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Communist ideology and international affairs

ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI

Columbia University

The purpose of this paper is to discuss

briefly the nature of the Soviet ideology, its
impact on the Soviet approach to interna-
tional affairs, and the prospects for ideo-

logical erosion.

Nature of Ideology
A reformist social doctrine ceases to be

an intellectual abstraction and becomes an
active social agent, or an ideology, when
it is applied to concrete situations and be-
comes a guide to action. No doctrine, how-
ever elaborate or sophisticated, can provide
answers and guidelines to fit all aspects of
historical development. The shaping of
events necessarily involves situations which
are either unforeseen or which dictate a

logic of their own, even if initially fitting
the theoretical assumptions. Doctrine is then
&dquo;creatively&dquo; extended, new principles are

extrapolated from the original set of as-

sumptions, new generalizations crystallize,
and, finally, the identity of the ideology
emerges. Ideology is in effect the link be-
tween theory and action. It may be de-
fined as an action program derived from
certain doctrinal assumptions about the na-
ture of reality and expressed through stated,
not overly complex, assertions about the

inadequacy of the past and present state

of societal affairs. These assertions include
an explicit guide to action outlining meth-
ods for changing the situation, with some
general, idealized notions about the even-
tual state of affairs. Doctrine and ideology

are hence related and distinct at the same

time.

The persisting and important role of ideo-

logical assumptions in the thinking and ac-
tions of Soviet leaders (which, it is argued
here, is essential to an understanding of

their conduct) can be appreciated only if

it is seen in a perspective which takes into
consideration the various factors which go
into the shaping of an ideology. The

triumphant assertions that the Soviet lead-
ers are abandoning their Marxism or com-
munism, voiced in the West with such

monotonous regularity and persistent ig-
norance,’ might possibly be dismissed more
quickly if the usual image of an abstract
and arid Marxist dogma were to give way
to a better appreciation of the inextricably
close linkage between the Soviet social en-
vironment and the Soviet ideology. It is

precisely because the ideology is both a set
of conscious assumptions and purposes and

part of the total historical, social, and per-
----- - -- ------- ----- - - --- ---- - -- --- - ---- -- ---- -- ----------..

1 For example, Stalin has returned to true

Russian nationalism (he was not even a Rus-
sian) ; Soviet Russia is interested in tsarist ter-
ritorial ambitions only; Stalin is a skilful prac-
titioner of power but is not interested in ideol-

ogy ; Malenkov is essentially a spokesman of

pragmatic managers; Khrushchev is a level-
headed experimenter; Mikoyan is really no dif-
ferent from our businessmen; the Soviet Union
is accepting incentives, efficiency, and chucking
"doctrinaire" communism; to cite just a few
such assertions.
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sonal background of the Soviet leaders that
it is so pervading and so important.

Without undertaking a comprehensive re-
view of the development and substance of
Soviet Communist ideology, it may be use-
ful to recall in &dquo;capsule&dquo; form some of the
factors that have gone into molding it (or
perverting it, as the purists would claim),
thereby making it much more a part of the
Russian reality and infusing it with genuine
social vitality. Such variables as the general
historical context, the role of personalities,
the manner in which a foreign doctrine was
understood and absorbed,2 the emergence
of the party and its special organizational

experience, and, finally, the process of shap-
ing a new society-all interacted dynamical-
ly to give the ideology its particular flavor
and emphasis. No one of these factors alone
can be said to have determined the char-
acter of the Soviet ideology; taken together
they do help to understand how it emerged
and developed. In summary form the fol-
lowing assumptions and principles may be
said to be part of the ideological framework
with which the Soviet leaders evaluate and

organize their perception of the outside
world: Marxist doctrine is the basic source
of their commitment to economic and dia-

lectical determinism in history, and of their
persistent conviction that the vehicle of his-

tory is the class struggle. (These themes
were often reflected by Mr. Khrushchev in
his little homilies on the American televi-

sion.3) Closely related to this &dquo;scientific&dquo;

conception of history is the apocalyptic
image of the future and the belief in the
inevitable triumph for their form of social
organization. The basic organizational prin-
ciples which they apply to society are root-
ed in the conviction that most social evils
are derived from private ownership; under
certain circumstances even an inefficient

public or state ownership is to be preferred
to private ownership. (Countless examples
of this basic prejudice are available from
past and present Soviet experience, as well
as from Eastern Europe and China.)
The experience of the Bolshevik leaders

in pre- and postrevolutionary Russia re-

sulted in the emergence of a series of fur-
ther basic postulates, which jointly with the
above categories constitute the Soviet ideo-
logical framework. Probably the most im-
portant of these is the Soviet conviction

that the construction of &dquo;socialism&dquo; any-

2 "Students of language have pointed out how
the structure of a language may make it diffi-
cult to understand, that is, to make the desired
responses to concepts that have originated in
another language and culture. On these grounds
it is at least a reasonable hypothesis that a set
of ideas, or a system of political notation, such
as Marxism-Leninism, would make certain types
of political responses difficult, or perhaps even
impossible, whereas it would make others rela-
tively easy. Although the limits of assistance of
political notation are probably not as definite as
those in the linguistic and mathematical symbol
systems, it seems a very probable inference that
such limits do exist" (24, p. 415). A variant of
this problem was raised by Kazimierz Krauz in
his Materializm ekonomiczny (17). Krauz dis-
cusses the inherent proclivity of various social
classes to accept or reject certain new social in-
sights without being conscious of the fact that
they are in effect exercising selectivity which
reflects their interests. He labels this phenom-
enon apperception. The emphasis on interest

may be misleading, but there can be little doubt
that the social conditioning of various groups
disposes them to be sympathetic or unsympa-
thetic toward new social insights, or to interpret
them in their own manner (but not always in
their interest, as Krauz implies), distorting them
in the process. A similar phenomenon is dis-
cussed by Lucien Goldmann (8), he calls it
"conscience possible." For a discussion of both
from the Marxist point of view see Oskar Lange
( 21, pp. 279-82).

3 They also run like a thread through his

speeches recently published in this country
(18).
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where requires that power be wielded sole-
ly by the Communist party. This belief, in
part rooted in the Russian experience and
in part reflecting the institutionalized vested
interest of the ruling elite, has become a
fundamental thesis of the Soviet leaders. Its

impact on their vision of the world should
not be underestimated, for it colors par-

ticularly their appreciation of changes oc-
curring in the underdeveloped parts of the
world. Similarly, the Leninist concepts of

the seizure of power, with their emphasis
on violent revolution, went far in the direc-
tion of establishing the supremacy of &dquo;con-

sciousness&dquo; over &dquo;spontaneity&dquo; in historical
processes, in turn consolidating the impor-
tance of the organized and conscious agent
of history. The Soviet commitment to mono-
lithic dictatorship and intensified class strug-
gle as necessary attributes of the &dquo;socialist
construction&dquo; thus again reflects the com-
bination of doctrine and practice becoming
ideology. Similarly, Lenin’s discussion of the
nature of imperialism reflected his pragmat-
ic awareness that theory must always be
related to a given reality; in the case of his
historical era it was to provide a meaningful
insight into the inner dynamics of the un-
derdeveloped and restless part of the world.
The Marxist approach was the basis for the
Leninist theory of imperialism and gave
Lenin his point of departure as well as his
basic analytical tools. However, the com-
bination of Marxist doctrine, Russian rev-

olutionary experience, social-economic back-
wardness, and the vested interest of the

ruling Bolshevik party resulted in the de-
velopment of the notion that social devel-
opments throughout the world operate on
the basis of a sharply definable dichotomy-
a dichotomy which is proof per se of an
unbridgeable hostility between the emerg-
ing &dquo;socialist&dquo; state (later a system of so-
cialist states) and the rest of the world.4 A

paranoiac image of the world conspiring
against &dquo;socialism&dquo; easily followed.

All these conceptual and analytical fac-
tors combined serve to organize the Soviet
vision of international affairs, to define

goals, and to evaluate reality. These aspects
should not be confused with the utopian
elements of the ideology, which are neces-
sary as part of a long-range vision and

which perform essentially a rationalizing
and legitimizing function. Confusing these
two, or failing to distinguish between

Marxist theory and the ideology, can lead
to the simplistic conclusion that Soviet

ideology is merely a cynical sham, con-

sciously manipulated by the Soviet leaders.
Similarly, it can result in the opposite and
extreme conclusion that the Soviet approach
to reality can be understood merely by con-
sulting a Marxist handbook. In the pre-

ceding paragraphs we have tried to show
that the Soviet Communist ideology must
be viewed as combining certain doctrinal

assumptions with principles derived from

the theory but closely reflecting the specific
reality of those who subscribe to the ideol-
ogy. It then becomes part of the reality and
an autonomously existing factor, condition-
ing behavior through the selection of the
various policy alternatives that may exist at
any particular moment.

Role and Impact in International
Affair
How, then, does the Soviet Communist

ideology affect the Soviet approach to in-

4 It can readily be seen how the combination
of Marxism, western European reformist expe-
rience and economic development, and the suc-
cesses of labor movements within the demo-
cratic framework resulted in an altogether differ-
ent conception of organic and interrelated
world change, often spontaneous but still dis-
cernible. For the latest Soviet effort to define
their world viewpoint see O. V. Kuusinen (19).
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ternational a$airs?6 Here a distinction must

be drawn between short-range and long-
range prospects. The former are naturally
much more often determined by the im-
peratives of the moment. For example, on
the matter of choice of international friends,
Soviet freedom of action was severely cir-
cumscribed in June, 1941, quite unlike the
situation in the summer of 1939. In the

latter case the essentially ideologically de-
termined conclusion that the objective of
the West was to embroil the U.S.S.R. in a
war with Germany dictated a policy of

creating the conditions for conflict among
the capitalist powers, that is, giving the
Germans the freedom of action which they
felt necessary for the commencement of

hostilities 6 However, Soviet short-range
moves are only in part a function of the
situation as created by outside forces. They
are also the consequence of certain long-
range commitments made by the Soviet
Union itself, and in that sense they are the
product of the factors that shape the nature
of that long-range commitment. From that
standpoint they do feel the impact of ideol-
ogy on Soviet external behavior and policy.7
The general Soviet approach to interna-

tional affairs is strongly affected by the fun-
damental Soviet assumption that all ma-

terial reality changes continuously through
the clash of antagonistic contradictions.

