while France and England are for 
the continuation: of war (whence this conclusion?) 
The roles are changing, you see C:.} 

Molotov, therefore, presents nazi' ,Germany as h_aving 
"peaceful" intentions, one of the "justifications" of the pact of 
friendship was, ,moreover, -that it enabled the USSR to.reinforce 
its relations.with Germany and 10·,give "a-politicafsupport ( ... ) to 
its aspirations for peace"7 

It-will be seen that all these assertions .. wo~ld be "forgotten" 
after, the ·Germari. aggression· against: the USSR. The "revision" 
will ~ven go so far that Stalin will assert later that ever since 
"1939 the.war had an.antifascist Character. Thus, in his "election" 
speech of 9 F~brJary 1946 'he :was to 'declare: 

~ I t f ~ .•, 

The Second World ,War C .. ) had from the very 
,beginning an antifasicst and freedom-giving 
character. One of its tasks was• the reestablishment 
of democratic liberties.; The·entry of-the Soviet Union 
into- the war against .the axis, S~ates could only 
reinforce ( ... ) .the antifascist and freedom-giving 
character 9f the Seson_d ~orl~ War.8. 

H_owever, in 1940, the pact of friendship signed in September 
was· the .starting ipoi~t for. a i,totally different discourse of a new 
presentation of the international situation. It was also the starting 
point f9r a.new e~tension of c.ommercial accords between Germany 

I . , I t• 

and the USSR. This latest accord was expected to increase 
qonsiderably the deliver~es to th~ Reich in order to reinforce its 
war economy.and to help it.'in overcoming difficulties born of the 
,,. 1 ' ' ' JJ I ' 

Anglo-French commercial blockade. 
• • I t •. '. ·, • ~ • I ,,' '•' ; J 

The' tone ,of the· Sovie·t .press ·towardsi Germamy and of 
mess·ages ~f the .Iead,ers·. of .the. USSR- to the leaders1 of the Reich 
were.especially warm .. Thus,,for Stalin 's,sixtieth birth anniversary 
when, he had, received greetings from, Hitler and Ribbentrop, ,he 
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sent a telegram to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Hitler in 
which he had said: 

The friendship between the peoples of the Soviet 
Union and Germany, cemented through blood, has all 
the reasons for remaining solid and durable9 

The tone remained the same till the victorious offensive of 
the German army in France which gave rise to disquiet of which a 
feeble echo could be found in the Soviet press. However, Germany 
continued to be shown as a "peace-loving" power facing the 
"instigators of war" Most speeches of Hitler were reproduced by 
Soviet newspapers. This attitude was particularly clear during 
the first half of 1940 when a new economic agreement was 
concluded with Germany (11 February 1940) which considerably 
increased the supply of Soviet raw materials to the Reich. 

In 1940 and till the German attack against the USSR, the 
aggressive acts of Germany were not presented as such. For 
example, the occupation of Denmark and Norway in April 1940, 
the invasion of Belgium and Holland in May 1940, and the German 
and Italian aggressions against the Balkan countries in 1940 end 
and early in 1941. 

Soviet propaganda said nothing that would "shock" nazi 
leaders. The government and censors saw to it that nothing was 
pointed that could give offence to Germany or Italy. In this respect, 
Ernst Fischer, who represented the Austrian CP in the CI 
apparatus, cites a significant fact. In the beginning of 193 9, he 
had finished writing a small book called The Fascist Theory of 
Race which contained, among other things, a chapter on "The 
Jewish Question" This book was about to come out of the press 
at the time of German-Soviet pact. The authorisation to publish 
was revoked. The Glavlit (the department of censorship) asked 
him to take out this chapter. He hesitated for a long time and 
then accepted to do so. His book could appear without this chapter 
and under the name Reactionary Theory of Race. However, things 
had taken such ·a long time that when the book came ··out the 
German army had invaded the Soviet Union. The Glavlit then 
intervened again that another chapter (which dealt with the 
question of the blacks in the United States) be taken out and the 
chapter on the Jewish question be reinstated. Finally, that was 
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the form in which the book came out, with the title Fascist Theory 
of Race IO. This example shows how particular the Soviet 
government was - from 1939 to June 1941 - not to displease the 
nazi government. A circular had even been sent out to the camps 
to prohibit wardens from treating political prisons views as 
"fascists" 11 . 

When the pact was concluded it largely paralysed the activity 
of the CI but the international apparatus installed in Moscow 
continued to function till the summer of 1943 12 and sent out, as 
always, directives and/or "analyses" in agreement with the 
:-equirements of Soviet diplomacy. For the CI, as for the USSR (at 
that time), the war going on was simply an imperialist war in 
which France and England were the aggressors. The CPs in 
different countries were asked to agitate accordingly. Those who 
tried to react otherwise were "called to order" 

Thus according to the Rumanian historian Viorica Moisuc, 
the RCP had called in September 193 9 for a struggle against 
fascism and nazi Germany and appeared to have been called to 
order by the CI 13 

As for the PCF, it immediately approved the German-Soviet 
pact and presented it as an act of peace but it began by adopting a 
"patriotic" position. It voted the military budget, reaffirmed its 
anti-Hitlerism while Maurice Thorez joined his regiment with the 
recommendation of the party14. However, after the entry of Soviet 
troops in Poland, the PCF lined up behi,nd the positions of the 
USSR and the CI and asked that ':1n end be put to the war against 
Germany. Moreover, on 27 September 1939, the PCF is banned. 

When France was occupied, the CP tried at first to negoiate 
with the occupants the legal reappearance of its organ I 1Humanite. 
The delegation in charge of this negotiation was Maurice Treand, 
in charge of international relations. Negotiations evidently broke 
down. It was only very slowly that the PCF changed its orientation 
towards one of active resistance that it carried out later 15, but, 
meanwhile, German-Soviet relations were at first to worsen and 
finally change radically when Germany invaded the USSR. 
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Section 3 

THE TERRITORIAL EXPANSION OF THE 
USSR IN THE BEGINNING OF 1940 

The territorial expansion of the USSR and the extension of 
its "sphere of influence" did not stop with the operations carried 
out in the autumn of 1939. Other operations were to join them. 

At first, in his speech of 31 October 193 9, Molotov presented 
his territorial demands to Finland. Asserting that the frontier of 
this country was too near Leningrad and constituted a danger, 
Molotov asked that this frontier go back by a few dozen kilometers. 
Further, he as~ed that Finland offer a naval base to the USSR in 
the northern part of the Gulf of Finland. By way of compensation 
he proposed the ceding of wider Soviet territories to the north of 
the USSR. Finland rejected this demand but accepted to negotiate. 
In November, the Soviets assert that the Finns had bombed their 
frontiers and killed several soldiers. On 29 November, the USSR 
used the pretext of this incident to declare that the non-aggression 
pact between the two countries was violated and that it was, 
therefore, free from its obligation. War was declared against 
Finland. The press published threatening articles of the type ''Let 
us sweep away the Finnish adventurists from the face of the earth" 
(Pravda, 30 November 1939). On 2 December, the Soviet 
newspapers announced the formation of a "People's government 
of Finland" This "government" was formed by a few Finnish 
communists living since a long time in the USSR, the majority of 
them working in the apparatus of the CI. On 3 December, the 
Soviet press announced that the USSR had signed a "mutual help 
and friendship pact" with this "government" and it indicated that 
the pact would be ratified at Helsinki by the two parties. This 
implied that the Soviet leaders did not recognise any more the 
government in place in the Finnish capital and proposed to install 
a so-called "People's government" 

In fact, on the ground things did not develop the way the 
USSR wished. The Red Army suffered heavy losses and marked 
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time for several weeks. This led the Germans to make a more 
negative judgement than before about the military capacity of the 
Red Army. As a result of this aggression the USSR was expelled 
from the League of Nations. The Soviet leaders even feared that 
this would become an occasion for a "reconciliation" between 
Germany and the "Westerners" and that the USSR would have to 
pay the price for it 16 . 

In January 1940, the Soviet offensive was still blocked despite 
the heavy losses suffered. Finally, after having brought in 
reinforcements and changed the command, a new offensive is 
unleashed on 11 February 1940. This one'only made an advance 
of a few kilometres possible through the fortified line that protected 
the Finnish frontier. New reinforcements had to be brought in to 
mount a new offensive on 28 February. A few days later, the 
Finnish resistance was sufficiently broken for the government at 
Helsinki to propose negotiations. Moscow had then completely 
"forgotten" the "people's government" It spoke of it no more 
and negotiated with Helsinki on a peace treaty which was signed 
on 12 March. This treaty was harder for Finland than what 
Molotov has asked in October170 

' 
The "initiatives" of the USSR in Poland and in Finland 

revealed the existence of Soviet expansionism which aimed not 
only at "bringing Russiari lands together" but also which nursed 
larger ambitions. 

From June 1940, in the afterma~h of the victorious lightning 
offensive of German troops in France, Soviet expansionism showed 
itself up again, and in two directions. 

At first in the direction of the Baltic states. They were 
already placed under the guardianship of the. Soviet Union as a 
consequence of the German-Soviet pact. They were accused of 
violating "mutual assistance pactsn binding them to the USSR. 
Moscow sent them an ultimatum which ended in the.formation of 
coalition governments controlled by,Soviet commissars supported 
by the Red Army. According to the, Russian press, these events 
were received with enthusiasm in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. 
'~Election~:' ,were orga~ised where only candidates chosen by the 
fr>cal CPs "advised" by the NKVD could contest. New governments 
~ere formed. They put an e~d to , spont~neous occupations of 
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factories, nationalised industry and "requested" incorporation of 
their country into the Soviet Union. And this was "granted" 
Pravda could then write: "The Sun of Stalinist constitution now 
spread its beneficient rays on new territories, on new peoples" 18 

In practice, one then saw the growth· in mass deportations of those 
whom the NKVD accused of being hostile to the USSR. 

The operations of the Red Army in the Baltic countries raised 
doubts in Germany. Therefore, a Soviet declaration on 23 June 
emphasised that Soviet troops were spread out in the Baltic states 
and were not concentrated on the German frontier. The declaration 
added that the measures taken by the USSR have only the aim of 
"safeguarding the mutual assistance between the Soviet Union and 
these countries" 19 

A few days after the entry of the Red Army in the Baltic 
countries, Soviet expansionism developed in another direction, 
towards Rumania. On 26 June, Moscow sent an ultimatum to the 
government of this country. This ultimatum required the 
immediate "return" to the USSR of ~essarabia (which used to be 
a part of the Czarist empire and had been mentioned in German­
Soviet treaty.) It asked, further, for the transfer to the USSR ~f 
Northern Bukovina which was never a part of the Czarist empire 
and on which German-Soviet accords were silent. The Rumanian 
government said it was ready to nego-tiate, but on 28 June the Red 
Army entered these two regions they had claimed. They are later 
annexed. Five months later, Rumania joined the Axis. 

Section 4 

THE PROGRESSIVE TRANSFORMATION 
OF GERMAN-SOVIET RELATIONS 

A certain transformation in the German-Soviet relations 
becomes perceptible after the invasion. of France by the Wahrmacht. 
The quickness of the military campaign had caused worry to the 
Soviet government which expected a long conflict. More or less 
similar to that of the First World War. The capitulation of France 
cteated fear in th~ leadership of the Soviet party because the 
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sfruation in Wes.tern Europe had made available high· contingents 
of the Wehrmacht likely· henceforth to be deployed elsewhere. This 
situation drove Moscow not only to speed up its action in Rumania 
but also to raise again the themes of panslavism and to reactivate 
its economic and political relations with Yugoslavia. The USSR 
then raised the old ptoblerri of the straits· that limited the 
movements_,:of its. naval fleet between, the Black Sea and the 
Mediterranian. These Soviet initiatives·are badly received by the 
Reicb which tended to limit its deliveries to the. USSR. 

In the speech delivered on 1 August 1940 to the Supreme 
Soviet-.-Molotov submits' a boastful balance sheet of the assets of 
the German-Soviet entente. He feted the incorpo-ration into the 
USSR of 23 million inhabitants in less than a year. He wanted to 
iieas.~sure himself about the future. While attacking British 
impjrialism, he \emphasized the English willingness to continue 
the combat .and even ali uded to the idea of a later intervention of 
-~~e United States. He suggested that the decision of Churchill 
_(then Prime •Minister) to send Stafford Cripps as ambassador to 
Mpscow could "mark the desire of England to improve its relations 
with ,us" And yet, this appointmemt was not followed by any 
serious negotiation as Moscow refused to tackle any problem 
serious,ly. 

-·The USSR made note of the hardening of German positions 
in the Balkans. Nazi troops penetrated into Rumania and, in 
September 1940; the Reich gave its "guarantee" to what remained 
of this country. This decision was evidently aimed at the Soviet 
Union. Hungary then joined the Axis. The USSR protested only 
indirectly by publishing press e~tracts hostile to this membership. 

Despite this deted.oration in the situation in the Balkan 
countries, the Reich made a few gestures in the autumn of 1940 
to improve the German-Soviet diplomatic relations. Thus, while 
signing the trip~rtite agreement between Germany, Italy and Japan, 
ori 27 September' 1940' a door was left open for cooperation with 
the USSR. It ·was; of course, a way of letting England know that 
it was futile to··continue to resist a strong military bloc. 

\ 

On 13 Oc~ober 1940, Ribbentrop sent a long letter to Stalin. 
It said that England could not hold out for long and suggested 
that Molotov came to Berlin so that Hitler could "explain to him 
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personally his views on the relations between our two countries" 
He added, and emphasised: "Of course, it belongs to the four 
powers to adopt long term policy involving a delimitation-of their 
spheres of interest on a large scale20" 

In November 1940, Molotov went to Berlin for very firm 
negotiations with Hitler and Ribbentrop. He wanted to know 
accurately what the intentions of the signatories of the tripartite 
accord were in Europe and in Asia. He was especially disturbed 
by German intentions in the Balkans, Finland and Turkey. He 
reiterated the interest that the USSR took in Bulgaria and in the 
straits but reacted with coldness to the project submitted to him 
by Ribbontrop about changing the tripartite pact into quadripartite 
pact. The stay of Molotov did not bear any fruit. The common 
communique at the end, published in Pravda on 15 November, 
showed that no result was achieved. 

However, on 25 November 1940, Kremlin hands over to 
Schulenburg, the German ambassador, a memorandum which 
explains the conditions for the entry of the Soviet Union in this 
tripartite pact: 1. The space to the south of Batum and Baku in 
the direction of the Persian Gulf should be considered as the centre 
of gravity of the aspirations of the USSR; 2. German troops should 
evacuate Finland; 3. Bulgaria would become a Soviet protectorate 
by the signature of a mutual assistance pact;· 4. a Soviet base 
would be installed in the zone of the straits on the Turkish territory; 
5. Japan should give up its concessions for petrol and coal in the 
Sakhalin Islands21 .. 

These Soviet demands had no response. We now know that 
a· few days after this Soviet memorandum was received, on 18 
December 1940, Hitler took the decision to invade the USSR in 
1941. This decision corresponded to what was called the 
"Barbarossa plan" which was initially proposed to enter into 
operation on 15 May 194122 . 

Germany used the Soviet memorandum to frighten the 
concerned countries and the. Wehrmacht entered Bulgaria in 
January 1941. This country joined the Axis in the month of March. 

