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Preface 

All this could Ье told in а different way: as the history of а 
contemporary revolution, as the expr·ession of а set. of opinions, 
or finally, as the confession of а revolutionary. А little of each 
of these may Ье found in this document. Внt, even if this is an 
inadequate syntћesis of history, opiпions and memoirs, it re
flects my effort to give as complete апd as brief а picture as 
possiЬle of coпtemporaтy Commuпism. Some special or tech
пical aspects may Ье lost, but. the laтger picture, I trust, will Ье 
that much simpler апd more complete. 

I have tried to detach myself fгom my persoпal proЬlems Ьу 
not submittiпg to tћem. Му circumstaпces are, at. best, un
cer·taiп апd I am tl1erefore compelled to express my peтsonal 
obseтvatioпs апd expe1·ieпces ћastily; а more detailed examina
tioп of my persoпal situatioп migћt some day supplemeпt апd 
peтhaps even chaпge some of my coпclusioпs. 

I canпot descriЬe all the dimeпsions of the coпflict in the 
paiпful соuпе of our coпtemporary world. Nor do I preteпd 
to kпo'\v any world outside. the Commuпist '\Vorld, in '\Vhich I 
had either the fortuпe or шisfortuпe to live. When I speak of 
а world outside my o'\vn, I do so orlly to put my О'\VП world in 
perspective, to make its reality clearer. 

v 



vi PREFACE 

Alтost everytblng in this book has been expressed soтe
vvhere else, and in а different way. Perhaps а new fiavor, color, 
and nюod, and sоте пе\v thougћts, тау Ье found here. That 
is soтething--iп fact, quite enough. Each тап's experiences 
are unique, 1vorthy of coттuпication to bls fello1v теn. 

The reader slюuld not seek in this book some kind of social 
or other pbllosophy, not even 1vhere I make generalized state
тents. Му аiт has been to present а pictuтe of the Coттunist 
1vorld but not to philosophize about it. Ьу means of generaliza
tions-even though I ћаvе sometimes found geпeralization 
нпavoidaЬle. 

Тће metћod of detacћed observatioп seeтed to те tће most 
suitaЬle опе for pтesenting ту тateтial. Му preтises could 
ћаvе been streпgthened and ту conclusioпs could ћаvе Ьееп 
proved Ьу quotatioпs, statistics, and тecitals of eveпts. Iп order 
to Ье as simple and concise as possiЬle, I ћаvе iпstead expressed 
ту observatioпs thr·ougl1 reasoпiпg and logical deduction, keep
iпg quotatioпs and statistics to а шiniтuт. 

I tblпk шу шethod is appтopriate for ту personal story апd 
for шу method of 'NOrking апd thinking. 
Dшing ту adult life I ћаvе tтaveled the entire road ореп to 

а Coшшunist: ћош the Iovvest to the blgћest rung of the bler
ю·cћicalladdeт, fгош local апd national to inteшational forums, 
апd ћош the forщatioп of tће tтue Coттunist Party and 
organizatioп of the revolution to the estaЬlishтent of the so
called socialist society. No one coтpelled те to етЬrасе or to 
тејесt Coтшunisш. I таdе шу o1vn decisioп according to ту 
convictions, ћееlу, in so far· as а таn can Ье ћее. Even tћougћ 
I 1vas disillusioned, I do not belong to tћose whose disillusion
rпent 1vas sћarp and ехtгете. I cut тyself off gradually and 
coпsciously, building up the picture and conclнsions I present 
in this book. As I became iпcгeasiпgly estr·anged froт the re
ality of coпteтpor-ar·y Coтrпнnism, I came closer to the idea 
of derпocгatic socialisт. This personal evolution is also refiected 
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in this book, although the book's primary purpose is not to 
trace this evolution. 

I consider it superfluous to criticize Commuпism as an idea. 
The ideas of equality and brotherћood among men, whicћ 
ћаvе exjsred in varying forтs siпce ћнmаn society began-and 
>vhich contemporary Coтmнnism accepts in woгd-are pгin
ciples to -vvhich fighters for progress and ћeedom 1vill al1vays 
aspire. It 1voнld Ье 1vrong t.o criticize tћese basic ideas, as \\rell 
as vaiн and foolisћ. The struggle to achieve tћет is part of 
ћнmаn society. 