This conflict is said to be the basic law of

social development until such time as &dquo;so-

cialism&dquo; becomes a world system. As a re-

sult, the Soviet approach to international

affairs is characterized by an intense pre-
occupation with change. This awareness of
continuing change, and the conviction that
the inner nature of that change is only un-
derstood by them, creates the basis for the
faith of the Soviet leaders that they have
unraveled the internal logic of history and
that their policies are not merely an aspira-
tion but a &dquo;scientific&dquo; calculation.

The preoccupation with change results in
a continuing concern with the question: At
what point do quantitative changes become
qualitative? Communists have not always
been successful in answering it, but there is
at least a persistent awareness among them
of the problem. The following sequence of
questions is usually examined by the Com-
munists when defining their policy: What
is the nature of the present historical phase?
What is the meaning of the relationships
prevailing between economic forces and

political institutions? What direction are

they taking? Who is our major enemy? Is
the enemy subjective or objective? (For in-
stance, Japan at one time was &dquo;objectively&dquo;
hostile in its policy while &dquo;objectively&dquo; a

progressive force since its industrialization

was subverting the feudal order.) Who are
our allies, subjectively and/or objectively?
At which point will we part with our allies?
What ought to be the pace of our efforts to
stimulate further change?
.----- - -- - - -------------- ----- --- -- -- -- - - ----- - -- ------ - ---

5 See the following for more specific treat-

ment of Communist ideology in Soviet foreign-
policy conduct and for evidence of how it

affected that conduct in particular historical
situations: Alexander Dallin (3), R. A. Gold-
win (9), and A. Z. Rubenstein (30).

6 A strong case could be made that Soviet be-
havior in the fall of 1938 had the same objec-
tive. Soviet aid to Czechoslovakia was condi-
tioned on France first moving; if war had
broken out, it is quite possible that the U.S.S.R.
would then have used the Polish and Rumanian
refusal to let Soviet troops through as an ex-
cuse to stay on the side lines. In the meantime
the conflict between the capitalist powers would
have been precipitated.

7 For instance, the Marshall Plan may be
seen as a consequence of certain ideologically
influenced moves by the Soviet Union in 1946-
47. The plan, however, created immediate prob-
ems to which the Soviets had to respond and
had relatively little choice.
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At almost every important turning point
in Communist policy, such questions have
come to the forefront and have often re-

sulted in heated debates and conflicts. But
once understanding and evaluation have

been achieved, the debate ceases and the

policy is set. Understanding, evaluation, ac-
tion-these are the stages of policy formula-
tion. Such was the case, for example, with
the concept of the people’s democracy in
eastern Europe in the years 1945-47. Ap-
plied to specific instances, ideology thus
defines first of all the ultimate purposes to
which policy must aspire. In that sense it

has remained basically unchanged through-
out Communist history. Second, to the So-
viets it makes possible the understanding
and evaluating of various historical phases
which serve as stages on the way to the
final goal. In policy-making these phases
are not so broad as the general Marxist his-
torical stages, e.g., feudalism or capitalism.
Rather, they identify the basic character of
the specific phase within the present epoch,
as, for instance, a revolutionary phase, a

quiescent phase, a phase dominated by ag-
gressive imperialism, or a phase in which
the essential force changing history is &dquo;the

liberation struggle of the colonial peoples.&dquo;
Once properly understood, the nature of a
particular phase reveals who the main ene-
my is and what measures ought to be

adopted.
Preoccupation with proper &dquo;phasing&dquo; re-

flects a distinctive kind of continuous and
conscious effort to identify, dissect, and re-
construct reality. Ideology thus infuses So-
viet foreign policy with a keen appreciation
of the close relationship between interna-
tional affairs and domestic developments.
Rejecting the conception that international
affairs involve principally the interplay of
various nation-states attempting to promote
their national objectives, the Soviets view
the world as a continuing struggle between

a variety of interests-domestic, social, eco-
nomic, political, as well as national. The in-
terplay between nation-states is merely one,
and often only a formal, aspect of interna-
tional affairs. In the Soviet view, for true

understanding, one must seek to establish

the correlation of the various forces that are

dynamically coexisting within a given so-

ciety and chart their likely pattern of be-
havior as well as their likely influence in

the future. For instance, much of the recent
Soviet foreign policy toward the United

States appears to be based on the calcula-
tion that forces at work within American

society are bent on achieving a modus

vivendi with the U.S.S.R. and are willing to
pay a relatively high price for its
The preoccupation with change, the will-

ingness to adjust to the particular &dquo;histor-

ical&dquo; phase, and the quest for understand-
ing the inner dynamics of other societies has
not, however, prevented the ideology from
infusing Soviet foreign policy with a sense
of continuity in purpose. This sense of con-
tinuity is derived from their militant con-

ception of relations, in which reality is

viewed as being a continuing conflict. In

the Soviet view, occasional equilibriums re-
sult in international detentes; they do not,
however, halt the fundamental process of

change and therefore cannot create endur-
ing conditions of stability. This means that
any political arrangement is binding only
until it ceases to interpret accurately that
reality. For this reason, no long-range com-
mitments to the status quo can be contem-

plated except in terms of communicating
with those who are accustomed to thinking
in terms of the present and who regard the
changing reality as part of a vaguely de-
finable, free-flowing, and gradual historical

8 For example, Khrushchev’s discussion of the
reasons why, according to him, Rockefeller’s
drive for the presidential nomination met with
failure (14).
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process. Given that, the over-all purpose of
Soviet foreign policy is to remain associated
with, and to stimulate, the evolution of

these processes of change in the direction
of ultimate consummation. The ideological
commitment inherent in this attitude per-
mits the Soviet leaders to remain persistent
in their task, transcending reversals and
failures which inevitably occur and despite
shifts in their own policies.9
An absolute certitude of self-righteous-

ness is also an inherent aspect of the ideo-

logical influence. Compromises and adjust-
ments can never be ends in themselves and

are strongly accepted by the Soviet lead-
ers if they appear to be warranted in terms
of their pursuit of higher ends. While in
practice this may appear to differ little from
the attitude of those nations which view
such compromises in favorable light and are
prepared to consider them as ends of poli-
cy, the significant factor is the inbuilt ele-
ment of transiency involved in any such

compromise insofar as the Soviet leaders
are concerned. Indeed, Soviet policy-mak-
ers face a continuing dilemma of having al-
ways to differentiate between tactical ex-

pediency and concession of principle in

order to be able to make such compro-
mises.l° This difficulty, however, is mini-

mized by the Soviet conviction that, &dquo;in

the final analysis,&dquo; &dquo;objectively&dquo; Soviet for-
eign policy is always correct since it is

geared to history. From this it follows that,
since war is a violation of the basic pattern
of historical development, i.e., an effort to

stop or reverse history, the Soviet Union is
always for peace, even at a time when wag-
ing war. The capitalist concept of peace
being essentially static, and therefore anti-
-----------------------------------------------------------

9 While reading the citation which follows,
the reader might well wonder whether it is not
Khrushchev’s image of the world: "What is

fundamental and new, deciding and permeating
all events for this period in the sphere of for-
eign relations, is that a certain temporary equi-
librium of forces has been established between
our country, which is building socialism, and
the countries of the capitalist world, an equi-
librium which has determined the present
phase of ’peaceful coexistence’ between the
land of Soviets and the capitalist lands. That
which we at one time thought of as a brief

breathing space after the war changed into an
entire period of respite. Hence a certain equi-
librium of forces and a certain period of ’peace-
ful coexistence’ between the world of the bour-

geoisie and the world of the proletariat.
"At the bottom of all this lies the internal

weakness, the weakness and powerlessness of
world capitalism on the one hand, and the

growth of the revolutionary movement of the
workers in general, particularly the growth of
forces here, in the land of the Soviets, on the
other.
"What lies at the basis of this weakness of

the capitalist world?
"At the basis of this weakness lie those an-

tagonisms which capitalism cannot overcome,

within which the entire international situation

takes shape-antagonisms which the capitalist
countries cannot surmount and which can be
overcome only in the course of development of
the proletarian revolution...." The preceding
statement is not Khrushchev’s but is an extract
from a 1925 speech by Stalin at the Fourteenth
Congress of the C.P.S.U.: Political Report of
the Central Committee (4, pp. 69-72). (Italics
mine. )

10 Khrushchev alluded to this difficulty when
he said recently: "But one must not confuse
mutual concessions in the interest of peaceful
coexistence with the concessions of principle, in
matters that concern the actual nature of our
socialist system, or ideology. In this there can-
not be any question of concessions or any adap-
tation. If there are concessions of principles, in
questions of ideology, it will mean an incline
toward the position of our foes. It will mean a
qualitative change in policy. It will be a be-

trayal of the cause of the working class. Who-
ever adopts such a course will take the course
of betraying the cause of socialism and, of
course, the fire of merciless criticism must be

opened upon him" (speech of October 31,
1959).
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progressive, is &dquo;objectively&dquo; against peace..&dquo;
In addition, despite the shifts and turns

in Soviet foreign policy in the last several
decades, a persisting attribute of its long
perspective is the sense of compulsive obli-
gation to assist the spread of communism
throughout the world. This universality of
goal makes the Soviet foreign policy some-
thing altogether different from tsarist for-

eign policy or, for that matter, from the

relatively vague and rather generalized
American desire to see a &dquo;free&dquo; but other-

wise undefined world. (However, there are
some striking parallels between the Soviet
view and the traditional American image of
America as an active symbol of certain uni-
versal norms.) Admittedly, Soviet foreign
policy, especially in its short-term aspects,
is concerned with national security, fron-

tiers, national power, etc. (15)-factors
which inherently introduce similarities with
Russia’s traditional concerns.12 Quite unlike
its predecessors, however, the Soviet leaders
view these issues in terms of certain long-
range perspectives and not as ends in them-
selves. Indeed, the Soviet conception of

their own security is inherently offensive; as
long as alternative political systems exist,
there is continued need to be preoccupied
with security issues.13 Because they see

themselves as part of a historical process

toward a defined end, the Soviet leaders are

compelled to view any effort to &dquo;stabilize&dquo;
or to &dquo;normalize&dquo; the international situation
as a hostile design.l4
The universality of goals aspect of Soviet

foreign policy also makes it clear that, while
the concept of &dquo;national interest&dquo; may not
be irrelevant to an understanding of Com-
munist foreign policy, to be useful, it must

be linked to the ultimate ideological objec-
tive. As far as Communist leaders are con-

cerned, Soviet national interest is that which
increases the power and the capability of
the U.S.S.R. to promote communism. Com-
munist ideology, therefore, does not raise

the dilemma of national versus international

objectives-at least, not until such time as a
series of other Communist states came into

being (see below). Dovetailing of national
and international interests is hence another

important ideological element and permits
the Soviet leaders to strengthen their power
without power becoming the sheer end of
their actions. Ideology which makes power
both a tool and an end allows the Soviet
leaders to be continuously concerned with
the maximization of their power but with-