Mos'cow appeared willing to ignore the twist which was now 
taken. In the beginning of 1941, Molotov made enquiries about 
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-an answer to the proposals made by Stalin and on 11 January 
Moscow signed a new economic agreement with Germany. Soviet 
deliveries to the Reich grew in volume. Germany thus received 
large quantities of wheat, cotton, petrol, manganese, chromium, 
copper and rubber. A part of these products_ had, incidentally, 
been bought from the Uniteq _States. Simultaneously, German 
deliveries to the USSR practically va~ished. In the last months of 
the Spring of 1941, the Soviets furnished goods prob~bly in the 
hope of improving German-Soviet relatio~s. 

In reality, these relations· only, deteriorated, especially when 
·nazi troops entered Yugoslavia in the beginning,of-April, a few 
hours after the USSR had-signed ·a1pact of friendship and non­
agression with the newly formed government of that country. The 
USSR did not; moreover, react to this: invasion nor to that of 
Greece, but these military operations and the resistance met with 
by German troops led Hitler to push back.the invasion of the USSR 

I ' • I 

to 22 June. ,,, 

Some of _the· 'decisions of the· Soviet leaders show that they 
were aware that a threat was ripening .. on· 13 April, the USSR 
achieved a diplomatic success by signing a non"."agression pact with 
Japan which ·reduced the: threat to the far-eastern frontiers of the 
USSR~~- With·an intention to-face better th~ situation. that was 
deteriorating in Europe, Stalin became the head of the government. 
9n 6 May, he replaced Molotov as the president of the Council of 
People's commissa~s. Molotov became, the- vice president and 
retained the portfolio of foreign affairs. 

However, decisions,taken by. the-Soviet leaders indicate that 
they.did not believe (or ','did not want to believe") that a German 
attack was imminent.. They even seemed to imagine that it could 
be avoided or; at least, put• .off by gestures of servility towards 
Germany and by abstaining from taking any precautionary steps 
so as "not to provoke" the Wehrmacht. 

Among the gestures of gratuitous servility,, one may mention 
the 'Closure of embassies, and legations in Moscow. of. a· certain 
number. of ,countries occupied·. by the ,Reich (such ·as. Belgium, 
Q.;r,eec~,., yugo~~a,via), ~~i.ch was t~ntamount!. t.9 ~-- d~ facto 
r~cog~Hi9 .. 1:1-: of rG~rm3:n conquests._ Furth~_r, o~ 14 July, a 
communique from the Soviet news agency Tass declared that in 
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the eyes of the Soviet government "Germany scrupulously respects­
the clauses of the non-aggression pact" and that "rumours about 
Germany having the intention of revoking the pact and attacking 
the USSR were without any basis whatever" 

In fact, the Soviet government refused to take into conside­
ration indications communicated to it on the imminence of the 
German attack, whether these came from Churchill, through 
Maisky who was the Soviet ambassador in London, from Sorge, 
(Soviet intelligence agent stationed in Tokyo and extraordinarily 
in the know of German military plans) or from Trepper, chief of 
the Red Orchestra set up in Brussels. In order to give evidence of 
its "confidence" in German leaders, Moscow did not take any 
precautionary steps on its frontiers. Till the end, it wanted to 
treat Germany as a friendly power. Thus, when on 22 June, 
Molotov received Schulenburg in the morning, who read to him a 
message from Hitler amounting to a declaration of war, he did not 
know what to say. "But that is war. Do you think we had deserved 
it24?" 

Section 5 

iTHE BEGINNING OF WAR 

We do not propose to analyse here the military events of the 
first few months of war but to recall rapidly what happened then25 

in order to spotlight how little the Soviet army was then prepared 
to face Hitler's agression. This poses a series of questions on the 
nature of relations that the Stalinist leaders had considered possible 
with nazi Germany on the degree of material preparedness of the 
Soviet army, on the military doctrine and the mental preparation 
of the soldiers and of the Soviet population. This last point has a 
special importance because it throws light on the type of support 
that the people of the _USSR gave to the regime and to the Stalinist 
party. 

To begin with, a few facts. In less than five months, the 
Wehrmacht occupieq the Baltic countries, the portion annexed from 
Poland by the US SR, the whole of Bielorussia, a major portion of 
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Ukraine and arrived at the gates of Leningrad, and within hundred 
kilometers of Moscow. It had taken the major part of the Donetz 
and the North of Cri1nea. These territories used to yield before 
the war the major portion of industrial production and accounted 
for 40% of the population. The Red Army thus underwent in a 
short time a series of serious def eats and a number of its divisions 
had allowed themselves to be encircled. More than two million 
Soviet soliders were then taken prisoners. It was a military disaster 
without prec~dent26 The later reversals of the relationship of 
forces and the final victory of the Red Army on!y appears more 
impressive because of it. However, initial defeats remain to be 
explained. 

A number of factors were at the origin of this defeat. Only 
the most important can be enumerated here. 

The first, and officially recognised, factor was that Soviet 
leaders were "surprised"·by the Gern1an attack. Despite all notices 
they had received27, they· did not believe that an attack was 
imminent. 

A few hours after the German attack, Molotov announced it 
and added (with extraordinary "simplicity of mind" because the 
Hitlerites had behaved since years as bandits on the inter-national 
stage, which indeed was what the USSR had emulated with respect 
to its neighbours): 

This attack against our, country is an act of perfidy 
without precedent in the history of civilised nations. 
This attack was launched despite the existence of a 
non-aggression pact(. .. ) which we have respected at 
all times in all its clauses, most scrupulously( ... ) The 
Germans had never had the smallest motive to accuse 
the USSR of having failed in its obligations. 

The speech of Molotov ended by an appeal to close the ranks 
and by proclaiming the certitude of victory. However, major themes 
were those of nazi "perfidy", of "surprises" of the Soviet 
government and the assertion that the USSR was ready for any 
concessions to avoid conflict28 . 

All the evidence confirms that Stalin received the news of 
the German attack as an inconceivable thing which he was not 
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prepared to believe in the first place. Further, he let several days 
elapse before issuing directives29 and 10 days before speaking ,to 
the country. He did so, at last, on 3 July when heavy losses were 
already suffered. In his speech, he goes back to . the themes of. 
"surprise" and of "perfidf' Thus, he declared, fascist Germany 
has violated with perfidy and with suddenness (I) the pact of non-. 
agression30 " 

The word "perfidy" recurs constantly in this speech as if-the 
aggression of Hitler was not only unexpected in-practice but also 
"morally" inconceivable! 

The "surprise" alluded to by Stalin does not get in as a simple 
argument in the speech to explain the enormous territorial and 
military losses suffered by the USSR. Several facts show that this 
surprise was real. Despite all the information received by the 
Soviet Government on the nearness of the German attack, the USSR 
had not taken any steps for mobilisation and, as Stalin accepts, 
"the Red Army had not taken itself to the frontier" 31 . 

Official Soviet history reveals to what point the Red Army 
was unprepared to face the German attack on 22 June, particularly 
the Soviet troops on the frontier zones were dispersed over wide 
areas, in depth going from 90 to 500 Kilometers. It specifies: 

The entire defence of the frontier of the USSR was 
founded on the hypothesis that a German attack by 
surprise was out of question (. .. )32 

It should also be pointed out that the German-Soviet pact far 
from being used as giving the USSR breathing time to prepare 
itself to resist a nazi agression better (which was the argument a 
posteriori to justify the pact) was followed by steps which 
weakened the defenses of the USSR. For example, old fortified 
frontiers which formed a strong line from the Baltic to the Black 
sea were dismantled and there was an absence of any conversion 
of Soviet industry into a war industry capable of sustaining the 
shock treatment by .German armies. No plan at all of any 
mobilisation was prepared33 . 

Even' when the German attack had begun, Stalin was still 
unprepared ·to believe its· reality. He asserted· that only some 
isolated detachments ofthe German army had entered into action, 
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acting against the orders of Hitler, in order to "provoke" the USSR 
with a view to start war. Consequently, he gave orders, kept in 
force for a long tin1e resulting in heavy losses,not to fight back 
the Germans and ·not to give a riposte to German aerial attacks. 
Thus, the majority of Soviet planes were kept on the ground so 
much so that the a portion of the Soviet air force was destroyed on 
the spot since 22 June without even having given a fight. The 
German army thus advanced with hardly any resistance and 
without any monument _9r bridge being destroyed34 

The refusal of the Soviet government to get ready to face 
German aggression,. a~d then recognise its reality and even all 
the discourses on German e_erfidy sh9w an astonishing confidence 
in the solidity o~ the pact t\Jncluded,with Hitler (as if the regimes 
of Hitler and Stalin w~re destined fQr an enduring entente) and~ 
once the war had begun, ~n extrao~dinary fear to look the reality 
in face. 

However, military disasters that continued to pile one on top 
of another for several months were not merely the effect of 
''surprise" of the early days. These .disasters had deep-seated 
causes, among which the dt:capitation suffered by the Red Army 
in 1937-1938 and the.unreal character of Soviet strategic theory. 
This theory is written into the Rules of 193 9 for the Red Army 
(which was still in force in 1941) as als<? _in other documents. As 
the Soviet historiography sees it: 

These texts negate the efficiency of the Blitzkrieg, 
presented as an outdated bourgeois theory. Soviet 
military theory was aboye all based on the principle 
of offensive which would aim at the complete 
destruction of the enemy ( ... ) on his own territory. 

Consequently, the possibility of a forced retreat (as one which 
was practised for four months) was not examined attentively "and 
the problem of l.arge forces having to cut off a threat of 
encirclement was never, examined seriously "35 Now, almost 
all the battles which the Red Army had to wage till in the autumn 
of 1941 ~,ere patties of encirclement. 

The military. doctrine at the beginning of the war 
corresponded t,o ,a rej~ction of, ,the. theories of.Tu~hachevski36 
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condemned and shot with thousnnds of other officers in 1937, on 
the pretext of a so-called "treachery" In fact, the refusal to 
recognize the realism of the theories of Tukhachevski was based 
upon the desire of the party leadership to conserve an upper hand 
on the functioning of the army while the conception of war 
propounded by Tukhachevski implied a great mobility of the armed 
forces and high technical competence on its part. It limited the 
day to day control which the party could exert on the army. 

The crushing sacrifices in 1937 of military cadres 
(experienced officers having been replaced by quickly promoted 
men, lacking in practical formation, training and theoretical 
knowledge) also explains the defeats of the early months of the 
,var. 

Another explanatory factor: insufficiency of material means 
as against those available to the German army. In fact, between 
193 9 and 1941 the ratio of material forces between the Wehrmacht 
and the Red Army had evolved to the detriment of the Red Army. 
Despite an effort at large scale but partial Soviet rearmament, the 
Red Army was much less well equipped than the enemy in artillary, 
tanks and planes. New and excellent models of planes and tanks 
began to be delivered to the Red Army in 1941 but in laughable 
quantities so much so that the outdated material was withdrawn 
without being replaccd37 

All these explanatory factors for the gigantic initial defeat 
went hand in hand with another fundamental factor: the lack of 
combativity of a portion of troops and innumerable surrenders. 

In his speech on 3 July, Stalin had already expressed his 
disquiet strongly on this situation and had denounced it with 
vigour. This speech clearly bears evidence that there existed in 
the ranks of the army and in the country a "state of mind" which 
caused Stalin great concern. He returned to this subject many 
times to proclaim 

It is necessary that there be no place in our ranks for 
cry-babies and the weak at heart. the panic-mongers 
and deserters (and worse). We have to organize a 
relentless struggle against the chaos makers at the 
back, deserters, panic-mongers ( ... )38 
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It was not so much n matter of never-ending denunciation of 
the "enemies in our ranks" but one of hard reality which confirmed 
the military conununiques of July. 

The rupture between the population and the regime pointed, 
in the early days of the war, to a portion of the population of the 
occupied territories to organise themselves and try setting up a 
collaboration with the German army or administration and bring 
to the Germans the opportunity of being able to recruit a large 
number of "anti-Soviet" elements while the party had practically 
crumbled in these territories, such being its credibility. The 
horrors committed by nazi troops later transformed this situation39 

while in large areas remaining under Soviet control, the party 
attempted for a while to manage affairs differently than they had 
for years, thus giving rise to the hop~ of a "liberalization" of the 
regime. Thus very rapidly the war well and truly changed into a 
patriotic war, especially for the Russian people. 

To come back to the events of the beginning of the war and 
to the German-Soviet pact, one can evidently wonder if it was 
"paying" for the leaders of the USSR. This question was often 
raised. This is not pertinent because it leads to an impasse on a 
fundamental fact: in the situation in which the USSR found itself 
in 1939 by the fault of its government, the pact was inevitable, 
there was no other foreign policy available to it. 

On the other hand, the use to which the fact of having signed 
the pact was put by the Soviet leaders was significant for two 
reasons: 

Firstly, they had largely wasted time which the pact had given 
them for a win. The effort to arm was badly tackled. ~Ioreover, 
during the period between the signing of the pact and the 
aggression by Hitler, the Soviet leaders were incapable of 
improving the relations of the party and the power with the 
population. On the other hand, these years were characterised by 
an increase in exploitation of workers and by brutal requirements 
imposed on the working class, mainly through work legislation. 

On the other hand, Soviet leaders had used the pact to practise 
an expansionist and chauvinist policy. Molotov· could well 
proclaim in his speech of l August 1940 that by extending its 
power over new territories, the USSR had brought about "ar.i 
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important increase in (its) power and in (its) territory", he was 
losing sight of the fact that this expansionism had in no way 
improved the state of defence of the USSR. The Soviet armed 
forces were further dispersed, their lines of communication were 
considerably lengthened and, above all, they crossed the territories 
whose population was particularly hostile. Thus, the territorial 
expansion of which Molotov was so proud was militarily useless 
and even harmful. It revealed, for exa~ple, the imperialist nature 
of "Soviet" power, its scorn for people, its avaric, and its affinities 
with nazism and imperialism. 
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POSTFACE 

IN ORDER NOT TO CONCLUDE 

We come to the end of our enquiry into the "Soviet" system 
born of the changes and the struggles of the 1930s. This enquiry 
does not lead us to dr~wing of any formal conclusions. Jn fact, its 
very object prohibits us from doing so because it constitutes a 
totality which became system and which continues to undergo 
transformations. Hence the constant need for new and multiple 
analyses. Under these conditions, it would-· be vain to want to 
freeze the results obtained in order to present them in the _illusory 
form of a "total" vision. 

Let us recall, however, some of the results of this enquiry. 
The economic, social and political changes of the 1930s in the 
USSR made it possible for a new type of capitalism to be installed, 
a party capitalism, marked by th~. specific conqitions of its 
emergence and containing a new type of dominating class: a party 
bourgeoisie. 

At the end of the l 930s, during the war and immediately 
after the war, political power was concentrated at the top of the 
party, whose "leading" group found itself closely dependent on 
the general secretary who exercised an autocratic dictatorship to 
which no political force and n~ social layer could offer effective 
resistance because the terrorist forms of power and the forms of 
official ideology paralysed ~very organised action. 

For a part of the war, some of the characteristics of this system 
of political and ideological domination appeared to have become 
somewhat blurred, but once ·the conflict was over. they asserted 
themselves once again .and strongly. The State terrorism and 
repression functioned mo~e implacably than ever, striking millions 
of men of all milieus, including the close collaborators of Stalin. 