Nor ћаvе I eнgaged iн detailed criticism of Coшmнnist 
theory, although such criticism is needed апd useful. I have 
conceпtrated оп а descriptioп of coпtemporary Commннism, 
touching upon theor-y онlу 1vhere necessaгy. 

It is impossiЬle to express all my observatioпs апd exper
ieпces iн а 1vork as bгief as this опе. I ћаvе stated only the most 
essential of tћem, usiпg generalizatioпs 1vћеге tћеу \Vere un
avoidaЬle. 

This account may appear strange t.o tћose 1vћо live in tће 
пoп-Comrпunist 1voгld; it. \vould поt seem uпusual to tћose 1vћо 
live iн tће Corпmuпist опе: I claim no exclusive credit or dis
tiпction for pгeseпting tће picture of tllat 1vorld, nor fог tће 
ideas concerning it. They аге simply the pictшe апd ideas of 
tће \VOrld iн \vblcћ I live. I am а pгoduct of tћat 1vor1d. I ћаvе 
contriЬuted to it. No1v I am one of its cr-itics. 
Опlу on tће surface is tbls incoпsisteпt. I ћаvе struggled iп 

tће past, and am strнggliпg IlO\V, for· а better world. Тћаt stтнg
gle may поt produce the desired resнlts. Nevertl1eless, tће logic 
of my action is contaiпed in tће leнgtћ апd contiпнity of that 
struggle. 
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Origins 

1. 

The roots of modern Соmпшпisп1 reach back very far, al
though they >vere dormant before tl1e development of modeп1 
industry iп -.;vesterп Europe. Communism's basic ideas ar·e the 
Primacy of Matter апd tће Reality of Change, ideas borrmved 
from tblnkers of tће period just befoie the inception of Com
rnunism. As Communism endures and gains strength, these 
basic ideas play а less апd less impoгtaпt role. This is uпder
standaЬle: once iп pmvei, Commuпism teпds to Iemodel tће 
rest of the -.;vorld accoгding to its o-.;vn ideas and teпds less and 
less to change itseif. 

Dialectics and materialism-tћe cћaпging of tће -.;vorbl inde
pendently of hurnan -.;vill-formed the basis of the old, classical, 
Marxist Commuпism. Тћеsе basic ideas -.;vere not originated 
Ьу Communist theorists, sucћ as Marx or Engels. Тћеу bor
Io-.;ved them and -.;vove tћem into а -.;vhole, thus forming, 
unintentionally, the basis for а r1e1v conception of tће -.;vorld. 
Тће idea of the Prirnacy of Matter was borrmved from the 

French materialists of tће eighteenth century. Eю·Iier thiпkers, 
iпcluding Deпюcritus in апсiенt Greece, had expressed it in а 
differ·ent way. The idea of tће reality of chaнge, caused Ьу the 
struggle of opposites, called Dialectics, was takeн over from 

1 
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Hegel; the same idea had Ъееn expressed in а different \vay Ьу 
He1-aclitus in ancient Greece. 

Without going into tће details of tће diffeтences bet.,veen 
Maтxist ideas анd precediнg similar tћeories, it is necessary to 
poiпt out tћat Hegel, in pтeseпtiнg the idea of tће Reality of 
Сћапgе, тetaiнed the сонсерt of ан uнсћанgiнg supreme la\v, 
or tће Idea of tће Absolute. As he expressed it, iп tће last aнaly
sis tћеге are uнсћанgеаЬlе la'\vs '\vhicћ, indepeнdeнtly of lшmап 
will, goverп nature, society, анd ћumап beiнgs. 
Althougћ stressiпg tће idea of tће Reality of Сћанgе, :Матх, 