11 This view is implicit in Professor E. A.
Korovin’s treatment of "Various Forms of the

Struggle of Peace in the Different Stages of De-
velopment of the Soviet State" (16, pp. 21-30).
For instance, on p. 28 he asserts: "We are for

peace also because, armed with the scientific
Marxist-Leninist insight and building commu-
nism, we know that time is working for us, that
the fall of capitalism as a system is inescapable
and that all roads lead to communism."

12 This leads even some astute observers to
conclude that the Soviet leaders are merely mo-
tivated by "the familiar objectives of a great
power, to realize its interests and ambitions as
one state in a world of rival states" (12).

13 Even today, when the Soviet Union claims
to be the world’s mightiest power, it justifies
the continued need for vigilance and state pow-
er by reference to the existence of systems
based on private property. See M. Karpovich
in Dallin (3). See also my The Soviet Bloc&mdash;

Unity and Conflict (2, chaps. i, xvi) for the ap-
plication of this Soviet concept of security to

practice within the bloc.
14 This view is also implicit in Khrushchev’s

statement to Stevenson: "You must understand,
Mr. Stevenson, that we live in an epoch when
one system is giving way to another. When you
established your republican system in the 18th
century, the English did not like it. Now, too,
a process is taking place in which the peoples
want to live under a new system of society; and
it is necessary that one agree and reconcile
oneself with this fact. The process should take

place without interference" (25).
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out that power becoming an impediment to
the fulfilment of ideological values.

For instance, even if the reason for en-

forcing dramatic and, indeed, revolutionary
changes in east Europe were merely the de-
sire to strengthen Soviet power over the

area and not to construct communism

per se, the mere fact that the method of

strengthening that power was conceived in
terms of large-scale social and economic

changes showed the underlying ideological
bias. One can certainly argue that a more
moderate program would have created
much less resistance and hence would have

favorably affected the Communist power
situation. The standard Communist answer

-communism is not safe without creating
a social upheaval that uproots the existing
interest groups-in itself reveals an ap-

proach to problems of political power that
is strongly tinged with ideological assump-
tions. Similarly, in economics the issue of

collectivization is a case in point. In addi-
tion, insofar as the international Communist
movement is concerned, ideology permits
the Soviet Union to enjoy an additional

operational advantage without always hav-
ing the actual power to control the behav-
ior of the various Communist parties
throughout the world. Ideology, as a bind-
ing system of belief, thereby translates itself
into a factor of power.

Admittedly, the ideological factor can and
often does create difficulties. It can lead to

excessively dogmatic evaluation of the situa-
tion, stimulate premature optimism, or sim-
ply mislead.l5 Furthermore, insofar as the
Soviet leaders are consciously aware of the

ideology’s role as a unifying bond for inter-
national communism, it may tend to limit

their freedom of action lest this unity be
strained. This consideration was less im-

portant during Stalin’s days than before and
after the dictator’s rule.

However, on balance, the various roles of
the ideology cannot be viewed merely as a
liability. There is a tendency in the West
to view ideology as something irrational

and to counterpoise it against pragmatism
and empiricism. From what has already
been said, it would appear that ideology is
not incompatible with rational behavior,
once the basic assumptions are granted.
While these assumptions may or may not
be rational, they are at least so far removed
from immediate concerns that they do not
produce a conflict between the ideology and
a rational approach to reality. The goal of

15 The strict application of Marxist theory to
an examination of world affairs occasionally
leads the Soviet leaders to make some extra-

ordinary mistakes, such as their belief in the

revolutionary Marxist nature of the world

proletariat. The Russians were bitterly disil-
lusioned to discover that the working classes of

Germany and the Eastern European countries
were by no means either solidly pro-Soviet or
the source of power they expected.

"Another important miscalculation stemming
from the application of Marxist theory has been
the Soviet belief in the inevitability of Ameri-
can economic depression after the war, and the
belief that because of the contradictions in

capitalism the two principal capitalist powers,
the United Kingdom and the United States,
would soon fall out. The appreciation in the
Kremlin of Marshall aid was also based on the
belief that the United States must acquire new
markets in Europe in order to postpone the

coming depression in the United States. Even
as regards colonial theories they have had a
difficult task in reconciling the peaceful hand-
ing over of power by Britain in India and

Burma-though Indo-China and Indonesia have
provided plentiful ammunition for the Soviet
theorists. Finally, a supreme miscalculation has
been the failure to gauge properly the con-

tinuing force of nationalism, particularly in

Eastern Europe" (R. S. Tarn [33]). Other ex-
amples might be the Soviet policy in China,
both in the 1920’s and the mid-1940’s; in Yugo-
slavia in 1947-58, and in eastern Europe in
general in 1956-57.

 by Milan Igrutinovic on September 7, 2012jcr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jcr.sagepub.com/


274

an ultimate world-wide Communist society,
allegedly determined by history, may be ir-
rational, but it does not necessarily impose
irrational conduct.

Second, and more significantly perhaps,
some of the concepts of the ideology do
offer meaningful insights into international
affairs. The preoccupation with the nature
of the domestic dynamics of other societies
and the realization that economic processes
create political problems which are interna-
tional can result in a more meaningful ap-
preciation of reality than arguments about
&dquo;traditional national goals,&dquo; or moralistic

pontifications to the effect that democracies
are inherently peaceful and more powerful,
while dictatorships are warlike and ulti-

mately doomed. For all its limitations (see
above), Soviet ideology at least seems to

point to some of the inner mechanisms of
international affairs. The approach of West-
ern statesmen still is often derived from an

image of international affairs shaped by the
emergence of nation-states. As long as these
states operate in an environment in which
mass emotionalism, particularly nationalism,
was not politically determinant, international
politics could operate relatively stably on
the basis of certain commonly accepted
rules.16 The intervention of mass public
opinion, rallying around, first, nationalist

symbols, and, second, ideological ones

(democratic or totalitarian), necessarily
transforms interstate political conflicts into
national ones, with profound social-eco-
nomic overtones. The difference between
the Vienna Congress of 1815 and the Ver-
sailles Treaty of 1919 are symptomatic.
The Soviet Communist ideology has

made an important contribution toward the
transformation of international politics from
a &dquo;game&dquo; with certain commonly accepted
rules into a profoundly intense conflict, in-
soluble without a major social transforma-
tion either of some of the participating so-
cieties or at least of the outlook of some of
their elites. However, given the fact that
modernization, particularly industrializa-

tion, has produced a world-wide awakening
of the political consciousness of the masses,
the Communist ideology, even while serv-
ing to intensify conflicts, underscored the

necessity to base international conduct less
and less on legal and diplomatic devices
and more and more on political-sociological
insights which cut across state frontiers.
The Communist realization, even though
often not successfully exploited policywise,
that the key to the future of our era lies in
the transformation of the colonial and un-

derdeveloped parts of the world, preceded
similar recognition on the part of Western
chancellories by several decades. The focus-
ing on certain long-range social-economic
and political trends, a matter increasingly
accepted in the West since World War II,
has doubtless contributed to a more sophis-
ticated appreciation of certain international
issues than efforts to operate international
affairs on the somewhat artificial plane of
legal-diplomatic interaction between nation-
states increasingly charged with blinding
emotional content.

For the time being, that same ideology
distorts its own insight by viewing interna-
tional affairs through a perspective which
sees them as operating on the basis of a

hostile dichotomy between two rigidly, ab-
stractly, and simplistically conceived social-
economic systems. The Soviet Communist

ideology, even while consciously grappling
with certain social problems, introduces in-
to international affairs an element of pro-
found instability and conflict by rejecting

16 A perceptive treatment of "neutrality of

alignment" is to be found in M. A. Kaplan and
M. de B. Katzenbach’s "The Patterns of In-
ternational Politics and of International Law"
(15, pp. 707-8).
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the notion that social-economic change
might be unconsciously taking place in all
societies faced with certain similar difficul-

ties, thereby reducing the degree of their
diversity. Soviet insistence (derived from
the conceptual elements of ideology already
noted and from their general impact on
Soviet foreign policy) that ultimate peace
depends on the total victory of a particular
social system led by a particular political
party injects into international affairs an

element of a fundamental struggle for sur-
vival not conducive to conflict resolution.

International Affairs and Prospects
of Ideological Erosion

There is a difference between ideological
change and ideological erosion, although
the two are closely related. Change has to
take place if ideology is to continue to re-

spond to social needs. However, when the
ideology begins to lose its social vitality,
either by becoming so dogmatic that it no

longer corresponds to reality or because re-
ality has so changed that even the widest
stretching of the ideology can no longer en-
compass it, the change develops into ero-

sion. The ideology becomes merely declam-
atory or simply fades away. These verbal
dialectics can perhaps be made meaningful
by a discussion of the impact on the ideo-
logical framework which shapes the Soviet
foreign policy of the following three sets

of factors: (1) the interaction of Commu-
nist objectives and domestic change; (2)
the emergence of the Communist bloc; and
( 3 ) the impact of international affairs.