When Stalin died, in the. beginning of March 1953 a 
, , 

widespread purge was in preparation., It should have continued 
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the wave of repression and terror which had extended its scope in 
the aftermath of the war to the countries occupied by the USSR 
where "people's democracies" had been installed. The economic, 
social and political system of those people's democracies was asked 
to reproduce the essentia·l traits of the Soviet system to which they 
were closely subjugated. 

1. Some Major Events of /95,3 an4 the Years that 
Followed '· 

'The difficult coriditions in ·which the replacement of Stalin 
was- carried out at the head of the· Soviet U ii'ion revealed that the 
system existing at that time (and this is true-even today - the book 
was p'riblished in March 1983. ·fr). was not capable of'ensuring 
regular forms of devolution of power. In fact, this replacing could 
only be ensured at the erid of a-•s-eries of conftoritations. Nikita S. 
Khrushchev, in league with Malenkov and Molotov, eliminated 
Beria in the beginning of the summer of 1953; ... The police chief 
was then arrested, tried and executed a-·Iittle· Iater:-: In September 
1953~ Khrushchev became the.first .secretary of the party 1 

In February 1955, Khrushchev eliritinatec:I-°Malenkov who has 
been till then the president ofthe· Council. He was replaced by 
Bulganin. Khrushchev held most of the power and, in May 1955, 
he· signed the Warsaw pact which linked the "people's 
democracies" militarily with -the USSR. From September, East 
Germany, now the "German Democratic.Republic" also joined this 
pact. 

The personal character of the leadership of the party and the 
State by· Khrushchev became clear in 1956, during the XX 
Congress, and even more, in July· 1957, when with the help of 
Zhukov,Khrushchev went abouteliminating the "anti-party" group 
(Malenkov,, Molotov, Kaganovich and. Shepilov). 

In October 1957, Khrushchev·further strengthened his power 
by getting· rid of Mars.ha! Zhukov ~ho was divested of all his 
functions. On 27 March I 958~ the first Secretary also became the 
President· of the Council. i 

1
• Six years later, in' October ·1·964, it'is 'the tufn '.of Khiush~hev 

i'fo· be·divested·o'f'aU .his.ifurictions.i: He w·as retiied'by the ·central 
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Committee. In the course of the six years of his greatest power, 
the first secretary had aroused ever-increasing discontent of his 
colleagues of the Presidium and the Secretariat. The charges made 
against him were very many; an increasingly more personalised 
leadership of the party, attacks on the prerogatives of the apparatus, 
reverses in foreign policy (in 1960 the rupture of the agreements 
with China; in October 1962, the USSR was forced under the 
pressure from the United States to withdraw the rockets it had 
installed in Cuba) ~ disastrous results of its agricultural policy 
and deterioration of the relations of the First Secretary with the 
army. 

Leonid I. Brezhnev replaced Khrushchev at the head of the 
party. The period which began then was marked by the quasi­
continuous consolidation (till the beginning of 1982) of the powers 
of Leonid Brezhnev. This consolidation can be seen from the 
extension of the domains where the first Secretary (then General 
Secretary) intervened directly. Thus, in the beginning of 1976, 
Brezhnev became marshal of the USSR-and assumed the 
presidentship of the Defence Council. A.year later, he eliminated 
Podgorny from his function as the President of the Presidium of 
the Supreme Soviet, thus practically becoming the head of State 
and taking charge of the whole of the problems of foreign policy 
which he was, incidentally, already supervising earlier. 

From 1964, we see a regular increase in the international 
interventions of the USSR with a rising scope. These interventions 
buttressed by a military power in rapid expansion increasingly 
gave to the USSR a new status as a world superpower. 
Consequently, the internal economic situation became more 
difficult. 

In August 1968, the occupation of Czechoslovakia whose 
party had strayed from the line proposed by Moscow was still 
presented as a defensive operation to maintain the status quo 
resulting from the world war. But in the course of outside 
operations carried out later, the USSR could not claim any 
recognised inter-national treaty in support. It acted under the 
pretext of "fraternal help" It sent into the concerned countries 
"military specialists" or took help of certain armed contingents. 
These' operations concerned notably South Yemen, Ethiopia, 
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Angola and~ in Decen1ber 1979, Afghanistan. This country was 
then invaded by Soviet troops s~pposedly to bring their co­
operation to a government whose chief is assassinated forthwith. 
The invasion of Afghanistan opens i.~ reaHty a war which put the 
people of this country against the -Soviet army depending upon 
weak and hardly trusworthy local ~ili tary ~orces. 

A glance at these events show that during the last three 
decades the Soviet political scene had undergone a number of 
upsets while the rise. of military power of the USSR made it a 
state intervening on· a world scale. This led it to increasingly 
come up against the United States and:, also, to enter into different 
accords with that country with a view to holding more or less in 
<;heck the military competition that was becoming dangerous. The 

. . ' 

new status of_ the Soviet ~ .µ~on re~ted. above ~11 on the build up of 
an enormous war apparaJu~ and· on i~pressive industrial 
development (which is in co~tra~t to-the penury and crises which 
this country-:had known and. towards whfch.we':shall return shortly). 

I ' 

One of the questions which arise is .the following: to what 
extent the changes and the developments mentioned above had 
upset the totalitarian system built during the, l 930s ? 

It is not easy to answer• this'.;question because the changes 
that intervened in the Soviet system were varied. However, we 
can say that the Stalinist system taken as a whole is still in place 
in the beginning of the l 980s. Of course, some of its characteristics 

' 
were modified un~er, the. pressure of a large number of 
contradictions -and social forces at work. However, these 
modifications have not given birth to really new economic, social 
and political structures. We can even say that they have enabled 
the old system to co.nsolidate itself by transforming some secondary 
traits .but '.Without making it capable of solving adequately the 
contradictions .which undermine it and which makes it less and 

I I >, ( •,1 f I 

less. fit ~o 9pnfroD;~ t~~ aspirations of _those who lead it and the 
aspir~~ic;,ns of ordinary workers. The absence of an adequate 
response to the system .of ~ontradictions and to the inc!easingly 
acute ~rises,th~t it com,es ac~oss leads to a,progres,si,v~_·paralysis 
,t •, I • • • • , 

of eyon~m~c and polittcal ure. 
To justify these assertions we will have to examine what·are 

the (d·ominati~g) elements of continuity and what are, the 
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(secondary) clements of change which characterise the system and 
its functioning, that is to say, its practices. Further, we may 
emphasise straightaway that the elements of continuity are to be 
found simultaneously in the political, ideological and economic 
domains. In this last case, the primacy of accumulation and 
dictatorship of the capital over the workers and the peasants 
continue to dominate. 

2. Continuity and Change in the Political System and 
Practices 

One of the fundamental continuities between the present 
political system and the one that took shape in the 1930s is the 
role which devolves on the leadership of the party as the centre of 
concentration of power. Despite secondary changes, it is always 
the leadership of the party which has taken politicaJ_ (and 
economic) decisions of a fundamental nature. Also, it is the 
leadership which enunciates the ideological formulations which 
had to be considered as "just" 

To receive respect, the party leadership continued to 
"manage" the privileges enjoyed by the dominating class and those, 
fewer in number, that benefitted some layers of the exploited 
classes. It had always to take recourse to the political police which 
kept a close watch on the citizens and had wide powers to arrest 
"suspects" and have them condemned for years in camps, in prison 
or in "psychiatric hospitals" 

A) The Relative Effacement of the Role of the Secu,:ity 

Organs and State Terror 

However, after the death of Stalin, we withess a relative 
effacement of the role of State terror and security organs. 

This effacement is seen to have beguri, immediately after 
Stalin's death, by Beria himself who decided to set at liberty a 
small number of detenues and to release the doctors who were 
arrested under the charge of assassination of top leaders. This 
was the so-called plot by "assasins in white aprons'~ As could be 
seen at the time of Stalin's death, the sentencing of the arrested 
doctors should have opened the way for · new trials and a mass 
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deportation of Jews accused of Zionist and pro-American activities. 

After the elimination of Beria, the party leadership reduced 
the role of the organs of security ( or, more briefly, of the "organs'' 
as the usual Russian expression was) and purged the MVD2. It 
split up the MVD into several administrations which were strictly 
subordinate to it. However, the representatives of the "organs" 
p~ogressively acquire an increasing weight within the leading 
organs of the party. Thi~ offset the efforts made in the aftermath 
of Stalin's death to reduce the influence of the political police. 

The earliest decisions aimed at reducing this role could only 
be implemented, during the summer of 1953 with the coopera­
tion of the top brass of the army. These decisions were evidence, 
firstly, of the desire of the members of the leading group to control 
the "organs" because they had thems~lves lived under the 
permanent fear of being arrested, accused of just anything whatever 
and condemned. A reduction in the autonomy of the "organs" 
was also desired by the cadres of the party, the State, the economy 
etc., who too, during the Stalin era, feared being arrested under 
one pretext or the other. 

The relative effacement of the role of the "organs" led to 
m~king their operations more selective. Conseq1:1ently, one could 
henceforth express oneself a little more freely than in the last years 
of the Stalin era and one feared less the possibility of arbitrary 
arrests. State terror, therefore, beats a retreat as can be seen from 
a reduction in the number of those interned in the camps. Their 
number is still 2 to 3 million in the beginning of the l 980s against, 
however, of nearly 8 million in 1952. The estimates concerning 
the number of those in the concentration camps, and all that we 
know about the arrests and trials on the smallest pretexts (in the 
Khrushchev era as also in the Brezhne era) show that if State terror 
was reduced it was far from having disappeared altogether. It 
continued to strike at ordinary workers who - for harmless "faults" 
- could be subjected to punitive work (paid at a reduced wage). It 
struck also at the protestors and the "dissidents" 

Generally speaking, the fear caused by the KGB was always 
enough to find quite easily witnesses needed to condemn anyone 
who needed to be so condemned. This was true even during the· 
oeriod described as the "thaw" ( 1956-1964 )3• During this period, 
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the recourse to psychiatric hospitals (as a means of keeping in 
detention those whom one did not want to be presented before the 
judicial organs and whose opinions are condemned by the power) 
become more common. It stands for a particular form of State 
terrorism, less spectacular than the trials. Since about a decade 
the recourse to psychiatric hospitals acquired new scope while the 
number of condemnations also increased. 

The limited character of the reduction in the role of the 
"organs" explains why the apparatus of repression remained 
extremely powerful. Thus, the KGB had at its disposal its own 
military force controlling 130000 men equipped as infantry units 
to which must be added 800000 men of the MVD as also a militia 
of 250000 persons. The troops of the KGB and the MVD have 
their own parking lots, tanks, armoured cars and helicopters4. 

On the whole, the changes represented by the relative 
withdrawal of the role of security organs and State terror should 
not be overestimated. Repression is always there on a large scale 
although it operates more selectively. Further, and in an arbitrary 
way, all means are kept in place so that the scope of repression 
could be widened at will. 

BJ The Substitution of an Oligarchic Leadership in Place 

of an Autocratic Leadership 

From the end of 1934 to March 1953, the power was, as we 
know, concentrated in the hands of Stalin who ruled in an 
autocratic manner. Whenever he wanted, he would eliminate his 
closest collaborators including those who formed part of the 
leading group. The death of Stalin was followed by an important 
change in this aspect of the functioning of the power apex. The 
leadership group is afraid that if its members snipe at one another, 
they would no longer remain in control of events. They tried, 
therefore, to govern collectively, with difficulty in the beginning 
but with greater success progressively. The idea was to prevent a 
new Super Chief bursting forth on the scene and drastically 
reducing the influence of the other members of the leadership. 
This change operated progressively and was frequently in trouble 
with opposite tendencies. 
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To begin, from 1953 to 19 57 the struggles inside the· leading 
group were intense. As we have· seen, they end up in· the pre­
eminence ofKhrusshchev who exercised a veritable personal power 
between July 1957 and October 1964; However, this persop.al 
power had nothing in qommon with the power that Stalin exercised 
because the other members of the· leading g·roup were not :at the 
mercy of the First Secretary sh1ce the ~'organs" ·and_.the army were 
not entirely subordinate to him. 

'Fhe,_collective character' 6f the authority 'Of the leading group 
was afso .. :.a r~stHt of the members-of this group having their own 
power b'a"s'e more clearly defiiied··than in ·the day·s of Stalin. This , .. 

power"~.a~e of their own correspo_nded· to the domain of activity 
placed·-un.der the direction of the different members·ofthe leading 
groups arid-.it was ·ars·o·based· upo_n the links which each one had· 
woven with the d.ifferent apparatuses and with those who happened 
to lead them., Their function. was also stabilised as a resul(of the 
setback in state, terrorJ In the situation thus established; each 
member of the leadership enjoyed a sort of political-ad~inistrative 
"fiefdom" and· :a. clientele with which ;all other members of the 
leadership, including the First Secretary, had to come to terms. 
Thus, an hierarchy was established between the leaders. The place 
of ~ach one in this hierarchy wa·s determined in a complex way: 
by his official functions (which placed the first secretary at the 
top), by ~h.e more or less significant extent of the different 
"fiefdoms" and of the different "clienteles" subordinate to him 
and ·by his' weight in political and economic life as a whole. 
I ! I I I' 

Jhe l?stye,ars of the,"reign" of Khrushchev were, however, 
inar~ed ~Y '.e~orts.,deploye4 by hi~. t,9 sm£!~4 - to the·profit of his 
perso~al po~er - t-p.is hierarchical structure ~~d the "administrativ~­
feudatp_ries'; thus established. He attacked in particular certain 
"fi~fs":. _by d~vidiJ?.g them in order., to re~uce t~e power of other 
members of t;he leading group an,g the role of important cadres 
not placed im_mediately under hiS,J\_µthority. The aim was to try 
and render the system more f,Iexiblf and to restore an increasingly 
personal power. This atte~pt 'ca~e .. up against the hostility- of 
other members of the leading. group.. Added to the factors of 
discontent already mentioned, efforts made ~Y Khrushchev to 
smash or reduce the solidity of hierarchical structures then in 
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existence led other leaders to oust him and replace him with a 
new First Secretary on whom the leading group imposed a greater 
respect of the principles of ucollective leadership" This did not 
prevent the totality of the system structures as also official 
ideologv getting pushed in the direction of personalisation of power 
which incited those occupying the top slot to place themselves 
4'above" other members of the leadership. 

Thus, Brezhnev played an increasingly preeminent role. This 
became obvious after XXIII Congress (April 1966) when the post 
of the General Secretary was revived in his favour. However, this 
increased role of the General Secretary did not lead to· the 
restoration of a veritable personal power but rather to a greater 
personalisation of power that he exercised. The signs of this 
"'personalisation" are many. Thus, the title of the ''Chief of the 
party" was bestowed on him by several speakers at the XXIII 
Congress and on the 70th birthday of Brezhnev in 1976. He was 
even called the Vozhd (guide) as Stalin used to be. It is nevertheless 
true that the position of Brezhnev would always be radically 
different from that of his predecessors because the power he could 
exercise on the members of the leading group was much more 
limited. This limitation could be especially felt in the months 
between the death of Suslov (beginning of 1982) and the death of 
Brezhnev himself on 10th November 1982. 