анd especially Engels, stated tћat tће la\vs of tће objective or 
material world were uнсћапgеаЬlе анd iнdepeнdeнt of ћumап 
beiнgs. Матх '\vas ce1·taiн tћat he '\vould discover tће basic Ia,vs 
goverпiпg life анd society, just as Danviн ћаd discovered tће 
la'\\'S goverпiпg liviнg creatures. At ану rate, Матх did clarify 
some social la,vs, particular-Iy tће way iп '\Vћiсћ tћese Iaws 
opeтated iн tће peтiod of early iпdustrial capitalism. 
Tћis fact аlоне, еvен if accepted as accurate, canнot in itself 

justify tће сонtенtiон of moderп Communists tћat Матх dis
coveгed all tће la1vs of society. Still less сан it justify their at
t~mpt to :nodel society after tћose ideas iн tће same '\vay tћat 
l1vestock 1s Ьгеd оп tће basis of tће discoveries of Lamarck апd 
Darwiп. Humaн society санноt Ье compared to species of aнi
mals or to iнaпimate objects; it is composed of individuals анd 
grou~s \vћiсћ are coпtiнuously анd coпsciously active iп it, 
groшнg апd сћанgiпg. 

. Iп tће pret~nsioнs of contempOI'ary Commuнism of beiпg, 
1f. not tће uшque and absolut.e, but in any case tће ћigћest 
sc1ence, based оп dialectical materialism, are ћiddeн tће seeds 
of its despotism. Тће OI'igin of tћese preteпsioнs can Ье fouпd 
iп tће ideas of Матх, tћougl1 Матх blmself did поt anticipate 
tћem. 

?f course, contempora1y Communism does rюt deny tће 
eXIstence of an objective or unchaнging body of laws. However, 
wheн iн power, it acts in an entirely different maпner to'\vard 
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human society and tће individual, and uses methods to estab
lish its power different from those its theories would suggest. 

Beginning '\vitћ the preщise tћat tћеу alone know the Iaws 
which govern society, Coшшunists aпive at the oversiшplified 
and unscientific conclusioп that this alleged knowledge gives 
tћеш tће po,ver and the exclusive rigћt to cћange society and 
to control its activities. This is the шајоr error of tћeir system. 

Hegel claiшed tћat tће absolute шопаrсћу in Prussia was 
tће incarпation of bls idea of tће Absolute. Тће Coшшunists, 
on tће otћer ћапd, claiш tћat tћеу represent tће incarпation 
of tће objective aspirations of society. Here is ШОI'е tћan just 
one difference between tће Coшшunists and Hegel; tћere is 
also а difference bet1veen tl1e Coшmunists and absolute шоn
аrсћу. Тће шоnаrсћу did not tblnk quite as blgћly of itself as 
tће Coшmunists do of tћeшselves, поr \Vas it as absolute as 
tћеу are. 

2. 

Hegel ћiшself '\Vas probaЬly trouЬled Ьу tће possiЬle con-· 
clusions to Ье drawn froш ћis own discoveries. For inst.ance, 
if everytblng '\Vas constantly being traпsforшed, wћat '\Vould 
ћарреn to ћis own ideas and to tће society '\Vћiсћ ће '\Vanted 
to preserve? As а professor Ьу royal appointшeпt ће could 
not ћаvе dared, in any case, to шаkе puЬlic recoшшendations 
for tће iшproveшent of society on tће basis of bls pћilosopћy. 

Tћis '\vas not tће case witћ Матх. As а young шаn ће took 
ан active part in tће 1848 revolution. Не "\vent to extreшes in 
dra,ving conclusioпs froш Hegel's ideas. Was not tће Ьloody 
class stтuggle гaging all over Europe straining to"\vard soшething 
ne1v and blgћer? It. appeared not only tћat Hegel '\Vas rigћt
tћat is, Hegel as intet·preted Ьу Marx-but also tћat pbllo
sopћical systeшs по longer ћаd шeaning and justificatioн, since 
science '\Vas discovering objective la1vs so rapidly, including 
tћose applicaЬle to society. 
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In science, Comte's pos1t1v1sm llad already triumphed as а 
method of inquiry; tlle Englisll scllool of political economy 
(Smitll, Ricardo, and otllers) 1vas at its lleight; еросћаl laws 
1vere being discover·ed from day to day in tће пatural sciences; 
mоdегп iпdustry 1vas carviпg out its раtћ on tће basis of scieп
tific techпology; and tће wouпds of youпg capitalism revealed 
tћemselves iп tће sufferiпg апd the begiппiпg struggle of the 
proletariat. Appю·ently this 1vas tће onset of tће doшiпatioп 
of scieпce, еvеп over society, and tће eliшinatioп of t.he capital
istic сопсерt of o;vпership as tће final obstacle to ћuшап happi
пess апd freedom. 
Тће time 1yas ripe for one great coпclusioп. Marx had Ьоtћ 

tће dariпg апd tће deptћ to express it, but tћere 1vere по social 
forces availaЬle оп 1vblch he could rely. 