1. COMMUNIST OBJECTIVES AND

SOCIAL CHANGE

The development of the Soviet ideology
has been closely linked with the various

phases of the activity of the political move-
ment which embodies the ideology and, be-
yond that, with the various men who have

stood at the helm of that movement. A re-

cent and perceptive analysis of these stages
characterized them as that of transplanta-
tion, adaptation, and implementation (20).
To the extent that it is possible to com-

partmentalize social development into neat
phases, the first two may be said to have

been closely associated with the name of
Lenin; the third, with Stalin. Each of these

phases was dominated by some central ob-
jective which necessarily magnified or min-
imized some of the ideological principles to
which the movement subscribed. For in-

stance, the emergence of the party as the
central, indispensable agent of history has
been a crucial ideological ingredient of the
entire span of Soviet development, a neces-
sity interdependent with the changing cen-
tral objective. On the other hand, the stage
of transplantation permitted or maybe even
required a measure of internal dialogue
which gradually became incompatible with
the subsequent stages of adaptation and
implementation and with the character of
the movement which such a dialogue bred.
Increasingly, the antiauthoritarian and dem-
ocratic elements of the doctrine gave way
to ideologically supported discipline, end-
ing finally with the physical liquidation of
all those who by their mere presence re-

minded the party or its leader of the move-
ment’s former diversity. Similarly, the es-

sentially antistate orientation of the early
revolutionaries gradually gave way to the
acceptance and then to the enshrinement
of the state as a central and positive factor
in effecting the desired socioeconomic

change. The building of a new industrial

society also meant that the principle of

egalitarianism had to be abandoned and be
replaced by a highly stratified social system
(24). The emphasis on a mounting class

struggle during the difficult phase of imple-
mentation again reflected both the dynamics
of the central objective and the impatient
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disposition of the party leadership which
came to power in that particular phase.
Finally, even after the seizure of power the
party continued to view itself as a conspira-
torial movement, and this too helped to de-
fine the character of its relations with the

society subject to it and with the world at

large.
The process of shaping new principles or

changing old ones is not without its ten-

sions. One could almost say that there is a

kind of &dquo;dialectical&dquo; relationship between
an ideologically oriented party and reality.
The ideological party attempts to change
reality and, in this way, is a revolutionary
force; the new changed reality for a while
corresponds to the ideology even while

gradually changing itself; in time, the ideol-
ogy may become a conservative force; a

new adjustment is eventually forced, and
the ideology may then again become a rev-
olutionary force. The varying stages of So-
viet Communist ideology-Leninism, Sta-

linism, Khrushchevism-and the relatively
violent transitions from one to the other can
be seen as part of this dialectical relation-

ship between ideology and reality. Yet, it is
exactly this adaptability that permits the

ideology to exercise a continuing influence
and prevents it from becoming sterile and
irrelevant, thereby allowing it to retain a

certain identity of its own.
However, in the present period two fac-

tors threaten to translate this process of

change into erosion. The raising of the ban-
ner of Communist construction, proclaimed
by the Twenty-first C.P.S.U. Congress in

an effort to revitalize the ideological sense
of purpose, will produce much sooner than
hitherto might have been expected a con-
frontation between reality and ideology.
This confrontation might threaten the role
of the party as the agent of history and
undermine the validity of the ideology. As
long as the party was actively shaping So-

viet society and as long as that society was
mere putty in the hands of the leaders of
the party, the position of the party could
not be contested. But a highly industrialized
Soviet society, increasingly conscious of its

achievements, could cease to be a passive
object and could begin to exert pressures
even on the party. These pressures now

seem to be most timid, but so are the initial

stirrings of life. Even most restrained social
pressures, as, for instance, those in favor of
a higher rate of consumption or more free-
dom in the literary arts, would argue a

changing relationship and, as a result, a

somewhat changing conception of the ide-
ology. Some alert Communists, more alert

perhaps than Khrushchev, have already sig-
naled warnings that excessive emphasis on
industrial indexes and on material well-

being as the expression of the achievement
of socialism-communism could result in the

&dquo;unconscious&dquo; acceptance of many &dquo;bour-

geois&dquo; values by the Communists them-

selves.l7

In the meantime, with the passage of

years and with the changed social condi-

tions, the very factors which shaped Marx-

17 Warnings against this trend have been
voiced in the bloc. See, for instance, the recent
article by the veteran Polish Communist, Ro-
mana Granas (10), who expressed the feeling of
many dedicated Communists when she warned
that it was easier to maintain a sense of ideo-

logical commitment when the party was out of
power. She rejected the excuse that "social con-
sciousness lags behind changes in material real-
ity" as not applicable to Communists who ought
to be in the forefront of the struggle and not
wait for material plenty to make them into good
Communists (10). An example of the kind of
ideological erosion that may take place is pro-
vided by Sovetskaia Latviia, December 16,
1959, which violently attacks suggestions which
were apparently published in Soviet Latvia in
1956 to the effect that the C.P.S.U. ought to
open its ranks to all able people, i.e., abandon
its most elite character.
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ism into Soviet-Communist ideology-the
specific historical conditions, the personal
background of the Bolshevik revolutionaries
and the manner in which they perceived
their Marxism, the dynamics of the move-
ment and its early experience, or, in other
words, the &dquo;objective and subjective&dquo; fac-
tors which shaped the ideology-will have
receded into the past. (To a freshman class
entering a Soviet university in 1961, Stalin
is already a historical figure.) The impact
on the ideology of a policy designed to

achieve material well-being for a society
which has already gone through the most
difficult phase of industrialization is bound

to differ from the impact of a policy of vio-
lent industrialization applied to a backward
society. Both the objective and its context
are different. What might then happen to
the ideology?
A delicate hint of this dilemma is re-

vealed to us by Khrushchev’s efforts &dquo;to re-
turn to Leninism.&dquo; Compared even to Sta-
lin, Khrushchev is a crude thinker, whose

ideological views are more a matter of a

series of preconceptions than a conscious

search for relevant formulations, as was still
the case with Stalin. But even Khrushchev
came to feel that somehow the Stalinist ide-

ology and the Stalinist movement got out of
tune with reality. His emphasis on Lenin-
ism represents an effort to return to some-

thing which seems to evoke a positive echo
in the Soviet society of his day. He hopes
in this way to recapture the old spirit of the
ideology. But little does he realize that these
positive echoes are evoked by elements
which were &dquo;lags&dquo; even from the pre-Le-
ninist phase and which Leninism was in-

creasingly combatting: internal democracy,
dialogue, doctrinal discussions, not autocra-
cy, dogma, and ideological dictation. None
of these need threaten the basic Marxist

postulates concerning the nature of reality,
to which both the ruling movement and So-

viet society could continue to subscribe.

However, even a gradual and unconscious
return to the original doctrinal assumptions
would involve an eventual erosion of the

ideological trappings and, with it, of the

dogmatic perspectives on world affairs.

2. THE IMPACT OF THE

COMMUNIST BLOC

In the initial phase of the existence of

the Communist bloc, the bloc served to

strengthen the ideological conviction that

history is on the side of communism (or
vice versa). The expansion of communism
to include one-third of the globe, effected
by force of arms or by revolution, seemed
to recapture some of the old revolutionary
fervor which had been denied the Russian

Communists since the twenties. History was
again in its dynamic phase. To this day the
Soviet leaders glory in the size and pop-
ulation of the camp and frequently cite

these as proof that &dquo;the east wind is now

blowing over the west wind.&dquo; Furthermore,
as long as Stalin lived, the expansion of the
camp did not raise insurmountable ideolog-
ical difficulties. Even the old theory of cap-
italist encirclement was still maintained, to
be attacked, finally, only as late as 1958.1s
This dismissal of capitalist encirclement,
however, did not include an important ide-
ological consideration; rather it was a mat-
ter of reassessing the relationship of forces
on the international arena and reaching a
more optimistic (and as it happens, a more
correct) conclusion.

18 Addressing the Twenty-first Party Con-

gress on January 27, 1959, Khrushchev stated:
"The situation in the world has fundamentally
changed. Capitalist encirclement of our country
no longer exists." On August 15, 1951, Bolshe-
vik, reaffirming that capitalist encirclement still
exists, stated the following: "Capitalist encircle-
ment is a political term. Comrade Stalin has
stated that capitalist encirclement cannot be
considered a geographic notion."
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Insofar as new Communist-ruled states

were concerned, after a brief transition pe-
riod they adopted an essentially Stalinist

pattern of domestic restructuring and con-
ceptions. The Soviet experience in &dquo;con-

struction of socialism&dquo; was adjudged to have
universal validity and, consequently, a com-
plex of methods and beliefs, which formed
the Soviet ideology and reflected the Soviet
adaptation of Marxism, was grafted onto all
the ruling Communist elites, whatever their
intellectual and political heritage. Stalin’s

death soon revealed the inadequacy and the
fundamental instability of this application.
And the subsequent search for new forms
of ideological and political unity within the
camp underscored the full complexity of the
problem of applying Soviet ideology, with
its universal aspirations, to varied national
conditions (2).

Without retracing the involved series of
attempted solutions and without discussing
their relative merits, it can be observed that
the efforts to develop common ideological
prescriptions for the post-Stalin Soviet bloc
came face to face with two obvious and
related difficulties: the matter of different
social contexts within which an ideology
matures and the problem of varying stages
of &dquo;socialist&dquo; development. The first of these
could be ignored as long as Stalinist power
and Stalinist prestige were available and
could be applied so as to universalize the
Soviet outlook. Furthermore, the early stage
of Communist rule in the newly subject na-
tions meant that the main thrust of Com-
munist efforts was directed at consolidating
their power and at destroying the old so-

ciety. These essentially negative tasks did
not raise ideological problems as acute as

the later one of building new social in-

stitutions.