In fact, in the beginning of the l 980s the peak of power was 
effectively occupied by 14 men most of whom were simultaneously 
members of the Polit Bureau and of the Secretariat5 That is what 
one may call the summit of the leading political oligarchy. The 
CC formed an oligarchical layer that was wider but whose powers 
were less. Finally, the political oligarchy, in a restricted sense, 
included beside the previously mentioned personalities, regional 
secretaries and secretaries of cities and of more important districts 
as also some chiefs of the departments of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU. These leaders and these cadres taken as a whole 
formed a collectivity of a few hundred persons who constituted 
the political apparatus of the bourgeoisie of the party (often 
denoted, in popular language, as the "party nobility"). This 
apparatus maintained with the whole of ·this class, relations of 
cooperation and this tended to put an end to open fights and 
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confrontations characteristic of the years 1930 to 1953. 

The top of the political oligarchy played a role of collective 
management of the party bourgeoisie. Henceforth, it ensured this 
management by following relatively precise rules in the matter of 
promotions and advancement. Because of these rules a 
nomenklaturist could not be banished into oblivion (quite 
exceptional cases apart). 

The relations between the leading groups of the party and 
the dominating class were thus peaceful. The earlier violence and 
arbitrariness were, to a large extent, given up. The power summit 
agreed to see the stabilisation of a wide layer of cadres, 
administrators, leaders of enterprises in their position. The 
attempts to prevent this stabilisatiop. were generally seen to be 
factors that generated a veritable administrative and economic 
chaos. 

After the elimination of Khrushchev, the main apparatus had 
an increasing representation on the PB. (not official but de facto) 
The relationships which were established between the leading 
group and the apparatus were surely not exempt from 
contradictions but an effort was constantly made to limit them 
and to avoid confrontations. Consequently, most decisions were 
essentially the result of bargaining which took into account the 
relationship of forces. Adoption of such a practice amounted to 
an important change in the form of regulating conflicts within the 
dominating class. The path of such a practice was the outcome of 
a thrust of various layers interested in making the system function 
more peacefully. This was, moreover, not achieved without 
impediments as could be seen from the confrontations which came 
up between the leaders during the period 1953 to 1964. 

The "peaceful" resolution, through bargaining, of the 
contradictions between different layers of the dominant class 
became possible because these layers were, in practice, represented 
within the leading group across the apparatuses between whom 
they were distributed. Since 1976, one could consider that the 
army itself was represented on the Polit Bureau by D .F. Ustinov 
who joined this organ for the first time. Ustinov was Minister of 
Defence too since 1973 and was appointed Marshal of the USSR 
three months after his appointment to the· ministerial post. It is 
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true that D.F. Ustinov was not an authentic armyman by profession 
because he had risen from the corps of armament engineers. In 
practice, he defended the interests of the army so that it could be 
in a position to come up to the requirements imposed on it by the 
political leadership. As for the KGB, its positions were 
strengthened since 1965 within the leadership organs6 After the 
death of Brezhnev and the rise of Andropov as General Secretary 
one could consider that the KGB occupied a decisive position in 
the party leadership. 

We must refer here to the increasing role played by the Soviet 
military-industrial complex in internal and inter-national policy. 
In fact, there existed a set of forces which formed such a complex 
enjoying considerable weight in the Soviet life because of the 
resources at its disposal, the positions occupied by those who are 
at its head, the prestige which surrounds them and the importance 
which political leaders attached to military problems. This 
importance is due, among other things, to the burning memory 
which the defeat in the early days of the second World War had 
left, to the scarcely glorious outcome of the "crisis of the rockets" 
in 1962 (cf. infra, p.296) and also the ever increasing world wide 
political ambitions of Soviet leaders. The military-industrial 
complex was the beneficiary of numerous financial advantages and 
priorities in allocations of efficient researchers and cadres, in the 
supply of raw materials and inputs needed for its development. 
However, if the political and economic weight of the military­
industrial complex was real, it would be misleading to see in it 
(at the time) an "independent" force, because it was closely 
integrated and linked to the leading political oligarchy. 

On the whole, since 1953, and especially since I 964, there 
was increasing integration (but not a fusion) of the principal civil, 
military and security functions within the leading political 
oligarchy. These diverse functions were put into practice by 
different apparatuses. This institutionalisation of functions made 
it possible for bargaining to be practised inside a thin layer formed 
of principal members of the party hierarchy. It was within this 
layer that decisions were taken taking into account forces operating 
in the party bourgeoisie. Thus open confrontations were avoided 
and compromise solutions were sought. This practice had as a 
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counterpart an extraordinary immobilism of the political system. 
Such an immobilism that it 1nadc the system less and less capable 
of solving proble1ns of increasing complexity which faced the 
country. Since a number of years, in fact, no major economic 
problem was the subject n1atter of decisions· which would have 
brought a real solution for it. We can see that_ by ~xamining quickly 
what had become of the various reforms adopted since 1965. We 
must emphasise that Stalinist policy which sought to pulverise 
the bureaucracy by bestowing a privilege on vertical relations led, 
by a dialetical reversal, to the formation of bureaucratic bodies 
which, from the end of l 950s, defended their own interests within 
the leading group. 

, , 

The political changes which took place for nearly three 
decades had modified not the political system but only some aspects 
of its functioning. They made it' possible to face issues of the 
moment, to let priority secto'rs of industry to make progress (with 
increasing difficulty, it is true) and to avoid bloody frictions 
between leaders but they were not sufficient for solving increasing 
contradictions within the country and the r~girne. 

C) The Policy of "Detente" 

The international policy of the leaders who succeeded Stalin 
appear to be characterised by a twist which would appear to have 
substituted a "policy of detente" in place of the "cold war" of 
Stalin's era. Things are not all that simple. We surely witness 
from 1953 a withdrawal of open forms of the "cold war" which 
was inaugurated by two speeches. The first of them was given by 
Stalin on 9 February 19467 and the other by Zhdanov unleashing 
the campaign against the influence of Western culture and laying 
the basis for the formation of Cominform (a substitute of the third 
international). Later, the "cold war" became "hot" with a series 
of military confrontations coming up with the support of the USSR 
(e.g. the Korean war began in June 1950). 

I 

After the death, of Staliq the. tune changed: it sang of 
"peaceful coexistence'' and of "detente" Important decis,ions 
intervened to give, ~ome credibility to this new discourse. an~, 

' ·1 . 

therefore, the period. of "thaw" on the international, leveL The 
earliest of these· periods b~gins with armist.ice in Kor~a·; It 
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continued till 1956 with the reduction by one third of Soviet armed 
forces in 1955 and 1956, n1utual recognition of the FRO and the 
USSR and concluding a State treaty with Austria (May 1956) which 
put an end to the occupation of that country. 

This "thaw" was favoured, on the part of the Soviet Union, 
by the need felt in that country to develop its exchanges with 
\Vestern powers in order to import equipments and -modern 
technology. It was facilitated also by the fact that the USSR, from 
1955, was developing its thermonuclear arms. Henceforth, the 
Soviet Union participated more closely in the activities of the 
United Nations and undertook negotiations aimed at a concerted 
policy of "'arms limitation" 

In 1956, this early "thaw" was interrupted by the Soviet 
intervention in Hungary (as a consequence of the revolt of the 
Hungarian people) and by the Franco-British intervention in the 
Suez Canal. After a period of tension, a new period of "thaw" 
opened up, in September 1960, with the journey of Khrushchev to 
the United States and his talks with President Eisenhower. This 
"thaw" was interrupted by the crisis of the rockets placed in Cuba. 
This crisis ended, as we know, by a compromise. Then began 
another period of "thaw" It was developed under the frequently 
repeated catch word of "detente" Depending upon the moment it 
used to acquire very different connotations. 

During the end of the Khrushchev era, detente served 
especially as an agreement in favour of open cooperation between 
the US SR and the Western world. In the 1970s, when the rise of 
the Soviet army, navy and airforce was most marked, the discourse 
and efforts of Soviet leaders were once again oriented towards 
negotiating treaties of "limitation of arms" These negotiations 
and the treaties concluded did not in any way put a stop to the 
armament policy of a wide reach followed by the USSR but they 
made this policy appear as in conformity with accords previously 
signed with some great powers, the United States above all. The 
negotiations lead USSR, on the other hand, to limiting the Soviet 
aid to the democratic republic of Vietnam in its fight against 
American agression. The theme of detcnte was accompanied, on 
the Soviet side, by a discourse preaching increases in cultural , 
technical, scientific and economic exchanges with Western 
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countries. In fact, it was these three last mentioned types of 
exchanges which interested the USSR the most. 

It was within the framework of "detente" that Soviet leaders 
and the Western powers signed the Helsinki accord, at the end of 
the conference in this city on 31 July and I August 1975. For the 
Soviet government~ this conference preserved the status quo 
inherited from the Second World War. In exchange, it agreed to 
sign a document which contained a series of "undertakings" 
concerning human rights. In reality, Soviet leaders were only 
renewing undertakings already given to respect the terms of the 
United Nations Charter and the Declaratio~ on_ Human Rights. 
They had signed these documents a long time earlier and they 
always treated them as mere scraps of paper:_ The Helsenki charter 
was no different. Finally, the Helsinki conference offered to the 
leadership of Brezh~ev a self-congratulating theme but it did not 
in any way slow down the armaments race. 

In fact, the policy of "detente" was only a special form of the 
·"cold war" It did not signify in any way that Soviet leaders had 
given up world expansion which was developing under the cover 
of ideology of the "historic mission" of the USSR. This ideology 
asserted that this country should make its contribution to extending 
throughout the world what the CPSU called socialism and 
proclaimed that the US SR should help in a "liberation of the 
peoples" (which placed, in effect, the peoples so "liberated" under 
economic and military dependence of the Soviet Union). Thus, 
the policy of "detente" such as it was conceived by the CPSU was 
compatible with military specialists being sent to other countries 
and with military interventions throughout the world8. 

The theme of "detente", moreover, combined in itself the 
proclamation of an activist conception of "proletarian inter­
nationalism" whereby the USSR arrogated to itself the right of 
intervention in the internal affairs of the countries under the 
leadership of other parties claiming to be Marxist-Leninist. Such 
interventions did, indeed, take place in 1956 in Hungary and in 
1968 in Czechoslovakia. Poland could avoid a similar inter­
vention in 1981 because its military chiefs, under the leadership 
of General Jaruzelski, carried out a coup 4 'etat which conformed, 
at least for the time being, to ~hat the Soviet leaders were 
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demanding. On the contrary, in other countries where the parties 
were less linked to the USSR and who had developed their own 
national ideology such as Albania and China, such interventions 
could not take place. However, the refusal of these countries to 
submit themselves to Soviet hegemony led the USSR to commit 
political and economic agression against them (by breaking off 
unilaterally the accords of cooperation entered into with them). 
This led to serious difficulties in Albania and China. The 
hegemonistic desire of the Soviets had also led, especially in 1969, 
to bloody confrontations on the Sino-Soviet border. These events 
were the culmination of a long history and examining it here is 
beyond the scope of this book. 

The policy of "detente" which the USSR pretended to pursue 
as also its "proletarian internationalism" would thus appear as 
masks behind which the policy of world-wide hegemony of the 
Soviet Union was hidden. This same policy led the USSR to 
develop economic and military relations with countries it did not 
consider as following a "socialist" or even a "non-capitalist" path. 
Such was the case of Egypt, India and Argentina and Brazil with 
which the Soviet Union had developed close economic relatioi;is 
and on whose side they often voted in the United Nations. The 
desire of the Soviet leadership to play a worldwide role and the 
economic needs-.of the USSR pushed it to develop its arms exports. 
That is a domain whe.re it occupied the second place in the world, 
immediately after the United States9 

Soviet hegemonic policy also fed Soviet discourse on the 
"international socialist division of labour" This new discourse 
replaced the earlier one on cooperation between countries of the 
Soviet bloc or with countries that were members of the 
COMECOM 10 This organism, founded in 1949 in response to 
the launching of the Marshall Plan and also to isolate Yugoslavia, 
had life breathed into it only in 1959. The Soviet leadership then 
gave to it a new impulse. From this time, the COMECOM and 
the theory of the international socialist division of labour was used 
to replace the policy of looting the "people's democracies" (that 
is to say taking away more or less well paid products) prevalent 
during the Stalin era of policy of economic domination of these 
countries. It aimed at setting up an international division of labour 
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which subjected the ~evelopn1ent of count_ries linked with the USSR 
to its national requirements, especially to its requirements in 
armament) technology and accumulati.on. This gave to the Soviet 
Union the possibility of regularly expl,oiting c,ountries associated 
with it in the COMECOM and to bring to bear pressure on them 
to force them to participate in .investments in the USSR itself. 
This contributed to a growth of acc~mulatio_n taking place in $oviet 
territory. Concrete analysis 9f the way COMECOM functioned 
leads to uncovering the role effectively played by it anq to throwing 
light on the real signific~nce of di~cq_urse on the socialist 
international division of labour11 • · 

. J 

3. Continuity and Change in Soviet Ideology 
,. 

The present offici~l Soviet ideology,<>fthe early years of l 980s 
was essentially qne that took.shape be·~ween J93.Q and-1952. It 
was basically as alienated as that. Tife_ only change made in it 
concerned the way that these central themes were articulated. This 

,• ,. ' ! 

was modified in order to a~opt official ideological discourse to 
internal and internat~onal ex~gencies. This adaptation rendered 
contradictions between offi~ial id~ology .. and reality a little less 
crying and contributed t.o. erasing cert~in traits of earlier 
dogmatism which had to yield gi:eater, place to "realism" or 

I • .- t• 

empiricism. 

A. The Leadership Role of the Party and the 

Denunciation of the "Cult of Pers'cH_f~U'ty ~~, 

On the whole, the theme of the "leading role of the party" 

- which had tended towards the end of the Staliri era to 
receive a slight setback in the face of the assertion of the.growing 
iole·of the State - came back to the foreground. The development 
of this theme was connected to the effortto ensure greater authority 
to the, leadership of the party,_. mainly with: respelct to the apparatus 
of the State proper. In fact,-ba~g·aining between the top positions 
in the -different apparatuses .was carried out within the' leading 
group that happened to be at the head of the party. 

An important change affected this aspect of official ideology. 
It ;presented the leading group as a •"collective l~adership" or 
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"college" and did not accord a decisive role to the person of the 
general secretary as it was the case during the Stalin era. 

This change was made through the denunciation by 
Khrushchev of what he had called the "cult of personality" of 
Stalin. One of the culminating moments of this denunciation was 
the XX Congress of the CPSU (1956). The denunciation of the 
"cult" fulfilled, in reality, some ambiguous functions. It aimed 
not only to bar the road for a restoration of autocratic power (hence 
to consolidate the collective authority of the leading political 
oligarchy) but it also aimed (by holding Stalin personally 
responsible for all the crimes committed when he was general 
secretary) at hiding the involvement in these crimes of his close 
collaborators (who were, in fact, his successors - Khrush~hev, 
Brezhnev, Kaganovich etc.) and, above all, it aimed at hiding the 
fact that these crimes were not in the nature of "accidents" but 
they were the "product of a system" which had remained 
fundamentally unchanged. 

The denunciation of the "cult" played several other roles too. 
Thus, it aimed at .soothing cadres and the population by giving 
them an impression that :they would, henceforth, live in a society 
where it would be less dangerous than before to speak out and to 
take initiatives. This was. not entirely false either. 