Marx >vas а scieпtist and ап ideologist. As а scieпtist, ће made 
important discoveгies, paнicularly iп sociology. As ап ideol
ogist, ће furnisћed tће ideological basis for the gтeatest and 
шost impoгtant political moveшents of шоdетп blstory, 1vhich 
took place first in Ешоре and are пmv taking place in Asia. 

But, just because he >vas а scieпtist, ecoпoшist, апd sociol
ogist, Marx never thougћt of constшctiпg ап all-inclusive 
philosopblcal or ideological systeш. Не опсе said: "One tћiпg 
is certaiп; I аш поt а Marxist." His great scieпtific talent gave 
Ыш tће gгeatest advantage over· all bls socialist. pгedecessors, 
sucћ as О>vеп апd Fourier. Тће fact t.hat ће did rюt iпsist on 
ideological all-inclusiveness ог bls о>vп pbllosopћical systeш 
gave him an even gтeater advantage over bls disciples. Most of 
the latter >vere ideologists and only to а very liшited degree
as tће exaшples of Plekћanov, Labr·iola, Lenin, Kautsky, and 
Stalin >vill slю>v-scientists. Тћеiг main desire 1vas to construct 
а systeш out of Marx's ideas; tbls 1vas especially t.rue of tћose 
who kne1v little pbllosophy and ћаd even less talent for it. As tће 
tiшe passed, Marx's successoгs гevealed а tendency to present 
his teachings as а finite and all-inclusive concept of the >vorld, 
and to regaгd tћemselves as тesponsiЬle for tће contiпuation 
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of all of Marx's work, >vhich they considered as beiпg virtuaHy· 
coшplete. Science gradually yielded to propagaпda, and as а 
result, propagaпda teпded шоrе апd шоrе to represent itself 
as science. 

Beiпg а product of bls tiшe, Marx deпied the need for ану 
kiпd of pћilosopћy. His closest friend, Engels, declar·ed tћat 
pbllosopћy had died 1vitћ tће developmeпt of scieпce. Marx's 
tћesis >vas ноt at all origiпal. Тће so-called scieпtific philosopћy, 
especially after Coшte's positivisш апd Feuerbacћ's шater

ialism, ћаd Ьесоше tће geнeral fasbloп. 
It is easy to uпder·staнd 1vћу Marx deпied Ьоtћ the пееd for 

and tће possiЬility of estaЬlisblнg any kiпd of pћilosophy. It 
is ћarder to uпderstaпd >vћу bls successшs tried to arraпge his 
ideas iпto an all-iнclusive systeш, iнto а пе1v, exclusive pћilos
opћy. Еvеп tћougћ they deпied tће нееd for any kiпd of 
pћilosopћy, iп practice tћеу created а dogma of tћeir оwн 1vћiсћ 
tl1ey coпsidered to Ье tће "шost scieпtific" or tlle "опlу scieп
tific" systeш. Iп а peгiod of geнer·al scieпtific eпtћusiasш and 
of gr·eat cћanges brougl1t about iп eveгyday life and industry 
Ьу science, tћеу could поt ћеlр but Ье шaterialists and to 
consider tћeшselves tl1e "опlу" repr·eseпtatives of tће "опlу" 
scieпtific vie>v and шethod, particular·ly since tћеу гepresented 
а social str·atuш 1vblcћ 1vas iп confiict 1vitћ all tlle accepted 
ideas of tlle tiшe. 