However, Stalin’s death and the dissipa-
tion of Stalinism took place when the atten-
tion of the Communist leaders was increas-

ingly turning to the latter objective. Within
the context of relative relaxation and faced

with domestic problems peculiar to their
own societies, some of them increasingly
eschewed Soviet solutions and step by step
began to feel the full weight of their own
social traditions and their own &dquo;appercep-
tion&dquo; of the ideology. A general conse-

quence of this was the emerging ideological
diversity which characterized the bloc in

1956-57 and which potentially exists even
today, despite conscious and essentially ex-
pedient-motivated efforts by the ruling elites
to re-establish ideological uniformity.19

Moreover, the varying stages of social-

economic development of the various coun-
tries within the Soviet bloc inherently pro-
duced different problems requiring different
solutions. China, going through an economic
and social revolution at a pace even more

rapid than the Soviet Union did in the most
violent Stalinist phase,2° could not escape
drawing primarily on those aspects of the
ideology which justified the application of
violence, which maximized the power of

the party, which simplified international is-
sues into simple relations of hostile dichot-
omy, and which viewed with profound sus-
picion any voices of moderation.21 The So-

19 The high point of these efforts was the

November, 1957, conference of the ruling Com-
munist parties and its declaration.

20 This can be readily seen from comparative
data on economic development, for instance,
for analogous periods of their "socialist" de-

velopment.
21 It is interesting to note in this connection

(irrespective of the actual correctness of the

assertion) that the importance of purely Chi-
nese factors in the victory of the Communist
party in China is clearly asserted by the Chi-
nese : "The victory of China’s revolution and
construction is the result of integrating the uni-
versal truth of Marxism-Leninism with the re-

ality of China by the Chinese Communist Par-
ty and Comrade Mao-Tse-tung" (13).
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viet Union, on the brink if not of a Com-
munist fulfilment then at least of reaping a
partial harvest of several decades of social
sacrifice, was becoming increasingly con-

cerned with rationalizing the operations
both of its own society and of the bloc.

Many Communists in Poland, Hungary, and
Rumania, countries suffering the pangs of
transition from a rural society to an indus-
trial one and lacking the indigenous sup-
port which both the Russian and Chinese
Communists enjoyed, were increasingly
coming under the influence of &dquo;revisionism&dquo;;
that is, abandoning the simplifications of

the Soviet ideological outlook, increasingly
viewing the problems of social transforma-
tion as organic world-wide processes, re-

quiring also a gradual and continuous trans-
formation of social consciousness. On the
other hand, the leaders of the industrially
advanced East Germany and Czechoslova-
kia, not faced by social-economic tribula-

tions, were increasingly sympathetic to the
Chinese outlook, since it provided the po-
litical justification for their politically un-
stable regimes. Striking evidence of this was
provided by the Chinese tenth-anniversary
celebration in Peiping in October, 1959: on
foreign policy issues and on Chinese do-
mestic policies, including the &dquo;Great Leap
Forward&dquo; and the communes, the East Ger-
mans and the Czechs adopted the most en-
thusiastic line, quite in contrast to the Poles
and the Russians.
The consequence of this differentiated

ideological conditioning, of the different

stages of development of the respective &dquo;so-
cialist&dquo; states, as well as of different in-

terests of the ruling elites, has been an oc-
casional diversity of outlook on a variety of
important issues. In the case of China and
the Soviet Union, this diversity seems to
involve an issue not new to the Soviet Com-
munists : To what extent can a Marxist rev-

olutionary co-operate with the existing so-

cial forces and merge himself with the ob-

servable trends in the direction of the in-

evitable victory? To what degree must he
remain alienated from the world, rejected,
and strive to alter it by first destroying it?
Perhaps it would not be too gross an over-
simplification to say that the crux of the

problem was whether peaceful coexistence
with the enemy was transitionally possible.
There are interesting historical precedents
for questions such as these. At one time

Mensheviks believed that the historical stage
had arrived when they could face the forces
of reaction on their own ground and that
victory was within their reach. As Haimson
(11) puts it in his The Russian Marxists

and the Origins of Bolshevism:
Absolutism stood already on the brink of ex-

tinction.... Plekhanov no longer had any
serious reason to be concerned over the preser-
vation of orthodoxy in social democracy....
Axelrod no longer had much cause to worry over
the task of organizing forces capable of over-
throwing absolutism; and Martov could look
forward confidently to a moment in the not-too-
distant future when the power of the hostile
forces reigning in the world would at least be
significantly reduced.

The Bolsheviks rejected such views, feeling
that Menshevik policy could only dull the
sharp edge of the revolutionary trend and
allow the enemy to create the preconditions
for even more durable, albeit more subtle,
oppression. In some ways, however, the So-
viets could be viewed today by the Chinese
as adopting an essentially Menshevik posi-
tion in international affairs. Overconfident
of their strength, they seem to overlook the
danger that premature optimism can only
lead to a demobilization of revolutionary
zeal. And, conversely, the Soviets might
well feel that the Chinese overlook the de-

cisive, &dquo;objective&dquo; fact of the contemporary
phase of international affairs, namely, that
of Soviet power which allows the Com-
munist bloc to adopt the policies of co-
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existence from positions of strength.22 None-
theless, the presence of a more revolution-
arty state in the camp cannot help but be
disconcerting to the Soviet claim of ideo-

logical &dquo;virtue&dquo; and must certainly cause

ideological uneasiness in the Soviet ranks.

-----------------------------------------------------------

Indeed, it is this capacity to adopt more
radical policies than the Soviet Union which
is the major source of Chinese ideological
leverage within the camp.

Quite a different challenge to ideological
unity is raised by some of the east European
Communist states. The most extensive state-
- - - -

22 Numerous examples of such apparently
varied perspectives can be adduced, not to men-
tion altogether different approaches to India
and to southeast Asian nationalism in general.
The following paragraphs from the major state-
ment by Khrushchev in his speech to the Su-
preme Soviet, October 31, 1959, might well
have been addressed to Peking: "We have no
reason to fear that the peoples of the socialist
countries will be seduced by the capitalist devil
and give up socialism. To think differently
means not to believe wholly in the strength of
socialism, the strength of the working class and
its creative abilities." Khrushchev then went
on to cite Trotsky as an example of a Com-
munist unable to distinguish between conces-
sions of principle and expediency. On another
occasion Khrushchev warned: "We must make
a sensible use of the great advantages of the
socialist system and strengthen the world so-

cialist camp in every way. We must not fall
behind or go too far ahead. We must, figura-
tively speaking, synchronize our watches. If the
leadership of this or that country becomes con-
ceited, this can only play into the hands of the
enemy" (speech to the Hungarian Party Con-
gress [26]). The foregoing remarks become the
more meaningful if one considers the remarks
that Khrushchev allegedly made to President
Sukarno with respect to China, to the effect
that the Chinese were pushing their industriali-
zation at "too heavy a cost."

For an official Chinese justification of their
domestic methods, refuting all criticisms and

incidentally revealing intraparty opposition to

such policies, see Liu Shao-chi, "The Victory
of Marxism-Leninism in China" (31). Liu Shao-
chi at one point states: "To find fault with our
big leap and people’s communes means to find
fault with our Party’s general line for building
socialism. Who are these people finding fault
with the party’s general line? In our own

ranks, they are the right opportunists, they rep-
resent bourgeois ideology within party." Liu
Shao-chi does not reveal who the people out-
side the Chinese party are. However, he goes

on to assert: "The fact that Marxism-Leninism
has been lately disseminated in such a large
eastern country as ours with a population of

650,000,000 and that it has resulted in victory
in the mutual practice of the revolution and
construction must by all accounts be considered
a big event in the history of the development
of Marxism-Leninism. Of course, revolution and

construction in China have features peculiar to
this country. But it is also possible that some
of these important special features may reap-
pear in some other country. In this sense, Chi-
nese experience is to a certain extent of inter-
national significance." With respect to interna-
tional affairs, the Chinese seem determined to
convince the other Communist parties that the
major threat to international peace lies in the
warlike intentions of the United States. On the
occasion of the U.S. President’s "State of the
Union" message, a Jen Min Jih Pao editorial,
entitled "What Do the US Presidential Mes-

sages Show?" stressed the fact that the purpose
of U.S. policy was the promotion of aggression
throughout the world. After producing a series
of proofs for this proposition and warning
against the Western policy of encouraging
"evolution" within the Soviet orbit ( attacking,
incidentally, the report of the Center for In-

ternational Affairs, Harvard University, for sug-
gesting such policies), the editorial concluded
as follows: "The task of the peace loving peo-
ple of the world is to maintain vigilance against
all U.S. schemes in the disguise of peace, and
expose them, unite and keep up the struggle,
defeat the forces of war with U.S. imperialism at
their head and extend the successes of the

peace forces of the world." This theme was

energetically asserted at the recent Warsaw

Treaty Conference in Moscow by the Chinese
observer, Kang Sheng, candidate member of
the Politburo. His speech, much more vigorous
than the official Conference communiqu&eacute;, ig-
nored by Soviet and east European press, was
broadcast by Peiping radio on February 5,
1960.
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ment of contemporary east European revi-
sionism is contained in the program adopted
by the Yugoslav Communist party in April,
1959.23 The general response of the camp
to it has been to anathematize the Yugo-
slavs. Nonetheless, within all the ruling Eu-
ropean Communist parties such views are
entertained by many members, particularly
among the intellectuals, and provide the

underpinning for potential ideological dis-

unity.24 The reason for this is simply that
the Soviet ideology will not meaningfully
reflect or shape reality in the eastern Eu-
ropean context unless Soviet force is avail-
able to back it. Anyone familiar with the
ideological traditions of Polish left-wing so-
cialism, with the cultural climate of the

country, and its &dquo;political style,&dquo; or with

the role played by the populist writers in
Hungary in the shaping of Hungarian radi-
calism would agree that forceful measures
would be necessary to prevent the dilution
and revision of Marxism-Leninism when
that ideology comes to be embodied by
large mass movements within these coun-
tries. Such forceful measures were under-

------ - - -- -- - -- ---- --- - - - - -- - - ------. -- ----------- - - -- ~ ---.

taken by the small, dedicated Marxist-Len-
inist minorities which exist in these coun-

tries, but even they found it difficult to

remain immune to their environment. Much

the same could be said for some of the other
Communist-ruled states.