We should not forget, on the other hand, that the denunciation 
of the "cult" went through t_he crest and the cusp and that during 
the period of Brezhnev different currents were at play, trying more 
or less to "rehabilitate" Stalin. This amounted, in perspective, to 
a certain rebirth of state terrorism. Such tendencies had become 
evident towards the middle of the 1970s. 

After the fall of Khrushchev the authority of the KGB was 
once again reinforced, as we have seen earlier. A high level leader 
of the party was then placed at its head and the leadership of this 
organism did not amount any more only to the "right" of a simple 
seat in the Central Committee. In 1967, the new leader of the 
security organs, Andropov, was appointed candidate member of 
the Polit Bureau and, in 1973, he became full member of this 
leadership organism (as Beria was earlier). In 1978, the two 
assistants of Andropov, both professional secret service agents, 
were appointed to the CC, one as a full member and the other as 
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alternate member. Besides, both of them as also Andropov became 
generals of the anny. In 1982, Andropov was appointed to the 
party secretariat and one of his close collaborators directed the 
security organs. These were promotions of great importance and 
raised the official "prestige" of the KGB and reinforced its links 
with the party and army. The repression hardened again in the 
course of the l 970s. In January 1980, a decree passed strict 
regulations about work discipline by laying down a series of 
punishments for delays, "idling" at work and unjustified absence 12 

Generally, the theme of the leading role of the party served 
to extend repression, if found useful, against all those who 
expressed reservations and criticisms against the leadership or the 
policy of the party. These reservations and criticisms were likened 
to crimes, to subversive and anti-Soviet activities emanating from 
the enemy and inspired by "imperialism" 

Official ideology continued to present the leadership as the 
source of every legitimate political decision. It attributed to the 
party at all times the monopoly of knowledge of laws of society 
and of history and identified it with the progressive forces of the 
people. Also, all that was officially decided by it was officially 
identified with the expression of the true people's desire. The 
dictatorship of the leadership of the party thus continued to be 
taken for a higher form of democracy. A number of rites and 
ceremonies where the Soviet people were called upon to hail their 
leaders and to approve of them, especially voting for them, aimed 
at symbolising this identification and to prohibit any public 
expression of a political thought other than official thought. 

However, in last instance, the fidelity required of each one 
of them was not a fidelity to ideology (which could change, so 
that remaining faithful to its past affirmations could amount to 
treachery) but a fidelity to leaders who behaved as if they were 
owners of knowledge and of the State and, consequently, as 
"masters'' of citizens who should" remain subject to it and may not 
invoke any right in the face of it. 

BJ The Relative Set-back of Dogmatism 

As in the Stalinist era, official ideology essentially clothed a 
form of discourse· which could do without any demonstration of 
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what it put forth and pretended to confer on what it asserted the 
imperative authority of a political decree. It grew therefore into 
dogmatic discourse. This discourse sought to sustain its 
affirmations only if it was thought necessary and possible and 
proceeded to do so ,vith citations from Marx and Lenin and/or 
decisions or resolutions adopted earlier by the party. 

Through its discourse, official ideology claimed to have 
access to knowledge of real relations by acquiring this knowledge 
from simple concepts and abstract principles without having to 
submit its assertions to scientific experimentation. Here we had a 
dogmatic position and practice similar to those developed to the 
maximum extent by Stalinist ideology when it claimed to judge 
by its own criteria the validity of any scientific propositron 
whatever (in physics, mathematics, biology, history, economics, 
etc.) 

However, while dogmatic discourse continued, the dogmatic 
position and practices of official ideology of the post-Stalinist 
period tended to receive a setback, at least in the domains of 
sciences and nature, while they apparently came unstuck but little 
in the domain of social sciences, history, economy and politics. 
However, even in the domain of the natural sciences the dogmatic 
position of official ideology penetrated with some difficulty as 
could be seen by the obstinate support given to Lysenkoism by 
Khrushschev. In the beginning of the 1960s, Lysenko and his 
supporters still continued to occupy a dominating place in biology 
and agronomy. The party leadership saw in Lysenkoism a 
conception which could solve more easily the difficulties in 
agriculture and animal breeding and a conception "founded" on 
the laws of dialetical materialism. On the other hand, other 
conceptions of biology, particularly the conclusions of genet1cs 
and molecular biology were rejected or were looked upon with 
suspicion despite their incontestable success under the pretext that 
they were not in conformity with the laws of dialectical materialism 
and thus represented "bourgeois sciences" 

From 1962, scientific circles tried to resist this dogmatism 
more actively. In May that year, the Academy of Sciences 
organised a colloquium which emphasised perspectives opened by 
genetics and molecular biology. The colloquium came to the 
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conclusion of even a need to establish research institutions which 
would ensure growth of these branches of biology. Establishing 
such res~arch 9entres required a decree of government and a 
Cominission of the Academy had prepared a text of this decree. 
However, the party leadership and es.f)ecially Khrushchev took a 
negative attitude with respect t0 this Ceinmission and ended by 
dissolving it on 12 July 1962. On the order of the party leadership, 
the archives of the Commission of the Academy 0f Sciences were 
raided and are no longer available 13 The party leadership created 
another Commisscar which received directions aimed at orienting 
biologists towards Lyssenkoist conceptions. But scientists 
participating in it continued to resist these directives so much so 
that this Commission was finally replaced by a small working 
group which the party hoped to be more docile. In fact, even this 
restricted working group asserted the need to develop all trends 
in biology while placing an emphasis on the Lysenkoist conception 
nonetheless. The resolution adopted by this working group was 
ratified by the Central Committee and by the government in the 
form of a decree dated 25 January 1963. 

This d~cree appeared to be a c9mpromise. Now, an article 
over twp columns. op. Lysenko appeared three days later in Pravda 
and Izvestia siniultat?-eously (~hich was surprising for a text of 
this kind). Tllis·· article reaffiqued all hi~ .(i)OSiticms, condemned 

I 1 .~--.. ·;-. , ~ ••• •,4 

the errors of Darwilf'and Nlo'rgan, <ilis'ofR~se,d a hew law on the 
transformation of non-living matter i11t0 J:~Ying matter, depied ~he 

A, .•. 

role of genes in heredity etc. This artfole was the starting point 
of a big Lysenkoist offensive supported by Khrushchev. However, 
the political and economic situation was such that the debate could 
not be simply closed and opened a polemic. The Lysenkoists 
published several articles. In one of them, they referred to a 
sentence in a speech by Khrushchev on 8 March 1963 (before a 
gathering of writers, incidentally), where he said: 

Peaceful coexistence in the domain of ideology is a 
treachery towards Marxism-Leninism, a treachery 
towards the cause of workers and peasants 14. 

In February 1964, Khrushchev gave a long speech before the 
.Central Committee. In i-t. he praised the conceptions of Lysenko 
which, according to him, made it possible to obtain high yields in 
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cereals, r1..eat and milk15 Thus the Lysenkoist offensive continued 
and led, llmong other things, to the liquidation of all indigenous 
bovine races. 

However, in June 1964, the Academy of Sciences again put 
up a resistance. This resistance exasperated Khrushchev who 
threatened to dissolve the Academy. But finally, the disasters 
which struck Soviet agriculture led, among other causes, to the 
fall of Khrushchev and end of Lysenkoism. 

This episode marked a setback for dogmatic positions and 
practices in biological and physical sciences but these positions 
remained alive in the domain of social sciences where one 
continued to separate "the true" for "the false" in the name of 
Marxism-Leninism, which was, of course, adjusted to the needs 
of the moment. 

As for dogmatic discourses, they hardly received any setback. 
One of its functions was, in fact, to make it possible to denounce 
those who were opposed to it16 

CJ The Ideological Relations of the Population with the Power 

The ideological relationship of the population with the party 
and the State were far from being relations of confidence in the 
capacity of its leaders and in the truth of their discourse but were 
relations of subjugation resting massively on representation of the 
inevitable character of the power in place. This representation 
was fed on repression against any organised criticism of the system, 
on brutality of this agression and on the memories of the terror of 
the Stalinist era. 

The solidity of this representation rested, in the final analysis, 
on the fear of having to think differently, a fear of which a classical 
author had already spoken as "Spine ;of the Russian man beaten 
black and blue" 17 Of course, repression and fear did not rule out 
revolts but these revolts are numerou~ in the Stalin era as later. 
But as they could not be organised on a large scale they remained 
limited to the localities where they t'ook birth such as Novocherassk 
(in 1962), Grozny, Krasnodar, Yaroslav and in many other places 18. 

The image of the inevitable character of the power in place 
was somewhat strengthened by difficulties come across (from the 
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very fact of the specific mode o.f ideological domination) in 
organising on a somewhat wider scale a project that would 
repres~nt another type of society. Under these conditions, the idea 
of rejecting what existed did not appear to open up on anything 
except "emptyness" Th~ fear of this "epiptyness" was magnified 
by effects of several decades of privatio~ of all freedom, so much 
so that even the idea··of an overthrow or significant weak¢p.ing of 
power arid ~orms which it proposed generated a veritable panic in 
the widest layers. Here intervened a "fear of freedom" 19 which is 
not without similarity with the one felt· by those who have lived 
forlong in a shut universe and who respond with utter disarray in 
th~fa~·~'of the-responsibility that they would have to assume once 
they ~/'¢•_'free .. The constraint is thus sensed as a "security," Also, 
those 'Ylio .. attack the stability of the reghrie; could .be perceived as 
"ertem)¢s" either .because their action appears to lenerate 
uncontrollable "anarchy':,. or because their courage puts lo.shame 
those who would also aspire for changes but who,m fear prevented 
from treading this path. 

However, the ideological relations of the mass of population 
to the "Soviet system" were ,not linked only to the image of the 
"inevitable necessity". of th~ power in place. They also included 
"positive" element.s related· to certain aspects of the policy followed 
by the, ~ower. 

11( the. S,taljnist era, Stalinist populism wa.s one of these 
e\erj:leJ1.!$~ It .9ontributed at that time to the image of the general 
secret~iy {d~sp_ite.- tl},_e hc:ltred., accumul~ting ag~~~st him) as the 
instrun\eilt,of s_oci,:11 u~ity - in r~al~ty no11-existent - and as a leader 
who· co~.r~cted "abuses" comnli~ted by th.e pri_vileged ·and the 
powerfuL The reality of this ideological relat1nship to Stalin, 
cou:q.te;p·art ofthe pulverisation oi social consc~ence, is confirmed 

·by. ~1n e11ornio"4S. flo_o.4 of letters a~dressed to Stalin and coming 
fro~ workers and· peasants20 . To :stal_inist pppuli~m corresponded, 
in tho~·~. days, a people's abs~?uti$~ that s_e~~ in repression 

11•• ) • I' 

exercised by the po~er (a repression whi_~h struck innumerable 
, I ·.. , 

workers, and peasant~ too) an in~ispensable !11e3:n~ of eliminating 
"enemies of the people" whose activity appeared, even in the eyes 
of ordinary citizens, to be one of the reasons for difficulties that 
they experienced in their day to day life. This image led to spying, 
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hunt fqr .(raiters, to practices which endlessly divided people while 
uniting::U1em in a common "vigilence" 

-· 
r1te· ideological relationships of the populati~n to ~he pqwer 

varied ju-course of time and were of an extremely complex;nat_ufe, 
being J1~storically formed. They could be, at one and the same 
time Q'f ~.one after the other, relatinships of "confidence", 
"depefidence,,, ~•hostility" etc., combining in an ever changing 
manner.- Thus, the relationship of people's confidence the power 
appeared to have been minimal towards the end of the 19-30s and 
in the beginning of the German-Soviet conflict (and this played a 
role in the early defeats) whereas it was strengthened with military 

I 

s:uccesses and especially at the moment of victory in 1945, ~ut it 
rapidly weakened in the years following the end of the war when 
famine and death once again became the lot of millions of 
peasants21 · 

The relationship of confidence in Stalin too varied with the 
social ci'asses and layers. It was particularly little among the 
Kolkozians and the cadres of the army (some of whom were sent 
to the gulag after the war and were seen to be capable of organising 
veritable revolts there)22 . • 

Despite these fluctuations and these contradictory aspects, 
the relationship of confidence in the power, which the personality 
of StaJin had created in a portion of the population disappeared to 
a large. extent after the death of the general secretary. The 
ideological relationships of the population with the leaders who 
succeeded Stalin were still more unstable that those which were 
established with him. They depended largely upon what was 
expected from the policy of these leaders (because they were not 
backed by a known history - ~eal or falsffied - that could serve as 
the ground for barely durable ideological relationships). Thus 
from 1956 to 1960, Khrushchev gained from th& hopes raised by 
his promises (and sqme objective changes). These hopes reached 
their nadir in 1962-1964. The fall of Khrushchev onc;e again raised 
a certain hope and was even received with joy by the workers 
although Brezhnev hardly had the benefit of any sympathies (he 
was looked upon as the "traitor" who had done in the "old chap", 
the Staric, who was responsible for his "rise" Kosygin, President 
of the Council of Ministers was the recipient of some confidence, 
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especially towards the end of the l 960s and in the beginning of 
the 1970s when there was a veritable rise in living standards. But 
in the second half of the 1970s, living standards slowly stopped 
rising. Thus, after the disappearance of Kosygin, a large mass of 
the population appeared increasingly disenchanted with the team 
of leaders without there being anyone who could be considered as 
the future leader who could receive people's sympathies. The 
beginning of the 1980s is marked by a surly wait for the 
disappearance of Brezhnev and his team. His death was received 
with indifference by the people in November 1982. 

The relations of the population with those who exercised 
power since the death of Stalin depended largely upon steps they 
took in economic and social policy, hopes that these steps raised 
and by their real effects, on different social classes and layer~, 
because promises concerning a faraway "radiant future" had 
already lost all appeal. The conditions were ready, during the 
l 970s, for the growth of a veritable ideological crisis. 

Faced with this crisis which resulted, at one and the same 
time, in economic disappointments and an increasing erosion of 
the effects of a stereotyped discourse on marxism-Ieninism guiding 
party policy, it increasingly fashioned conservative ideological 
themes that were already at work in Stalinist ideology. As Helene 
Carrere d'Encausse has rightly pointed out, the three major 
ideological themes worked out henceforth for the peoples of the 
USSR refer to the Trinity of work-family-motherland. This Trinity 
can be defined as: 

The rehabilitation of the family goes hand in hand 
with an acceptance of traditional moral values, with 
a rejection of permissivi ty and of all forms of 
marginality. The stereotype of the "good" Soviet 
qitizen traced by the media is the worker who works 
for the good of his near and dear ones and the 
common good of all, who is disciplined and who 
belongs totally to the system whose values are 
transmitted by him to his family23 • 

Official Soviet ideology of these times would thus to make 
the family a veritable bastion of the State and party. It was 
supposed to function as its continuation. with the responsibility 
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of supervision and education. This role bestowed on it a higher 
rank in the hierarchy of official values. However, in reality, the 
place of the family in accepted values was receiving a setback as 
can be seen in the abandonment of the family by a large number 
of persons. As for the role stressed in official ideology towards 
work, it grew all the more as it functioned in the nature of a 
counterblast to increasing indifference shown by Soviets towards 
work offered in the factories, in the State organisations and the 
Kolkhozes, work that was carried out under conditions of military 
regimentation of the early parts of the century. This "indifference" 
is a particular manifestation of the class struggle of the workers. 