Marx's ideas >vere infiueпced Ьу tће scieпtific atшospћere of 
bls time, Ьу bls o>vn leaпings to>vard scieпce, and Ьу his гevolu· 
tionary aspir-atioп to give to tће 1vorking-class шoveшent а 
шоrе or less scientific basis. His disciples 1vere iпfiueпced 

Ьу а diffeгent enviгonшent апd Ьу differeпt шotives 1vћen tћеу 

conveнed bls Yie>vs into dogrna. 
If tће political needs of tће 1vor·king-class шoveшent in 

Europe had not deшanded а ne1v ideology coшplete in itself, 
tће pbllosopћy t.hat calls itself Marxist, tће dialectical шaterial
isш, \\rould have been forgotten-disшissed as soшetћing поt 
particularly profound or even origiпal, tћougћ Marx's есо-
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noшic and social studies are of the ћighest scientific and literary 
rank. 
Тће strengtћ of Marxist pbllosophy did not Iie in its scieп

tific eleшeпts, but iп its соппесtiоп -.;vith а шass шoveшent, апd 
шost of all in its eшphasis оп tl1e objective of chaпgiпg society. 
It stated agaiп and agaiп that. the existiпg -.;vorld -.;vould chaпge 
siшply because it ћаd to cћange, tћat it bore the seeds of its 
о-.;vп oppositioп апd destruction; tЪat the -.;voгkiпg class -.;vaпted 
this chaпge and -.;vould Ье аЬlе to effect it. InevitaЬly, the influ
ence of this philosophy increased апd created iп the Eur·opeaп 
-.;vorkir1g-class шovement the illusioп tl1at it -.;vas omnipotent, 
at least. as а method. Iп countries -.;vћere siшilar conditioпs did 
поt exist, sucl1 as Great Britaiп and the United States, tће 

iпflueпce апd iшportaпce of this pћilosophy -.;vas insigпificaпt, 
despite the stгeпgtll of the -.;voгking class and the -.;vorkiпg~class 
шоvешепt. 

As а scieпce, Maixist philosophy -.;vas rюt iшpor·taпt, siпce it 
-.;vas based mainly оп Hegeliaп апd materialistic ideas. As tlle 
ideology of the пе-.;v, oppr·essed classes апd especially of political 
шovements, it marked an epocl1, first in Eur·ope, and later in 
Russia апd Asia, pгovidiпg the basis for а пе-.;v political move
шeпt апd а пе-.;v social system. 

з. 

Marx thought tћat the replacemeпt of capitalist society 
1vould Ье brougћt аЬопt Ьу а revolпtioпaгy stгпggle bet-.;veeп 
its t-.;vo basic classes, the boпгgeoisie and tће pгoletariat. The 
clasћ seemed all tће mor-e likely to him Ьесапsе in the capital
istic system of tћat time Ьоtћ poverty апd -.;vealth kept increas
ing ппсћесkеd, оп tће opposite poles of а society tћat -.;vas 
sћаkеп Ьу periodic ecoпomic crises. 

Iп tће last analysis, Marxist teachiпg 1vas tће prodпct of tће 
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indпstrial revolution or of the struggle of the indпstrial prole
tariat for а better life. It -.;vas no accident that tlle friglltful 
poverty апd brutalizatioп of tће masses 1vћich accompanied iп
dпstrial cllange had а po-.;verfпl inflпence оп Marx.. His most 
importaпt -.;vork, Das Kapital1 contains а number of important 
and stin·ing pages оп this topic. Тће recurring crises, -.;vhich 
\vere cћaracteristic of tlle capitalism of tће nineteentћ сепtпrу, 
togetћer -.;vitћ tће pover-ty and the гapid incгease of tће popula
tiorl, logically led Marx to tће belief tllat revolпtioп -.;vas the 
only solпtion . .Маrх did not coпsider revolпtioп to Ье iпevita
Ьle in all coпntries, paгticпlarly not iп tlюse -.;vћere democratic 
iпstitпtioпs -.;vеге alr·eady а tradition of social life. Не cited as 
examples of sпсЬ coпntries, iп one of ћis talks, tlle NetЬerlands, 
Great Britaiп апd tlle United States. Ho-.;vever, оне can con
clпde from his ideas, takeп as а -.;vћole, tЬat the iпevitaЬility 
of revolпtion -.;vas one of bls basic beliefs. Не believed iп revo
lпtioп апd pr·eacЬed it.; ће -.;vas а revolпtioпary. 