It was this environmental influence which
was at the root of the 1956 crisis, and the
same consideration has recently forced the
Soviet leaders to equivocate on the old is-

sue of the class struggle after the seizure

of power. In response to the needs of Soviet

society and attempting to explain the &dquo;aber-
rations of Stalinism,&dquo; Khrushchev negated
and condemned the principle of the mount-
ing class struggle as a Stalinist distortion of
Marxism-Leninism. In 1959, however, faced
in east Europe with the dilemma of social
opposition to &dquo;socialist construction&dquo; and
fearful that his abandonment of this Stalinist

principle might strengthen the hands of the
revisionists in eastern Europe, he modified
it &dquo;dialectically&dquo;:
The Twentieth Congress of our Party rightly

criticized Joseph Stalin’s mistaken proposition
that the class struggle grows sharper with prog-

23 Translation of this draft is contained in

Jugoslavia’s Way (35).
24 These views are also concerned with

broader international issues, and frequently
they deviate from the Soviet version. For in-

stance, recently Erik Molnar, a Communist

Hungarian historian, has challenged the stand-
ard Soviet position that capitalism is doomed
because of the operation of its internal con-

tradictions. The substance of Mr. Molnar’s views
are contained in a book entitled, Some Eco-
nomic Problems of Contemporary Capitalism
(23). The theoretical monthly journal of the

Hungarian Communist party, Tarsadalmi Szem-
le, contains the summary of Molnar’s views and
of the party’s criticisms. According to the New
York Times, January 10, 1960, the substance of
Molnar’s views were as follows:

"First, certain social laws that govern the

growth and decline of the capitalist system (as
defined by the Marxists) can be nullified by

the conscious actions and cooperation of the

people or the various classes within the frame-
work of a capitalist society.

"Second, the laws formulated by Karl Marx
about the class struggle and the inevitable

pauperization of the people, according to which
the exploitation of the working class is in-

exorably increased, are no longer valid.
"Third, the so-called law of general crisis of

the capitalist system, as defined by Stalin, can-
not be considered valid since World War II.

"The role of defense expenditures in a cap-
italist society does not have the economic and
social importance attributed to it by dogmatic
Communists. Mr. Molnar advanced as evidence
for his position on this point the fact that,
though defense expenditures were radically re-
duced after World War II, unemployment did
not increase substantially." No wonder that the
new history of the C.P.S.U. is designed in large
part to provide guidance to the other ruling
Communist parties.
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ress in socialist construction. But criticism of
this proposition certainly does not mean that we
can deny the inevitability of class struggle in the
period of socialist construction.... This devel-
opment does not proceed along a straight line.
Class struggle in the epoch of building socialism
can intensify at certain periods in connection
with some of the changes in the internal and
external situation and assume an extremely
sharp form, up to and including the armed clash,
as was the case in Hungary in 1956.25

Khrushchev’s efforts were symbolic of the
growing necessity to adjust the ideology to
varying national conditions. In spite of his
efforts, however, the radically different con-
ditions which the ruling Communist elites
encountered in eastern Europe as compared
to Russia in 1917 or to China in 1949 pose
a continuing dilemma to the unity of Com-
munist practice and, therefore, to the unity
of the ideology.

Despite Soviet efforts to maintain an id-
eological equilibrium, the consequence of

this growing diversity, and the Soviet elas-
ticity in response to it, is to relativize the

meaning of the ideology. For forty years
the Soviet leaders have been accustomed
to reject those who talk a different &dquo;lan-

guage&dquo; than they and to eject those who
use the same language to disagree. Now,
for the first time they have to tolerate fel-
low Communists who use similar concepts
to reach different conclusions. Even today
one should increasingly speak not of Com-
munist ideology but of Soviet Communist
ideology, Chinese Communist ideology, Yu-
goslav Communist ideology, etc. And, since
it was the Marxist-Leninist ideology’s claim
to universality which originally stimulated
such intense Soviet involvement not only in

the domination of its neighbors but par-
ticularly in directing the character of their
domestic transformation, the increasing di-
versity in ideological emphases threatens

the universal validity of even the Soviet

ideology itself and thereby undermines one
of the factors which shape the Soviet ap-
proach to the world. It also threatens the
domestic legitimacy of this Soviet ideology
by denying its central claim, that is, its uni-
versal validity, which is used as a justifica-
tion for its domestic application. Efforts to
reassert unity in response to this threat can
further divorce the ideology from reality,
while the toleration and resulting extension
of such diversity threatens to introduce ele-
ments of relativism dangerous to the cohe-
sion of the ideology.

This vicious circle also brings up the

problem of the relationship of the Soviet

Union to international communism. In the

immediate postrevolutionary phase, the new
Soviet leaders were quite prepared to sacri-
fice what traditionally has been considered
Russian national interest in order to pro-
mote the spread of the revolution. They
were thus willing to sanction Polish inde-
pendence and to cede territory in the hope
of stimulating a revolutionary chain reac-

tion.26 The failure and disappointments ex-

25 Speech of December 1, in Budapest. It is

noteworthy that the reactions of the other
elites in eastern Europe, particularly the Po-
lish, but even the Bulgarian, were relatively
restrained insofar as this particular point is

concerned.

26 This led Radek to state: "The attempt to
represent the foreign policy of the Soviet Union
as a continuation of Tsarist policy is ridiculous.
Bourgeois writers who do so, have not grasped
even the purily external manifestations of this

policy.... Tsarism, or any other bourgeois
regime in Russia, would necessarily resume the
struggle for the conquest of Poland and of the
Baltic states, as is doubtless clear to any
thoughtful bourgeois politician in those coun-
tries. The Soviet Union, on the contrary, is

most anxious to establish friendly relations with
these countries, considering their achievement
of independence as positive and progressive
historical factors" (29, p. 194). These words
have an ironic meaning when read today.
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perienced in the 1920’s resulted in the con-
venient merger of ideology and national in-
terest, and the defense of expansion of the
revolutionary base, Russia, became synony-
mous with the interests of communism. The
same applied to international Communists
in their relations with the U.S.S.R. The

emergence of several Communist states

could challenge this identification, despite
continuous efforts to assert Soviet primacy
and confluence of interests. After forty years
even a marriage of convenience can develop
a measure of stability, and certainly the so-
cial pressures within the highly nationalistic
U.S.S.R. would oppose policies designed to
promote international communism at the ex-

pense of the U.S.S.R. One may even assume
that Soviet leaders would think automatical-

ly that any policy harmful to the Soviet

Union would harm international communism
and would oppose efforts to transform their
&dquo;universal insight&dquo; into a mere parochial
perspective. Yet it is not too much to assert
that differing viewpoints could crystallize in
Warsaw or Peiping, or even, for that mat-
ter, in East Berlin. The divorce of Commu-
nist ideology from Soviet national interest
would not strengthen the ideology within
the U.S.S.R., while their continued linkage
is likely to breed resentment and weaken
that ideology elsewhere.

3. THE IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL
AFFAIItS ON IDEOLOGY

After the seizure of power, the Soviet

leaders had to adjust to an international re-
ality which did not quite fit their earlier

expectations. The adjustment was not easy
and involved a series of conflicts between

reality and ideology, e.g., the controversy
generated by the Brest-Litovsk negotiations
with Germany. Even after their power had
been consolidated, the spread of the revolu-
tion was both expected and artificially stim-
ulated by Moscow. Gradually and painfully,

however, ideology began to correspond to
reality, and the principle of &dquo;socialism in

one country&dquo; emerged.27 It took a long time
for this principle to lapse, and many Soviet
actions after the war with respect to their
new Communist neighbors were rooted in
this principle lagging behind the new po-
litical situation.

Insofar as Soviet conduct on the interna-

tional arena was concerned, given the weak-
ness of the new Soviet state, ideology could
not exercise a wide latitude in action. The

number of policy alternatives open to the
Soviet Union was relatively limited, if one

excludes political suicide as an alternative;
and Communist ideology, unlike the Nazi
one, lays the greatest emphasis on self-

preservation. Faced with international poli-
tics which operated essentially on the bal-
ance-of-power principle, the Soviet Union,
in order to pursue its ideological objectives,
had no choice but to attempt &dquo;to play the
game,&dquo; employing the openings which the
game provided to its best advantage.28 In
summing up his evaluation of the role of
ideology in Soviet foreign policy, Moore

correctly concluded that, insofar as the So-
viets were concerned, &dquo;the choice of antag-
onists or allies has been determined not

primarily by ideological factors, but by the
structure of the balance of power system
itself&dquo; (24, p. 383).
The situation has changed with growing

Soviet power and with the even more rapid-
ly growing Soviet sense of confidence. For
--- ------ -- - ---- - --------- -- - - ------------ ----------------.