Official propaganda sought to fight these phenomena by 
proclaiming that work has become a "moral" need, a need to serve 
the people. Assertions that were refuted by facts all the time and 
by the speeches of the leaders who denounced "slovenliness" and 
asserted, as did Khrushchev at the XX Congress, that it "is 
indispensable to wage an even more resolute struggle against the 
remnants of capitalism such as indolence and parasitism, 
drunkenness and hooliganism ... "24 . 

As far as patriotic discourse is concerned, it followed great­
Russian nationalist policy which gave real power, in each Republic, 
to Russian leaders while posts of figure-heads were allocated to 
"locals" The peripheral republics were used as training grounds 
and promotional avenues for future central cadres, Russians 
mainly. This was hardly favourable to the development of "Soviet 
patriotism" that was so vaunted in official discourse. The 
publications of the army often complained of a lowering of 
patriotism among the youth, a lowering that affected not only the 
youth of the non-Russian Republics but also Russian Youth. 

Thus discourses on work, family and motherland like those 
which condemned alchoholism or spoke of a future of plenty had 
hardly any effect on the population. Practices attributed to the 
"remnants of capitalism" by the leaders (especially gambling and 
"drunkenness") were in full rise while economic policy remained 
circumscribed by limits imposed on it by a system that had not 
undergone any fundamental changes. 
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4. Continuity and Change in Economy 

The continuity of the econpmic system could b~ seen in the 
maintenance of the same r~,lationships of production and exploita­
tion, of the same form~ of ownership,_ alth~ugh the relative 
magnitude in salaries and in State ownership showed an increase 
and that of the work in concentratio11: camps and work in the 
Kolkhozes showed a diminution when compared to the Stalinist 

' . 

period. 

At the level of day-to-day management, stri~t subordination 
qf economic adminis~_ration, underta,ki.ngs,_ technicianf and trade 
unions t_o the p~_rty leadership continued. Th~ main criterion for 
selecti_on 9f cfadres'' and for appointment to a political, 
administrative, economic, or even technical post continued to be 
the candid_ate's fidelity to the line and ideology of the party and 
his ~evntion to its leaders. Such a criterion generally favoured 
promotion of the mediocre, of those lacking in character and depth 
-~f k~qw ledge. 

However, economic reforms had been very many from the 
_middle ,of the 195.0s. During _the war and in its immediate 
aftermath, the Commissariats and central industrial ministries 

' ,· 

intervened increasingly in the work_ing of undertakings (which 
reduced the impo~tance of the principle of a "single leadership" 
and led to strong administrative centralisation). In 1957, a large 
number of these industrial ministries. were wound up. This was 
one of the_ ~ain reasons for the reforms introduced by Khrushchev. 
It ,shifted the tasks of these ministries to ne'Y regional organisatins, 
the Sovnarkhozes or regional economic councils. This 
decentralisation was accompanied by an increased economic role 
of the party. The resistance of the state apparatus to these measures 
and discontent of a large number of apparatchiki contributed to 
the failure of-these reforms. 

After the fall of Khrushchev this reform was given up. In 
I 965, the ~entral ministries were reestablished but another reform 
was tried out. It left greater initiative to enterprises by reducing 
the number of objectives imposed on them and letting them have) 
in some cases, direct economic links between them and commercial 
organisations. In 1967, prices were revised in order to bring them 
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in line with monetary costs ·and give a greater place of economic 
calculations in terms of money. However, these reforms had little 
influence on central planning. They responded to contragictory 
conceptions and had but little effect in practice. 

A new economic reform, set in motion in 197 3, learnt from 
the consequences of this failure. This last reform went in the 
direction of a new centralisation and ,introduced a large number 
of undertakings in industrial associations which had a say in day­
to-day working. This reduced once again the initiatives which 
the heads of the production units could take. The results of this 
reform were deceptive. Thus, in 1979, another reform saw the 
light of day. Its official aim was to "improve" the working of the 
economy by modifying the mode of fixing the objectives of the 
plan and by having recourse to a new centralisation of economic 
decisions and planning. As Marie Lavigne has very succinctly 
pointed out, the text of this reform constituted "an extraordinary 
admission of the failure of the reform launched in 1965,,26 

To sum up, the different economic reforms represent a series 
of failures. They attempted, in vain, to reduce the enormity of 
wastages, useless transportation of products from one end of the 
country to the other, improve the quality of production, shorten 
delays in commissioning equipments and "speed up technical 
progress", ensure more regular supply to the factories, farms, 
commercial organisations, and ultimately, to the public. 

The failure of the reforms appears to indicate the profound 
inability of the system set up during the l 930s to undergo any 
real change, to withstand changes which seriously modified the 
place of different agents of production and which reduces the heavy 
and paralysing overlordship exercised by central administrative 
organs and the party on the economic life of the country. Now, 
such an overlordship is increasingly incompatible with the 
complexity of the economy and the depletion of the work force 
reserves at the disposal of the country. 

A similar failure can be noticed in cases of attempts to change 
the organisation of work in the factory by distancing itself from 
the old military model and through the formation of multipurpose 
brigades in pursuance of directives given on several occasions 
during the l 970s. This failure was also due to several resistances 
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these directives came up against. Moreover, in cases where such 
brigades were formed and functioned well, they were dissolved 
quickly because workers who participated in them generally left 
once they had received bonuses which this wo~k organisation 
allowed them to receive. In fact, the nominal revenues of which 
they were the beneficiaries were not reflected in the market. Hence, 
they thought it pointless to pursue effort which required team 
work27 

This apparent inability of the system to change had only 
partially harmed the increase in production, and did so very late. 
Till recent years, in fact, the Soviet economy could mobilise 
manpower reserves and continued to enl_ist new workers from the 
countryside a~d to transfer them to industry and it pushed to the 
maximum the growth of women workers. However, today, the 
potentialities of this kind of extensive growth have practically come 
to an end. 

We may add that the failures and increasing difficulties of 
the system had shown a partial easing of real conditions of work 
which were far from fully corresponding to regulations of 
undertakings and which the administration was supposed to 
respect, especially from the point of view of the series of products 
they were supposed to furnish, qualities these products were 
expected to attain and technical conditions of their production. 

The violation of the plan and the formal regulations of the 
working of the economy increased all the more easily as local 
cadres could extract personal advantage from them for they widely 
opened the way to the growth of "clandestine" production and trade 
(either in State ,undertakings, or in private industrial or commercial 
units functioning in violation of law but nevertheless tolerated) 
which gave rise to a parallel or underground economy. It is 
impossible to evaluate the magnitude of this second economy but 
it is known that in several domains it played an important and 
indispensable role, it ensured the supply which, wit~out it, would 
not be available to the public, to state undertakings and to the 
kolkhozes. 

The extension of the parallel economy considerably increased 
real ,earnings of party and state cadres, mainly at the level of 
districts where few cadres _had access to "closed', shops (reserved 
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for higher cadres). To let this parallel economy work, these cadtes 
took a cut of the part of the receipts arising from it, or, if they can 
be used directly a portion of the products of the parallel economy. 
Thus they imposed a veritable tribute which enabled them, among 
other things, to have access to personal cars or to have houses 
built for them (with materials diverted from the construction yards 
of schools and hospitals). They could thus acquire any kind of 
consumer goods (bought "under the counter" in state owned shops 
or in the parallel economy) and would be served in separate halls 
of the best restaurants, generally at a highly reduced price. Heads 
of the enterprises who would not agree to pay such "tributes·' to 
local cadres ran the risk of great trouble because these cadres 
always had the posssibility of accusing them of various offences 
and to have them condemned. 

The tribute thus extracted by some cadres occupying a fairly 
high level in the hierarchy should not be mistaken for bribes which 
ordinary people had to pay to obtain a part of services to which 
they theoritically had a "right", especially to get some medical 
treatment, receive some medicines or medical care etc. Neither 
should this tribute be mistaken for the confusion which enabled 
those with enough money to buy university diplomas and degrees, 
or academic ranks, or even a job in the apparatus of the party or 
the State28 • 

The parallel economy did enable the official economy to 
function and yet constituted one of the bases of the privileges of 
the party bourgeoisie. Thus this bourgeoisie encouraged the 
parallel economy to a certain point and even obliged economic 
agents to do so. At the same time, however, the parallel economy 
was tolerated only between certain limits (which varied depending 
upon the circumstances and subjective assessments of the 
authorities) since if this parallel economy were to become all 
conquering it could have ended by damaging the official economy. 
When the limits of tolerance were crossed, some of the activities 
entering within the scope of the parallel economy gave rise to penal 
punishments including death sentences for heads of enterprises, 
their collaborators and workers. 

If the parallel economy made it possible for the system to 
function, it rendred the realities of production and exchanges 
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which were supposed to be governed by state plans even more 

opaque. 

The parallel economy existed even in the Stalin era but it 
assumed an enormous upward swing during recent times. All in 
all, within limits which the power could manage to impose on it, 
it did not modify fundamentally the working of the Soviet economic 
system which continued to be subjected to the exigencies of capital 
accumulation and economic crises resulting from them. 
Henceforth, these crises entered in a general way of the system. 

5. The General Crises of the System 

The crisis of the Soviet system concerned at one and the same 
time economy, ideology and politics and these three aspects of the 
crisis directly ha~ a bearing on one another. 

A) The Economic Crises 

To take a superficial ·view of the matter, the Soviet system 
appeared to ignore crises and attain ·remarkable growth. Thus, 
one could estimate that in 1980, total Soviet production (measured 
·by the Gross National Product) had increased about threefold29 

with respect to the level attained in 1955. This last mentioned 
year corresponded to the end of what one could call "Stalinist 
economic policy" characterised, among other things, by very 
unfavourable~·terms of excahnge in agriculture. 

To the extent that such comparisons are significant, the 
growth mentioned above indicated by the GNP would let the total 
national income of the USSR exceed from about a quarter of the 
United States to about half30 

The advance of the GNP and national income of the USSR 
was surely remarkable. It corresponded in tht1. main to a high 
increase in non-agrjcultural production. ·In view of this fact nnd 
the rapid increase in investments and military expenditure) 
individual consumption increased o·nty much more slowly. 
Unfortunately, in this domain, Soviet statistics are still quite 
meagre when compared to others. It is not, possible, therefore, to 
give anything more than very approximate evaluations. 
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\Ve may recall, firstly, that in so far as the real wage of the 
Soviet workers, in constant roubles, is concerned it attained the 
level of 1913 and 1928 only between 1963 and 1965, which means 
a stagnation of nearly half a century31 . The ten years that'followed 
showed a relatively quick "recuperation" The real wage increased 
by about 37% between 1965 and 197532 . From 1975 to 1980, per 
capita consumption showed an incr~ase of only 1.6% per year33 . 

It can be ·estimated that real wages did not increase quicker than . . -
the average per capita consumption, that is to say an increase of 
10.6% in five years. This would place the real wage in 1980 at 
about 50% above the 1955 level. According to est!~ations of the 
Joint Economi~ Council, the Soviet per capita con~umption would 
seem to ieprese·nt approximately, in 193 7, 3 7% o:(the American 
level34 . Such a figure surely overestimates Soviet consumption 
because' .i~- ta~_e_s info- account neither the po·or quality of the 
prod~cfs,·n9r s4,orntg·t·s. In any case, it i~ e_xtr_emely lo}V for an 
~£oiiotni'c· powe,r9f·t~t size of the Soviet Union~· )t q:mffr~s that 
th'e,'._ system wotk'bd/o~·ly very secondarily to mc'¢t the ·:heeds of 
-~-Q~stime.rs· and;: ab;ove· all,, for accumulation atf~i.:prod\j¢tion of 
ar:inaments35 While. the growth of the GNP slowe·d 'do~n, these 
two types of uses of production namely, accumulation and 
production of ·armaments continued to grow at a high rate and 
weighed ip.cr~as_~ngiy..}~eavily on individual consumption. 

. ·•··: . . .... ~ 

The Soviet m~v_ement of production and investments was 
always subject to a cyclical crises as it was' since .th; l 930s. 
Mcfre.over, it ~as also subject to increasingly de~lJer structural 

• :..~. -~' • ' . '· .• • t •. 

ifrisis. 

the· cyclical crises, related to current contradictions of 
capital accumu.lation:-,, ap·peared especially in 1960, l 963~ 1967-
196~; 1972 and 197 5?~ (frolll where the fusion of cyclical crisis 
with 'economic, structural crisis made it more difficult to show the 

• • • ••, ,. I • 

manifestatiqns of the ·cycie·s proper). 
' 

;,,.,. Like th'~. ~y.clical crises of 1930s, th<:>se of the 1950s and the 
f •. . 

rog~wing years were .marked by an oveiaccumulation which gave 
rise to generalised shortages, including that of the labour work 
force37 , means of production and consumer products and by a 
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tendency for price increases, a tendency that was hidden to some 
extent by administrative measures and subsidies. These crises 
bring in their wake a momentary but significant lowering of the 
rate of growth and efforts to "thin out" the personnel of some units 
of production or administrations in order to transfer wo_rkers they 
employed to more efficient or more "profit-making" secfors. These 
phenomena acquired greater scope lately than.in the·l 930s because 
the enormous reserves_ of the labour·force represented formerly by 
a still pretty numerotil peasantry had practically disappeared. 

b) The Strucrural Economic Crisis 

The progressive disappearance of reserves in manpower and . . 
the inability showed by the system to adapt itself to the situation 
in the transition from a largely extensive accumulation to a largely 
intensive accumulation (which would make it possible to increase 
more rapidly the social productivity of work) w~re at the origin of 
a structural economic crisis characterised by an increasing clear 
and lasting weakening of the rate of growth of the GNP38. 

The various statistical sources available show different rates 
of growth but all of them confirm· the regular trend towards the 
lowering of these rafes. 

I shall confine myself to dwell upon the figures cited by 
A.Bergson. They bring out the following series39 

Annual rate of 

increase of the 

GNP 

1955~1965 1965-1970 1970-1975 1975-1980 

5.5 5.3 3.8 2.8 

The indicators available applied to official forecasts show 
that during the five year period 1980-1985 the rate of growth of 
the GNP could fall below 2%. If we take into account the 
anticipated increase in military expenditure (which had shown an 
increase since ten years of 5% per year and which should have 
continued to increase at le&st at this rate) and growth of population, 
we could predict, for this five year period, a stagnation and even a 
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slide back, for sure, of per capita consumption, despite the 
anticipated increase of production in Sector B (consumer goods) 
of industry. All the more so since agriculture was showing several 
signs of aggravation of its own crisis which is treated elsewhere. 
In 1981, we apparently record a fall in the GNP because the harvest 
of cere_als is at the lowest since several years. It is only 17 5 million 
tons (unofficial estimates) against a target of 239 million in the 
plan. Moreover, industrial production of 16 branches of industry 
out of 3 2 recognised by official statistics is also on the slide 
down40 

The structural economic crisis already had nagative effects 
for the people. Tne supply in the shops was increasingly defective, 
the official rise in prices and those on the parallel market were 
manifold. This did not prevent the people from having an unusable 
potential "purchasing power'' rising to an equivalent of several 
months of wages. 