l\Iarx's r·evolпtioпaтy ideas, -.;vЪiсЬ 1vere coпditional and поt 
univeгsally applicaЬle, were cllaпged Ьу Lепiп iпto absolпte апd 
lllliversal pгiпciples. Iп The lnfantile Disorder of "Left-Wing" 
Communism1 perЬaps bls most dogmatic 1vork, Lепiп devel
oped tЬese pгiпciples still more, differiпg -.;vitЬ Marx's position 
that revolпtion -.;vas avoidaЬle in cer-taiп соппtтiеs. Не said tћat 
Great Вr·itaiп coпld no loпger Ье regaтded as а coпntry iп 

1vћiсћ r·evolпtioп 1vas avoidaЬle, Ьесапsе dпriпg tЬе First 
\Vorbl \Var sЬе Ьаd become а militar-istic po-.;ver, and ther·efore 
tlle Br-itisћ \Vorkiпg class Ьаd по оtЬег сЬоiсе Ьпt. тevolпtion. 
Lепiп епеd, поt опlу in ћis failпre to пnderstaпd that "Bтitish 
rnilitaтism" \vas опlу а temporary, \vartime рћаsе of develop
шeпt, Ьпt Ьесапsе ће failed to foгesee tЬе fпrtћer development 
of democтacy апd ecoпomic pтogress iп Gr-eat В!·itaiп or other 
\Vesteш coппtr-ies. Не also did поt uпderstand tЬе natпre of 
tlle EnglisЬ trade-uпioп rпovemeпt. Не placed too much em
pllasis or1 Ьis О\VП, or Marxian, detenniпistic, scieпtific ideas 
апd paid too little attention to the objective social role апd 
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potentialities of the 1vorking class in more highly developed 
countries. Although he disclaimed it, he did in fact proclaim 
his theories and the Russiaп тevolutionary experience to Ье 
universally applicaЬle. 

According to Marx's ћypothesis and his coпclusions оп the 
subject, the r·evolution >vould осснr first of all in the higbly 
developed capitalist countтies. Marx believed that the results 
of the revolutioп-that is, the ne1v socialist society->vould lead 
to а ne1v and higher level of freedom thaп tћat prevalent in 
tће existing society, in so-called liЬer·al capitalism. This is 
undeгstandaЬle. In the very act of rejectiпg various types of 
capitalism, Marx 1vas at the same time а pi"Oduct of his epoch, 
tће liЬeral capitalist epoch. 

Iп developiпg the Marxist staпd that. capitalism must Ье re
placed not only Ьу а ћigher economic and social foтm-that is, 
socialism-but Ьу а higl1er form of human fr·eedom, the Social 
Democrats justifiaЬly considered themselves to Ье Marx's suc
cessoгs. They ћаd по less тight to tћis claim than the Com
munists, 1vho cited Marx as the source of their idea that the 
replacement of capitalism can take place only Ьу revolutionary 
means. Hmvever, both groups of Marx's follo>vers-the Social 
Demoпats апd tће Commнnists->veгe only partly rigЬt iп cit.
ing him as tЬе basis for tl1eiг ideas. In citing Marx's ideas tћеу 
1vere defending tћeir· o>vn practices, >vhich ћаd oгiginated in а 
diffeгeпt, and already cЬanged society. Апd, althoнgЬ both 
cited and depended on Maтxist ideas, the Social Deшocтatic апd 
Coшmunist nюveшents developed in diffeгent diтections. 

In cotшtries >vhere political and econoшic pгogгess 1vas dif
ficult, and 1vћеге tће >vиkiпg class played а 1veak role in society, 
the пееd агоsе slo1vly to шаkе а systeш and а dogma out of 
Marxist teaching. Moтeover, iп countr'ies >vћете econoшic forces 
and social relations 1vere поt yet ripe for iпdustrial cћange, as iп 
Russia and later in Cћina, tl1e adoption and dogmatization of 
the revolutioпaгy aspects of Marxist teacћings was тоге rapid 
and coшplete. Тћеrе >vas empћasis on revolution Ьу the work-
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ing-class шovement. In such countries, Marxism grew stronger 
and stroпger апd, 1vith the victory of tће revolutionary party, it 
became the dошiпапt ideology. 

In couпtries sucћ as Gеrшапу, 1vћere tће degree of political 
and ecoпornic progress made revolutioп unnecessary, tће derno
cratic and reforrnist aspects of Marxist teacћing, ratћer tћап 
tће revolutionary ones, domiпated. Тће aпti-dogrnatic ideologi
cal апd political tendencies geпerated ап empћasis оп reform 
Ьу the 1vorkiпg-class movernent. 