27 Deutscher shows in his recent book, The
Prophet Unarmed (5), what a gross oversim-
plification it is to suggest that this was merely
a tactical move on the part of Stalin. In reality,
this was part of the continuing and often dia-
lectical process of ideology and reality in-

teracting.
28 Symbolic of this was the acceptance, after

some reservations, of the Western diplomatic
techniques, rituals, and protocol trappings.
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the first time since the 1920’s, the Soviet
leaders seem to feel again that the day of
their victory is not far away.29 However,
balancing this are also several factors re-

lated to international affairs which eventual-

ly could serve to modify this Soviet sense of
ideological fulfilment. These may be treated
under three headings: stability in Western
society; patterns of development in the un-
derdeveloped societies; the nature of mod-
em-weapons systems. With respect to the
first, it would appear that in 1947 the So-
viet leadership still entertained some hopes
that revolutionary upheavals might take

place in France, Italy, and/or Greece, and
they were counting on the expansion of

communism into western Europe. Failure of
these attempts followed by a remarkable
western European recovery seems to have
convinced the Soviet leaders that in the
foreseeable future they cannot count on the
duplication of either the Leninist type (seiz-
ure of power) or the Stalinist form (military
- - - - -- -- -- - - ------ ~ -------- -------- ------ - ----

occupation) of Communist development.
Beyond that, they increasingly appear to be
willing to concede that in such stable, pros-
perous, and democratic societies an alto-

gether different form of transition from the
bourgeois stage to the socialist stage must
be contemplated (see footnote 29). Khru-
shchev finally articulated this when he

stated at the Twentieth Party Congress of
the C.P.S.U. that, Lenin to the contrary, a

peaceful take-over by the Communist party
was possible and that parliamentary devices
could be used to that end. Such a concep-
tion comes dangerously close to an abandon-
ment of Leninism, and the Soviet leaders
were not unaware of it. Therefore they re-
frained from taking the next step (taken by
the Yugoslavs), namely, that of conceding
that socialism may be built by social-demo-
cratic parties; and they continued to insist
that only the Communist party can effect
such a true transition. Nonetheless, the im-

portance of the change should not be un-

29 Their feeling appears to be based on the
following kind of analysis: "The testing of the
capitalist system is now historically settled. It

is doomed to extinction, to make way for a

higher social system-communism. It is difficult
to forecast when this process will be completed
on the world scale or the forms it will take.
There are weighty grounds for assuming that
the Soviet Union’s peaceful policy, the growing
economic and political power of the socialist

camp, and the increasing activity of ever broad-
er masses in the capitalist countries will com-
bine to prevent a third world war. The transi-
tion to socialism in some countries may possibly
assume comparatively peaceful forms. Marx’s
idea that the bourgeoisie may be ’bought off’
in individual countries may become a reality.
"The forecast for a briefer period is the

following.
"In the next ten to fifteen years the U.S.S.R.

will draw ahead of the U.S.A. economically and
become the country with the world’s most pow-
erful economy.
"The disintegration of the colonial system

will be completed. The former colonies will

undergo rapid economic development with help
from the Soviet Union and other countries in

the socialist camp.
"The concentration of capital and rapid tech-

nical progress in the advanced capitalist coun-
tries will lead to growing unemployment and
the exacerbation of the class struggle. The de-
sire to prolong the capitalist system’s existence
will to some extent compel capital to make
certain concessions in its contest with the work-

ing class.

"Cycles will show a tendency to shorten, for
with today’s technology the renewal and expan-
sion of basic capital takes place more rapidly
than before.
"The struggle among the imperialist coun-

tries and the antagonistic groupings in the cap-
italist camp is sure to continue. Apprehension
over the fate of capitalism, however, will stand
in the way of world wars between these

groupings.
"The exceptional complexity of the situation

involving the historical transition from cap-
italism to socialism precludes any more specific
predictions" (34).
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derestimated. The change does involve an
important modification of their outlook.
The relevance of this change, further-

more, is not only limited to the West, but
similar considerations could apply in the

East, although the Soviet leaders consider
it much less likely (Kerala may be an ex-

ample). It is, however, not the theory of
the peaceful transition to socialism per se
that poses a threat to Soviet ideology in the
East. Rather, it is the related matter of the

general method of building socialism. In

Soviet thinking the following is required in
order to build socialism:

... the leadership of the masses of the working
people by the working class, the core of which
is the Marxist-Leninist party, in bringing about
a proletarian revolution in one form or another
and establishing one form or another of the

dictatorship of the proletariat; alliance of the

working class with the bulk of the peasantry
and other strata of the working people; the
abolition of capitalist ownership and the estab-
lishment of public ownership of the basic means
of production; gradual socialist reorganization
of agriculture; planned development of the na-
tional economy with the aim of building so-

cialism and communism, raising the working
peoples’ standard of living; the accomplishment
of a socialist revolution in the sphere of ideology
and culture and the creation of a numerous in-

telligentsia devoted to the working class, the

working people, and the cause of socialism; the
elimination of national oppression and the estab-
lishment of equality and fraternal friendship
among peoples; defense of the achievements of
socialism against encroachments by external and
internal enemies; solidarity of the working class
of a given country with the working class of
other countries-proletarian internationalism.3o

The end result is to be a centrally planned,
non-exploitative society with a relatively
high standard of living. The Soviets are

convinced, given their dichotomic image of
the world divided into socialism and cap-

italism, that only through &dquo;socialism&dquo; can

industrialization be achieved and a pros-

perous society constructed.
The new and still underdeveloped states,

therefore, pose the challenge of claiming by
and large to be building societies of a so-
cialist type and of actually doing it through
democratic political means and highly prag-
matic and certainly not Soviet (nor capi-
talist) economic methods. If they should
succeed, and they possibly might with both
Soviet (&dquo;socialist&dquo;) and American (&dquo;capi-
talist&dquo;) aid, the consequence will have to
be a major redefinition of the processes of
social-economic change, whatever the So-

viet ideologues may choose to call the new
society.31 Such a development would strike
- - - - ---- - - - --- - - ---- -- - - -- - -- - - - - ---- - -- --- ---------------.

31 That the Soviets are already facing this
dilemma was illustrated by the following ex-

change between an Indian newsman and F. R.
Kozlov during the latter’s trip to India in Feb-
ruary, 1960, as reported by Pravda, February
6, 1960: "Question: You have seen our work,
our economy and our democracy. Are you con-
vinced in spite of Communist ideology that
socialism can be built by peaceful means? An-
swer-[Kozlov]: There is no use in your chal-

lenging me to an ideological debate here at

the press conference. You know our point of
view on this question. We formulated it clear-
ly at the 20th Party Congress in full conformity
with the Leninist principle of peaceful coex-
istence of states with different social and po-
litical systems. This point of view is that de-
cision in matters of internal development and
the methods of the political and economic or-
ganization of a society is the internal affair of
each nation. The kind of system you have is

your affair. We ourselves in the Soviet Union
have built socialism and are building com-
munism ; we believe that under our conditions
that is a good way, the only way of develop-
ment that ensures genuine progress in all

spheres of the people’s life and an increase in
the Soviet people’s well being" (italics added).
While the first part of Kozlov’s remarks adds
nothing new, the implication of his second part
seems to be an acceptance of the proposition
that India is building socialism.

30 November, 1957, declaration of the ruling
Communist parties.
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not only at the ideology and its dichotomic
image of social change but even at its doc-
trinal foundations. It would pose a threat
to the entire historical structure of the id-

eology and would strengthen the appeal of
&dquo;revisionism&dquo; within the Communist ranks.
The third and probably the most impor-

tant aspect of international affairs which
could promote the erosion of ideology per-
tains to the weapons systems. The Soviet
Union has always considered its strength to
be an important determinant of its policy dic-
tating caution or warranting action. Insofar
as military strategy is concerned, the Soviet
leaders, particularly Stalin, have considered
their society to be especially well equipped
for lengthy wars of attrition, given its size,
morale, endurance, and discipline. That re-
mained the prevailing Soviet doctrine even
after World War II, which was not sur-

prising, given the nature of the Soviet ex-
perience in it. After Stalin’s death, how-
ever, following a period of internal strategic
debate, the primacy of nuclear weapons in
Soviet military thinking was established,
with the consequent emphasis on striking
power and the element of surprise (6, 7).
As this conception gained the upper hand
in Soviet thinking, it was only a matter of
time before the converse came to be rec-

ognized, namely, that similar strategies
might be equally decisive if used by the
opponent.

This had immediate bearing on the Soviet
thinking concerning the inevitability of war.
For a long time the basic Soviet conception
has been that wars are inevitable as long
as capitalism, and particularly imperialism,
creates the economic basis for war. Stalin

restated this principle as late as 1952. How-
ever, if such a war should occur and if the
Soviet Union were drawn into it, there
could be only one result: the end of cap-
italism. Gradually, with the mounting pos-
sibility of mutual destruction, the Soviet

leaders were forced to conclude that war

was no longer, as Khrushchev put it at the
Twentieth Party Congress, &dquo;a fatalistic in-

evitability.&dquo; The further extension of this
shift has involved an increasing willingness
to concede that war would be mutually de-
structive and that it would not benefit either
side.s2 The formal explanation for this

----------------------------------------------------------

32 While formally still asserting the proposi-
tion that a nuclear war would spell the doom
of capitalism, Khrushchev’s remarks concerning
the price the U.S.S.R. would have to pay for
such a victory are bound to have the effect of
discouraging anyone from wishing to pay it:

"In various speeches, Khrushchev has said that
war would bring tremendous disaster to all

mankind, great devastation to the U.S.S.R.,
big losses to the U.S.S.R., and has stated that
it would be a prodigious catastrophe if the
United States and the U.S.S.R. were to fight"
(22). This awareness is accompanied by a

much more sophisticated insight into problems
of "deterrence," as shown by Khrushchev’s dis-
cussion of January 15, 1960, of the importance
of a "second-strike" capability to guarantee
effective retribution for a surprise attack.
One may also assume that the Soviet desire

to promote an atom-free zone in Asia in 1958
and 1959 was related to the above considera-
tions and had as its purpose the perpetuation
of Soviet nuclear monopoly within the Soviet
camp. These suggestions were studiously ig-
nored by the Chinese, a consideration not ir-

relevant to our earlier discussion. (My atten-
tion to this point was drawn by Robert W.
Barnett’s study of "Quemoy-the Use and Con-
sequence of Nuclear Deterrence" [1].)
The Soviet interest in disarmament has also

led Khrushchev to argue in the following, some-
what unorthodox, way: "Some people in the
West assert that disarmament threatens grave
consequences for the economy of the capitalist
countries. They say that if the production of
bombs, guns, submarines and other means of
destruction were stopped, ruin would result and
hundreds of thousands of people would be de-
prived of work and a means of livelihood. How-
ever, only people who see no other way of de-
veloping the economy than by subordinating
it to the interests of preparing for war can rea-
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change in position was that the strength of
the &dquo;Socialist Bloc,&dquo; and of the Soviet Union
in particular, has become, so to speak, a
sufficiently powerful political-military super-
structure balancing the economic necessity
for war.