The deterioration of living conditions was not limited to 
indivi~ual consumption. It affected the working conditions in all 
their aspects (a tougher work discipline and especially an increase 
in work acciqents, some of them especially serious, taking place, 
at the end of 1981 and beginning of 1982, in Moscow and in other 
cities with access to foreigners). 

We also notice, since 1970, a serious deterioation of the state 
of health and medical care. It is characteristic that the latest 
figures published by the Central Directorate of Statistics stop at 
1975. But figures already point to a sharp increase in infant 
mortality. Between 1971 a·nd 1975, it went up by a third, and 
statistical analysis reveals that this mortality is under estimated 
by 14%. The death rate of children less than one year went up to 
40% against 13%. in the United States and in Europe. On this 
account, the USSR finds itself at the level of developing countries 
of Latin America and Asia (Costa Rica, Jamaica, Malaysia). 
Similarly, the life-expectancy has gone down since the early 1960s 
and is less by six years than in industrially developed countries. 
In 1978, life expectancy is 61.9 years for men against 66 years 
during 1963-1965, which is a lowering of four years. This is an 
exceptional phenomenon which could be explained by worsening 
nutrition and medical care, by an improper working of the health 
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svstcm (which gets an increasingly reduced budget allocation), by 
the rise in alchoholis1n (a result of economic and agricultural 
crisis), by the rise of pollution and accidents at work places41 . 

\Ve are thus faced with an economic and social crisis that is 
general, deep-seated, long-lasting· and many sided. It 
simultaneously affects the international position of the Soviet 
Union and the day to day life of citizens. 

c) The Chro1Jic Crisis.of Agric~lture 

The struct1:1ral cr_isi~. is all the mor~ serious as it happens to 
be grafted on a chrpnic eris.is of agricultu!e o~\vhich a few words 
need to be said as it h~~: p.~cpn_i~ · a~ integral Pc!!~ of the s{ructural 
crisis. It tended to bIOc,k the'growtii .. of the'-GNf and~ furthermore, 
it pointed out that, even if some· solutions to this cdsis are known, 
they were always unacceptable to the leaders~ip of the party, at 
any rate in the present- s,tate of the, relationship· of social and 
political forces. 1 

.- We should firstly :recall1a fe~'-strikihg fa~t~.: ,We must note, 
~ - ~.; • : • r ,. ,;-, • ._ •. • .•'· 

for' e·xample, th?.t in 19·79~ the yiel~. Jµ: ·cereals,.·:was only 14.2 
quintals per hecfare. This. place·s the U_SSR beloiv the level of 
Greece and Yugoslavia ih 0 i:956-1959· ana below its own level in 
the 1970s while Soviet agriculture had absorbed upto 27% qf the 
inves_trnents figuring on. budget in the middle of the 19 70s. The 
Kolkhozian and Sovkhozian agriculture had thus shown to be 
incapable of seriously advancing even when large financial and 
material means were pro;vided to them (for example, t_he production 
of mineral fertilizers .had gone up;. in c9nventional. units, from 
55.4 to 94.5 million tohnes betweeri 197o' and 1979)42 . 

The chronic crisis of Soviet ag~~culi_vl~ led the USSR 
increasingly to buying foodgrains from tpe Utihed S._tat~s, Canada 
and Australia. This policy of purchases\ starte~ by Khrushchev 

' •• 7 J 

in 1962 has been followed· eversince: In 1972, tile USSR bought 
18 million tonnes of go.odgrains from the Un_~t~d-',s'tafyS and, in 
1979, it b~ught 25 million tonnes. 

The ;eritable agricultural bankrup'tcy of the USSR appeared 
in all its magnitude when we compare the yields of Soviet agri­
culture with those of American agriculture in the beginning oJ 



Class Struggles in the USSR 323 

the I 970s. The figures for the years continued to be significant 
because of the stagnation in agricultural results in the USSR. 
Before examining other figures, we must recall that in the 
beginning of the l 970s Soviet agriculture employed 26.6 million 
persons as against 3. 8 million for American agriculture and that 
the two countries had more or less equal cattle. For each person 
employed, the productions are as follows: 

Production per Person Engaged in Agriculture 

USSR United States 

(Annually) (Annually) 

Cereals 4.5 Tonnes 54.7 Tonnes 

Meat (dead weight) 320 Kg 4570 Kg 

Milk 2.8 Tonnes 11.8 Tonnes 

Potatoes 2.43 Tonnes 3.2 Tonnes 

If the yields in Soviet agriculture were low, its cost prices 
were very much higher than those of American agriculture 
although the minimum hourly wage in the USSR was 44 Kopecks, 
which was (at the exchange rate) 59 cents in the United States 
(figures of 1968) against an hourly agricultural wage in America 
of$ 1. 72. Despite these low wages, the production cost of wheat 
is 102 roubles per tonne in the ·us SR as against an equivalent (in 
roubles) of 49 .5 in the United States. For maize, the figures are 
as follows: 136 roubles (in the USSR), 32.25 in the United States. 
For beatroot 32 roubles against 9.4. For beef 1113 roubles against 
33744 . 

Thus, despite Soviet wages being three times lower than 
American wages, it happened to be more "advantageous" for the 
USSR to buy its agricultural products in the United States instead 
of producing them under the conditions in which it was producing 
them (even ifwe do not take into account problems of security in 
supplies and the balance of payment). 
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BJ The Ideological Crisis 

The changes in ideological relationships between the people 
and the power had slowly led to an ideological crisis. This crisis 
was not linked only to stru_ctural economic crisis. It was much 
older than the most evident manifestations of the latter. Today, 
however, these two crises reinforce one another. 

The ideological crisis was seen to have multiple forms. 
Moreover, it also concerned the relationships of political leaders 
with official ideology of which they were spokesmen. There is 
hardly any doubt, in fact, that as a consequence of economic 
failures gathered by the USSR, the credo of the Stalinist era and 
the Khrushchevian era on the capability of the Soviet Union to 
catch up with the United States and overtake it in a minimum 
period of time appeared to be laughable to those who held power 
in the Soviet Union so much so that they tried above all to overtake 
that country in the military domain. 

For the leaders and the higher layers of the apparatus in 
general, the apparent unity of ancient official ideology was broken. 
It was only some elements of this ideology which played an active 
role, its conservatism, its assertion of the immutable "leading role" 
of the party, the need to control to the maximum, circulation of 
information in order to be able to govern45 . This ideology 
continued to condemn any intervention in the political life by 
"insufficiently trained" layers of the population. This was looked 
upon as needing to be constantly eduated and reeducated by the 
party. In short, the leading political oligarchy remained basically 
attached to the elitism of totalitatirn ideolQgy which sought to 
subject the individual entirely to the party and the State. The 
chauvinism and belief in the worldwide role of the USSR, including 
the role it was supposed to play in liberating other peoples also 
continued to occupy a central place in the ideology of the 
dominating layers and contributed to the development of the Soviet 
armament policy and to Soviet foreign policy. The armament 
policy furthermore aimed to demonstrate to the peoples of the 
USSR the power of its government, its capacity for action and the 
irreversible character of its power even while the earlier economic 
credo had fallen an.art 
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However, the crisis of ideology had another dimension too, 
and this was not limited to the political oligarchy and leading 
sections and developed within all the layers of the population. It 
raised questions about the relationship of the population with the 
power. There were several elements that contributed to the 
development of this crisis. 

When the political internees were set at liberty in 1953, and 
then-in greater numbers in 1956, and after the denunciation of 
the crime·s of tbe Stalinist era, they played an important role in 
the beginning of an open questioning of official ideology. 

-:--..·-

The return o~ former internees gave a chance to a portion of 
the people to own up again the country's past (which was hidden 
by a highly untn1e history and which continued to be so to a very 
large extent). This owning up provided fertile ground for the 
growth of independent thinking about history and politics which 
directly questioned party ideology. 

Thus a new atmosphere was created. It incited the inter­
vention of generations that had not known, or had known but little, 
the large scale terror of the Stalinist era. Youth circles were formed 
and became cradles of questioning and thinking for themselves. 
Soviet works were published abroad and were circulated within 
the US SR clandestinely. Moreover, there began the circulation 
within the country of writings which were not submitted for 
censorship and of which copies were made. That was Samizdat. 
The earliest of these writings were from the pen of former 
internees, the memoirs of Evgeny Ginsburg, the Vertigo, then the 
Stories from Kolyma by Shalamov, which were circulated as early 
as the l 950s. The beginning of the l 960s saw the appearance of 
clandestine reviews such as Syn taxis and Phoenix 61. We also 
notice a literature and a poetry in their full rise which escaped 
censorship. The authors of these works like Bukovski, E. 
Kuznetsov, V. Ossipov were arrested as early· as in 1961 while the 
new ones made their appearance later, such as Siniavski, Yuri 
Daniel, L. Pliushch and several others who were to be arrested or 
exiled from Russia. 

During these same years, the high prestige of Scientists 
(which the regime had tried to keep in check) enabled some of 
them who were more outspoken or more courageous and more 
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famous than others, to publicise ideas different from those of 
official ideology. This was the case, from 1958, of Academician 
Andrei Sakharov who continued his struggle and was later exiled 
to Gorky. Thus appeared, still i~ an embryonic form, a beginning 
of public opinion, pf an opinion o~her tha_n the fictitious one, made 
up by the power. 

At the same ti~e there began to grow a struggle for rights 
inscribe4 in the constitution but that had remained unrespected. 
This struggle appe~red especially dangerous _to the political 
oligarchy. Demanding the respect for legality was, in its eyes, an 
attack on 'the very foundations of the Soviet State because this 
demand exposed the fictitious nature of law intended-above all to 
hide the brutal arbitrariness' of the Staie. Therefore, a call for 
the respect of taw constituted a manifestation of opposition to the 
system. 

Other forms of struggle also came forth in the l 960s and the 
1970s. The struggle of the believers of different faiths who demand 
that their faith be respected, the possibility of organising 
themselves and independence for practitioners of their cult. The 
despised nationalities too intervene in questioning the official 
ideology: Ukraine, Lithunia and other nationalities of the Baltic 
countries, the nations of Caucasia and Central Asia played an 
important role through spokesmen who were as yet in a minority 
but who drew the sympathy of many workers, peasants, 
intellectuals of their nations. 

All these movements were ptit d9wn but not with the same 
violence kn·own before 1953. Although repression was real and it 
hardened after the fall of Khrushchev and the rise of Brezhnev at 
the head of the party, different forms of prot_ests followed one after 
the other and contributed to the growth of new ideological 
relationships and new forms of organisation. Under these condi­
tions a more open expression of discontent of workers asserts itself. 
Not oily were there lo9?lised 'revolts that were put down with 
severity, but also attempts to organise independent trade unions. 
Thus was born the Association of Free Trade Unions of the Workers 
of the Soviet Union founded by a miner, Khlebanov which could 
function only for a few months between February and October 1978 
<when Khlebanov was arrested and sent to a psychiatric hospital). 
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This earliest free tra~e union was followed by Free 
Jnterprofessional Association of Workers (SMOT) which addressed 
a press conference on 28 October 1978 and whose moving spirit 
was Vladimir Borissov. This second trade union was co·mposed of 
activists who already had political experience and who learnt their 
lessons from the arrest of Khlebanov. Although subjected to 
repression46 , the SMOT held on. It formed restricted groups, 
mostly concentrated in Moscow and Leningrad and sent out 
materials for political and trade union education, mainly on 
magnetic tapes47 The number of workers who participated in 
this movement was certainly very small but the very existence of 
these syndicates bear testimony that workers were questioning 
official trade unions and the myth of unity of the working class 
behind "its leading party" 

The call to order sent out by authorities to official trade 
unions only confirmed that they were again as incapable as in the 
past of helping workers in defending their conditions of existence. 
This weakness of official syndicates became evident, for example, 
from the repetition by Brezhnev, fifty years later, of what Stalin 
had said in the 1930s. Thus, in the beginning of March 1982, at 
the XVII Congress of the Trade Unions, Brezhnev repeated almost 
word for word the words of the former general secretary when he 
asserted ·that "the trade unions do not make use often enough of 
their rights in order to improve the working conditions"48 . 

The ideological crisis that was thus developing is all the more 
signific~nt since repression, as "'e know, continued and people 
were si:Ipjected to const_ant propaganda for which was mpbilised 
an ideological army that exceeded in number the army, navy and 
air force 49 This propaganda involved, in the words of Suslov, 
"millions upon millions of ideological cadres" and constituted a 
process ·that "should be uninterrupted" 50 . 

The propaganda did not aim at inspiring a "faith" or "belief' 
but quite literally to crush the people under the "conservatism of 
the thought inculcated ( ... ), compulsory reasoning, stuffed and 
baked each day by the magnetic throat of radios, reproduced in 
thousands of newspapers ( ... ), summarised in the "digest" for 
political education circles ( ... )51 . It was not a question of 
convincing people (ultimately, no matter what their thoughts 
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werc52) but of preventing them from thinking, of mutilating their 
spirit, of obliging them to say 'what the power wanted them to, of 
depriving words of their sense, to draw the Soviet people in the 
deafening noise of assertions constantly repeated. Their inanity 
ended up by making one wonder if there was even any capacity to 
think. Official ideology spread from morning to evening by the 
propoganda thus filled a role of obscuring spirits, of ideological 
diversion and of crushing the voice of individuals. This was 
achieved through constraint, by a constraint imposed by fear, fear 
of repression in the normal sense of the word and fear experienced 
by all those who benefitted from the smallest "privilege" (but did 
not have any right) of losing it, however small it may be, even if 
it were to have a posting in a less unfavourable place or have 
access from time to time to some "rare" products (such as potatoes, 
for example, when they are in short supply). Now, the various 
protest movements bear testimony to this fear - although always 
there ~ no longer as universal as before. This is also a part of an 
ideological crisis whose consequences should not be 
underestimated. 

C) The Political Crisis 

In short, economic crises and ideological crisis with their 
specificities, revealed that the Soviet system was up against an 
extraordinary blockade in the way of any true transformations of 
the system. This blockade lead to a deep political crisis. It 
paralysed the leadership, reduced it to managing day to day 
matters, rendered it incapable of pushing through reforms which 
could perhaps avoid the aggravation of difficulties in which the 
country was increasingly plunged. This political crisis led men 
and women, still few in number, belonging to different layers and 
social classes to organise, to assert points of view different from 
those of the power and to protest against some of its decisions. 
However, this second aspect of the- political crisis was still very 
limited, because all the social layers and classes were profoundly 
divided. Within each layer or class,· there existed, as we know, 
some individuals who enjoyed certain privileges, legal or illegal 
(but tolerated) even small ones as to be ridiculous. They often 
held on to the status quo, more or less supported the power and 
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represented elements of stability. 

Thus, after sevcal decades, the system set up during the Stalin 
era appeared to be quite solid but incapable of facing a new era. 
It grew, it aged, but it could not ripen and launch changes which 
could have enabled it to tackle with a certain efficiency problems 
which had to be faced. In part, in order to run away from internal 
difficulties, the power launched a policy of world-wide 
expansionism of a hegemonistic character and pursued large scale 
armament production. It thus created a fearful military power to 
which it devoted - even during the years of detente - enormous 
efforts and sums of money. 

In this system, the dominating class, formed of the party 
bourgeoisie headed by a leadership oligarchy, is deeply cut off from 
real problems of the people. It lived in increasingly privileged 
conditions while the living standards of the mass of workers had 
stagnated since many years and was on the verge of getting worse. 
This class was seen for the moment to be incapable of solving 
problems which assailed it because different groups and layers 
into which it was divided were trapped in a maze of power 
relationship which exercised a paralysing influence. Within this 
class, each was a vassal of a superior and the overlord of a large 
number of persons. At its head was a suzerain supreme, the 
General Secretary, who could act only in consideration of what 
was wanted by those who were nearest to him in the hierarchy. 

Some of the ideological and political traits of the system 
described in the present work would show its gr~at similarity with 
powers of the fascist type. 

Economically, the party bourgeoisie lived in the image of 
capitalist social relation•Ships. They impose the primacy of 
accumulation while the highly specific form acquired by the 
political and social domination and the modus operandi of the 
ideology try to subjugate accumulation to constraints that 
correspond above all to requirements of stability of the power of 
the dominating class and of its principal fractions. For the time 
being these requiremen11 prevented it from really innovating and 
led it to selecting practically irremovable political cadres even 
when they were incompetent and corrupt. Thus the system acted 
as a brake on the development of production, penetration of 
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technical progress (unless it be in certain domains where 
spectacular results were sought) and the general rise in living 
standards. Whence the general crisis of the system. The existence 
of this crisis imposes a large number of mutations in whose absence 
the Soviet formation would 0:0.t come.out lastingly from increasing 
difficulties 'in which it was push_ed. However, the growth of crisis 
does not mean that the system was "~ondemned to collapse" nor 
that a revolt will inevitably ripen within it a~though the elements 
of discontent were gettin'g accumulated: The inherent 
contradi~tions of the cris,is .could grow in various ways. It would: 
therefore, be vain to want to predict·the outcome. 

Paris, December 1982. 

-------- Sponsor's Note--------

)':':i~h._ ~eference. to Bett~lhei~:s· observation that "the growth 
of crisis d~es. no,t: mean .that the, system ,vas "condemned to 
coiiapse" .... , I .wrote _to' Bettelheim that the readers would be 
int~rested to kn'ow ~is present comments on the subsequent collapse 

' 1 ' • ' ) 

o,( USSR from its earlie'r ,for~ of part'y capitalism. To this, 
' ' ~ , ) ' . ' 
Bettelheiin replied (Fax dt. 8.1. 96) as follows: "Dear Friend, I 
received your fax dated 19 .12. '95. Due to my bad state of health, I 
could not reply earlier. For the same reason, I am not presently 
able to write new comments on the last lines of my book now under 
print i'n English. 

Yours friendly 

Ch. Bettelheim" 
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Footnotes 
1. The title of general secretary was abolished. It wae revived in April 

1966, when Brezhnev was the chief of the party. At the same time 
the term polit bureau (which had been temporarily replaced by the 
term "Presidium of the Central Committee") was again used. 

2. The MVD is the Ministry of the Interior which was replaced or the 
NKVD, in the aftermath of the war, the term "ministry" having 
replaced all the organisms of that level e:arlier called "Peoples' 
Commissariat" In March 19 54 the KGB (for Komitet 
Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti) or the Committee of the State 
Security was created and took over the main functions of security. 
In 1962, Khrushchev abolished the MVD at the level of the USSR 
and changed it into the ministry for the protection of public order. 
The local agents of the MVD were then placed under the formal 
authority of the Executive Committees of-the regional Soviets. In 
1966, Brezhnev reconstitued .a pan-Soviet Ministry for the 
preservation of public order. In November 1968, he gave it back 
the name of the MVD. The powers of this ministry and those of the 
KGB increased again regularly since 1965 but never attained the 
scope of the end of the Stalinist era. 

3. See, for example, what Efim Etkind has written on this subject, in 
Dissident ma/gre Lui (Dissident in spite of himself), op.cit. In this 
book the author narrates some of the trials and arbitrary 
condemnations that took place between 1963 and 1974. 

4. cf. on this point, Helene Carrere d'Encausse, Le Pouvoir Confisque, 
op.cit., p.172. 

5. cf. on this point, H.Carrere d'Encausse, ibid, p.292 and 302-303. 

6. cf. infra, p.300. 

7. cf. Izvestia, 19 February 1946. In this d·iscou·rse, there was neither 
any question of socialism nor of communism, but of the state, Soviet 
regime, its greatness and of the greatness of the motherland. 

8. We must point out that for Soviet leaders, the term "detente" did 
not signify any "loosening" but on the contrary a ceaseless 
strengthening of the positions of the socialist camp, as said in a 
Soviet political dictionary cf. Kratkii Politicheskii Slovar, Moscow, 
1978, p.321. 

9. According to the data provided by the A~erican agency for armament 
c~ntrol, total Soviet arms export rose up, for the .period 1974-1978, 
to more tha·n 27 billion dollars against 28.4 billion for exports of 
the same time from the United States. Between 1974 and I 980, 
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Soviet sales of arms went up threefold. 

10. This anagram stand for the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance. 

11. On these various points, see Giovanni Graziani, Comecon, 
domination et dependence, Paris, Maspero, 1982. 

12. cf. Pravda, 12 January I 980. 

13. Cf. Zhores Medvedcv, Grandeur et Chute de Lyssenko (Glory and 
Fall of Lysenko), Paris, NRF, 1971, p.246-247. 

14. cf. Ibid, p.254. 

15. cf. Pravda, 14 February 1964. 

16. This function of dogmatic discourse in the Soviet system is 
highlighted by Alexander Zinoviev, as also by Jon Elster. cf. the 
article of this author, Negation active et negation passive" (Active 
negation and passive negation), in Archives europeennes de 
Sociologie, 1982, mainly p.330-331. 

17. According to the formula which Grigori Svirki recalls in Ecrivains 
de la Liberte (Writers for Freedom), op.cit., p.57-58. 

18. cf. Michel Heller and Alksandr Nekrich, L 'Utopie au pouvoir 
(Utopia in Power), Paris Calmann-Levy, 1982, p.492-495. 

19. La Peur de la Liberte (Fear of Freedom) is the title given in French 
to a work of Erich Fromm, Paris, Buchet-Chastel, 1963, published 
in English in 1941 as Escape from Freedom, in which the author 
questions himself on the reasons which had led to submission before 
nazi or fascist totalitarianism. 

20. The book of Nicolas Werth, Etre Communiste ... , op.cit., throws much 
light on this subject. 

21. cf. M.Heller and A.Nekrich, op.cit., p.390. 

22. Tbese revolts, often the work of former officers, are many from 1945 
to 1955 (cf. idid., p.413.) 

23. H, Carrere d ,Encausse, Le Pourvoir Confisque (The Confiscated 
Power), op.cit., p.189. 

24. cf. Cahiers du Communisme, No,12, 1961, p.120. 

25. The consumption of alcohol in the USSR had risen to such a degree 
that it exerte~ visibly negative effects on mortality (I shall take up 
this point again) and led to the "rounding up" of drunkards in city 
streets, from where they were taken to "centers for de-addiction" 

26. cf. M.Lavigne, "Nouvelle reforme economique en Union Sovietique" 
(New Economic Reform in the Soviet Union), Le Monde 
dip'lo_matique, September 1979, p.3. 
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27. cf. On this point the article of Daniele Leborgne: "J 930-1980: 50 
ans de croissance extensive en URSS" (50 years of extensive growth 
in the USSR), in Critique de /'economic politique, no. 19, April­
June 1982. 

28. On tribute and bribes, cf. Konstantin Sin is, The Second Economy at 
the District Level, Occasional Papers, No. I 11, Washington, Kenan 
Institute. On misappropriation and extortion, cf. M.Haller and 
A.Nekrich, L'Utopie op.cit., p.527. See also G.Duchene 
"L 'officiel et le parallele dans l 'economie politique (The official 
and the Parallel in political economy), Libre. no.7, 1980, and by 
the same author, "L'economie parallele en Union Sovietique" 
(Parallel economy in the Soviet Union), in Le Courrier des pays de 
I' Est, October 1980. 

29. This coefficient of increase of 3 corresponds to an annual average 
growth of 4 .5%. It is lower than what the official statistics display 
(namely a coefficient of 5) because it eliminated the overvaluations 
which are included in these statistics. It is based on similar 
revaluations of economists and statisticians. Some of these 
revaluations and their sources can be found in A. Bergson, "Soviet 
Economic Slowdown", Prob/en!s of Communism, May-June 1981, 
p.24s. These revaluations have been used here and were completed 
by old and recent official statistics. Were also used the estimations 
carried out by Jacques Sapir in an unpublished paper, written in 
October 1981 and titled: Premiere Synthese Sur /'economie 
Sovietique (Preliminary Synthesis of the Soviet Economy) - 1950-
1975 and in his article in Le Monde diplomatique, November 1981. 

30. According to calculations of official Soviet statistical organs, the 
national income of the USSR appeared to have gone up by 31 % over 
the national income of the United States in 19 5 0, to more than two­
thirds of this income in 1979 ( cf. N. Kh. .. v 1979g, p.67) but these 
percentages correspond to a strong overvaluation of the Soviet 
national income as can be seen from the comparison of industrial 
and agricultural productions of the two countries. It may be pointed 
out that the population of the USSR is higher by 20% than that of 
the United States. This means that a total national income earned 
to 5% of that of the United States amounts to a per capita Soviet 
income of 40% of this country, but the Soviet standard of living 
compared to that of the American consumer is lower than this 
percentage because of shortages (meat, milk, butter, eggs etc.), and 
bad quality of products. 

31. cf. Supra, p.222. 
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32. cf. the works of G.E. Schroeder and B.S. Severin in Industrial 
Labour in tlte USSR, London, Pergamon, 1978. 

33. cf. M,Elizabetli Denton, "Soviet Consumer Policy', i~ Joint Economie 
Council (JEC), ~oviet Economy in a time of change, Vol. I, 
Washington, 1979. 

34. Ibid, p.379. 

35. According -t.o estimations that. are most widely accepted, the military 
investments. and expenditures would c'onsume more than 35% of the 
GNP (cf. Ja(?ques Sapi(s article in Le Monde.Diplomatique, table 
no.4 cited .e~rlier). Other ,sources used by Jacques Sapir (cf. Table 
1 of the same article) reveal• that the- percentage of military 

expenditures with respect to the GNP is higher than the one which 
leads to estimating it at about 35% of GNP for military expenditures 
and investment~-; · 

. ·:· ' :::_ 

36. These crises were studied by J.Sapir in the :paper cited already, 
Premiere Synt~ese · ... ·and in a paper dated March 1982 unpublished 
to date; 

37 

38. 

Soviet, policy tried fo provide for ·a part of the manpower shortage 
by importing \vork forces. For quite different reasons, it takes 
recourse to this palliative with ·much care. -Thus, the Soviet Union 
has recourse'to-immigratiori of Bulgarian and Finnish workers. Since 
some time, there ha~ also been thinking on immigration of Cuban 
and.· Vietnamese v.,orkers. Till the beginning of 1982, there were 
project's which had not till then taken shape, but 1n the spring of 
1982, the arriyal· of·Vietnamese workers was indicated. 

It is to be n·ot,iced I that the sfructural crisis of ·soviet economy 
deepened ju:sr y.-hen the· economic crisis of the c<?untries of "private 
capitalism'' and particularly in the Un.ited_ States was getting 
increasingly ·s~rious. The leading teams in ·these countries too 
appeared to be incapable of finding even palliatives for the crisis 
which changed •into· an·, ideological, m'oral and political crisis of an 
especially serious nature. ·' 

cf. A. Bergson, Problems o/Communism, May-June 1981, p.26. This 
figure for the period 1

1

955-65~ has been recalcula~ed by me from 
Soviet official statistics with corrections by using methods 

• J , I 

emplo.yed for the other in this series of figures. I _may add that for 
I 98d, the Soviets -~cccept a rate of growth of the order of I% (see 
Table 2 of the· ·~Hicl~1 by 'J.Sapir in Le Mon4/e diplomatique already 
cited) which is t~us lower than for the one where the population 
' . ' 

increases. 
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40. cf. Pravda, 24 April 1982, and Herald Tribune 25 April 1982. 

41. cf. Nik Ebershadt, "The Health Crisis in the USSR" The New York 
Review of Books, 19 February 1981. There is also a serious study 
of these problems in "Aspects de la Sante publique en URSS" 
(Aspects of Public Health in the USSR) in Problemes Economiques 
et Sociaux, Documentation Francaise, 18 December 1981, See also 
Dr. Knaus, Medicine en URSS (Medicine in USSR), Paris, Belfond 
1982 and the study by Murray Fischbach cited in Le Mond~, 9 

November 1982. 

42. cf. N.Kh V. 1979g, p.177 and p.220. 

43. cf. The table on p.18 of the article of B .Kerblay, "L'experience 
sovietique d' agriculture collecti viste" (The Soviet experiment in 
Collective agriculture), in Revue d'Etud~s cH8090:4;2y"9z':est, 
September 1979. 

44. Ibid, p·.28, Table 4. 

45. Any attack on censorship appeared as a threat to power. This can be 
seen several times, for example in the era of Khrushchev, during 
the huge campaign against Boris Pasternak whose Dr. Zhivago had 
appeared abroad; during the Brezhnev era, in May 1967. when 
Solzhenitsyn wrote to the IV Congress of Writers to protest against 
the censoring of Glavlit and no writer read this letter from the 
rostrum. It was seen, again, in July 1968 during the meeting of the 
CPs of the east meeting in Warsaw, where Gomulka stood up against 
the proposal of the Czech CP to do away with censorship, going to 
the extent of declaring "The suppression of censorship simply means 
that the leadership of the party has given up exercising any influence 
on the general development of the country" (cf. Erwin Weit, Dans 
l 'ombre de Gomulka (In Gomulka's shadow, Paris, 1971, p.277). 
The Soviet press commented on this proposal and wrote that it would 
allow the counter-revolution to "run away- with media to demoralise 
the people of the country and poison the conscience of the worker 
by the gall of anti-Socialist ideas" ( cited by Michel Hellar and 
Aleksandr Nekrich, L 'utopie au pouvoir (Utopia in power) op.cit., 
p.517). Quite lately, in Poland, the Soviets have exerted strong 
pressure against any removal of censorship in that country. 

46. Borissov, who was already arrested in 1964 for organising a 
clandestine Marxist Study Circle, spent three years in a psychiatric 
hospital. After his first release, he was arrested again in 1969 as 
member of a group for defence of human rights. He was sent again 
to the psychiatric hospital till 1974. After the founding of SMOT, 
he was arrested in March 1980 and expelled from the USSR in June 
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of the same year (cf. Chronique des petites ge,zs d'URSS (Chronicle 
of Common Peop~e of the USSR, op.cit., p.19). 

47. cf. On his point, Helene Carrere d'Encausse, Le Pouvoir Confisque 
(Power Confiscated), op.cit., p.271-272. 

48. cf. Le Monde, 18 March 1982. 

49 • cf. M.Heller and A.Nekrich, L 'Utopie au Pouvoir (Utopia in Power), 
p.s1s. 

50. cf. Pravda, 18 October, 1979. 

51. cf. Des Voix Sous /es Decombres (voices· under the Debris), Paris, 
Seuil, 1975, p.12. 

52. As A.Zinoviev points out in La Maison Jaune (The Yellow House). 
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