Of course, it could be argued that this
change reflects increased Soviet confidence
that history’s scales have finally been tipped
in favor of communism and that rash ac-

tion, therefore, is to be avoided. In other

words, the adjustment is not merely the

product of necessity but also of Soviet in-
terest. Furthermore, there can be little

doubt that if the military situation were

to become one-sidedly favorable to the

U.S.S.R., making it invulnerable, the Soviet
viewpoint might change again. However,
the important point is that, under the im-

pact of the concrete factor of admittedly
decisive importance, namely, the problem
of survival, the Soviet ideology had to

gradually adjust again, modifying a hither-
to important ideological assumption. Peace-
ful coexistence as an alternative to mutual
destruction cannot easily be squared with
some of the historical inevitabilities inherent
in the ideology, even if such peaceful co-
existence is defined as competition.33 By
implication, at least, it does seem to elevate
nuclear weapons into a force capable of in-
----------------------------------------------------------

terfering with history. It would be naive, of
course, to assume that Soviet commitment

to such &dquo;peaceful coexistence&dquo; involves an

irreversible commitment; but given a gen-
eral fear of war, the Soviet leaders would

have to think twice before restoring &dquo;the

inevitability of war&dquo; principle. However, a
necessary precondition for the maintenance
of the new formulation is the perpetuation
by the West of its destructive capability.
Without it, the &dquo;objective&dquo; reason for peace-
ful coexistence will have disappeared.
The cumulative effect of the various proc-

esses discussed in the preceding pages
could be the gradual erosion of certain ideo-
logical aspects of the Soviet perspective on
international affairs. The ideological syn-
drome, containing an oversimplified concep-
tion of an antagonistic confrontation be-

tween two social systems and of historical

change in general, the commitment to con-
flict, the universality of goals, the sense of
self-righteousness, and the belief in the im-
minence of victory-all could be threatened
by the combined impact of domestic

change, the emergence of ideological rela-
tivism due to the spread of communism, and
the stark threat of nuclear extinction. A

growing willingness to accept some com-
mon and overt rules of behavior could fol-

low, buttressing the existing informal and
undefined restraints on violence that both
sides have tacitly recognized. But this proc-
ess of erosion is at the present time bal-
anced by certain pressures in the opposite
direction, which reassert and even revitalize
the ideology. The final outcome of these

clashing tendencies depends on too many
variables to be safely predicted, but uncer-
tainty about the outcome should not obscure
the certainty about conflicting pressures.
The experience of the German Social

Democratic movement with Marxism might
serve as a general lesson that one should
not expect such an erosion to occur rapidly.

son in this way.
"The least that can be said about such as-

sertions is that they are completely unsub-
stantiated. I have had occasion to talk with

many representatives of American business cir-

cles, and the most reasonable of them have no-
where near so gloomy a viewpoint and are con-
fident that U.S. industry is fully able to cope
with the task of shifting the entire economy to
production of goods for peaceful uses" (28,
January 15, 1960).

33 As if to compensate for this, the Soviet

press has in recent months been stressing the
need for intensified "ideological" struggle
against alien concepts and against the "cap-
italist" system.
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It took the German party a very long time
to shed its relatively rigid Marxist orienta-
tion, and the final act of liberation from the
Marxist doctrine did not take place until its
Congress of 1959.34 In part, this might be
explained by the delaying impact of the

Nazi experience and the reaction against
the revival of laissez faire capitalism in

Germany. In part, it also reflected the de-

laying influence of the party as an organi-
zation with a vested interest in its doctrine
and of that organization’s action commit-

ment, which necessarily stimulated opposi-
tion to its Marxism and thereby also inten-
sified belief in it. That this belief was

strong and persisted for many years should
need no documentation. It does offer, how-
ever, a striking illustration of an ideology’s
capacity to survive even under conditions
increasingly remote from those to which
the ideology was relevant. It is also to be
remembered that this ideology finally be-
gan to fade when a democratic political
process and democratically accepted changes
in socioeconomic organization made possi-
ble a &dquo;peaceful&dquo; re-evaluation of the party’s
views and did not pose before it the al-
ternative of disintegration.

In the Soviet Union several established
commitments act as powerful counterforces
and protect the ideology from erosion. The
most important of these is the institutional
commitment in the form of the ruling party.
Not much needs to be said about this most

important factor. If the ideology were to

fade, particularly among the membership,
the power of the party would be threatened,
even though ritualization could delay the
disintegration. The upper echelons of the

party are very conscious of this. The steps
taken by Khrushchev to re-establish the

role of the party in Soviet society and the

recent measures adopted to invigorate the
ideological indoctrination of the population
at large suggest that the party is determined
to maintain ideological consciousness in its

ranks. In the foreseeable future there is

little reason to doubt its capacity to do so.
The institutional commitment to ideology

is backed by a personal commitment. To
individuals like Khrushchev, the ideology
is the source of their insight into reality,
a conscious treasure to be guarded against
pollution (unless by themselves, which is a
different problem), the basic source of their
education (Rabfak, in Khrushchev’s case),
and the emotional source for their personal
sense of life. The present generation of So-
viet leaders-men in their early sixties-came
of age during the latter stages of the civil
war and matured during the N.E.P. and the
Stalinist transformation of Russia. Their first
contact with the ideology came at a time
when the party was still intensely preoc-
cupied with ideological issues and was at-
tempting, through debate, deviations, and

purges, to determine what course to pursue
in building a new society. Even a simple
young member, Khrushchev, for example,
could not avoid involvement and had to

make his choice. Ideology in the 1920’s was
an important matter, even if one were to

focus merely on the power struggles that
were taking place. Khrushchev’s experience
in this period was bound to leave with him
a lasting awareness that there is a &dquo;correct&dquo;

and an &dquo;erroneous&dquo; path and that the party
must always remain conscious of this. In a
decade or so from now, and maybe sooner,
a new generation of Soviet leaders will come
to the fore. The men who are now in their

fifties, e.g., Aristov or Kozlov, were twenty
when Stalin undertook his collectivization
drive and defeated all opposition, and they
were in their mid-twenties when the party
experienced its great purge. They faced no
alternatives. To them, power equalled ideol-

34 Compare the basic program of Bad Godes-
berg with the Heidelberg program of 1925.
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ogy. The road forward was simple, firmly
charted, and not subject to discussion. To
such a generation, ideology may be less a
matter of conscious preoccupation. This

may make them in some ways much more
defenseless against unarticulated social proc-
esses which quietly erode the ideology.
Nonetheless, the habits of thought and the
personal experience of the Soviet leaders
will act as a braking element on the force
stimulating erosion.

Broad social commitment is another &dquo;de-
fensive&dquo; element. As values become socially
ingrained, they resist new values. The re-
construction of Soviet society on the basis
of the ideology and the indoctrination of
many decades has created a social residue
which will resist the intrusion of new ideas,
even though the intellectually alert ele-
ments may be drawn by them. The influence
of the latter can be effective only if they
either penetrate the party or succeed in

infusing the society with new notions. Given
the nature of the Soviet society, the task
for the carriers of new ideas is not easy, un-
less a major crisis should shake its stability.
In some ways it can even be argued that
urbanization and industrialization, achieved
within an ideological context and by an
ideologically motivated movement, will tend
to perpetuate the role of ideology. First,
they institutionalize an environment which
is based on the ideological aspirations and
which in time begins to act as a buffer for
that ideology; second, through a very tangi-
ble sense of achievement, they create a

widespread acceptance of the ideology,
which, even if lacking its original revolu-
tionary zeal, becomes gradually more per-
vading ; third, the nature of a modern in-

dustrial society, which is based on social

ownership and has severely limited individ-
ual initiative, requires a continuous articula-
tion of societal goals to help preserve the
broadly accepted purpose. These factors to-

gether are inimical to a rapid erosion of the
ideology. Finally, action commitment revi-

talizes the ideology. Action provokes reac-
ticn and breeds hostility and conflict and

thereby intensifies belief, steeled by trial.

Action crowned by success strengthens the
ideology even more. Insofar as the masses
are concerned, the Soviet leadership has

been making strenuous efforts to identify its
successes in launching Sputniks or achieving
a higher rate of growth with its ideology.
Indeed, it might be one of the ironies of the
Soviet version of communism that Soviet

military preponderance might become an
element which retrenches and intensifies

ideological belief.
To the party membership, Soviet inter-

national achievements are increasingly be-
coming the &dquo;ersatz&dquo; method of establishing
the correctness of the ideology, thereby
preserving the inner sense of ideological
purpose without which the party could de-

cay. This ersatz method of revitalizing the
ideology is not entirely a matter of con-

scious design. Having become a great pow-
er, at a rate certainly not expected in the
West and possibly not even by the Kremlin
either, the Soviet Union has a degree of

involvement in the rapidly changing world
which by itself tends to create conflicts with
other powers. Such conflicts can easily be
translated into ideological terms, especially
as some of the competing units do differ in
values and social systems.

In a sense, therefore, the very act of in-
volvement on a massive scale, an involve-
ment which in part is also a function of size
and power and which would continue to

generate conflicts between the U.S.S.R. and
the United States even if no ideology were
involved, tends to revitalize the ideology
and to translate even simple issues into

broader conflicts. For instance, one could
see the Berlin problem as a proper matter
of international dispute between several par-
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ties, comparable to the Saar. However,
quite unlike the Saar problem, the disputing
parties differ sharply in political and socio-
economic conceptions, and any change in
the status of Berlin has immediate implica-
tions for the stability of some of the dis-

puting parties. Beyond that, the presence
of other Communist states, some possibly
more ideologically radical than the Soviet

Union, as well as the Soviet interest in main-

taining unity in the Communist bloc, is

likely to intensify the action commitment

of the ideology. The Soviet leaders have re-
cently been making strenuous and general-
ly successful efforts to re-establish ideolog-
ical ties throughout the bloc.

It is these forces which impede the ero-
sion of the ideology and inhibit the Soviet
leadership from accepting international af-
fairs as &dquo;a game&dquo; with a series of rules; in-
stead, these forces make them insist on treat-
ing international affairs as a conflict with

only one solution. For the moment, possibly
the least hazardous conclusion would be to

suggest that, while the pressures for the
erosion of ideology are gradually building
up, the &dquo;conservative&dquo; forces of the ideology
are still well entrenched and have not lost
their capacity to exert influence. In the
near future an international &dquo;conflict resolu-
tion&dquo; is unlikely.
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