Iп the first case, tће ties 1vitћ Marx 1vеге st!'engtћened, at 
Ieast in out1vard арреаrапсе. In the second case, tћеу 1vere 
1veakened. 

Social developrneпt and the developrnent of ideas led to а 
severe scћism iп the European socialist rnovemeпt. Roнghly 
speaking, tће cћanges iп political and econornic conditions co
incided 1vith chaпges iп tће ideas of tl1e socialist tћeorists, 

because they interpreted reality in а тelative manner, that is, 
iп ап incornplete апd one-sided 1vay, ћоm tl1eir 0\VП partisan 
poiпt of vie1v. 

Leпin in Rшsia and Bernstein iп Geгrnaпy ате the t>vo ex
tremes through 1vhich tЬе diffeгent cћanges, social and eco
пornic, апd tће diffeгeпt "тealities" of tће 1voтking-class move
ments fouпd expтessioп. 

Alrnost пothing тernained of oгigiпal :мarxism. In the West 
it had died out or 1vas in tће process of dying out; in the East, 
as а тesult of tће estaЬlisћrnent of Cornrnuпist rule, only а res
idue of forшalisrn and dogmatisrn тernained of Marx's dialectics 
and mateгialisrn; tћis 1vas used for tће pur-pose of cernenting 
po1ver, justifying tyтanny, апd violating ћurnan coпscience. 

Altћougl1 it ћаd in fact also been аЬапdопеd in tће East, Marx
ism operated tћere as а r·igid dogrna 1vitћ incr·easing po1ver. It 
1vas rnore than an idea tћere; it 1vas а ne1v government, а nevv 
econorny, а пе1v social systern. 
AltћougЬ Marx ћаd furnisћed bls disciples 1vitћ tће impetнs 

for sнсћ developrnent, ће Ьаd Yery little desire fот· sucћ develop-
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ment nor did he expect it. History betrayed this great master 
as it has others 1vho have attempted to interpret its laws. 

What ћаs been the nature of tће development since Marx? 
In the 1870's, the formation of corporatioпs апd monopolies 

had beguп in courнries 1vћere the iпdustrial revolution ћаd 
already takeп place, sucћ as Germany, Eпglaпd, and tће Uпited 
States. This developmeпt 1vas in full swing Ьу the beginning 
of the Hveпtietћ century. Scientific analyses were made of it 
Ьу Hobson, Hilferding, and others. Leniп, in Imperialism, the 
Final Stage of Capitalism, made а political analysis, based 
шаiпlу on tllese authors, containing predictions whicћ ћаvе 
proved mostl у inaccurate. 

Marx's tћeories about tlle increasing impoverisћment of tће 
1vorking class 1;vere not. Ьоше out Ьу developшents iп those 
couпtries from 1vblch bls theories ћаd been derived. However, 
as Hugh Seton-'\>Vatson states in From Lenin to Malenkov,* 
they appeared to Ье r·easonaЬly accurate for the most part in 
tће case of the agr·ar'ian East European countries. Tћus, while 
in the vVest his stature 1vas redпced to that of а blstorian and 
scholar, Marx became the pгophet of а ne1v era in easteш 
Europe. His teachings ћаd ап iпtoxic.atiпg effect, similar to а 
пеw religion. 
Тће sitпatioп iп 1vestern Europe tllat contribпted to the 

theories of Eпgels and Marx is descгiЬed Ьу Andre Maurois in 
the Yпgoslav edition of The History -Df England: 

Wћen Engels visited :Маnсћеstег in 1844, ће found 350,000 
>voгker·s сгпsћеd and crmvded into darnp, dirty, broken-down 
houses >vћere tlley breathed an atrnospllere resernЬiing а mix
ture of 1vater and coal. In tће rnines, he saw half-naked 
wornen, who 1vere tтeated Iike tlle lowest of draft animals. 
Cllildr·en speпt the day in dark tunnels, wllere tћеу were 
employed in opeпing and closing tће primitive openings for 
ventilation, and iп otћer difficпlt tasks. Iп tће Јасе industгy, 
exploitatioп reached sucћ а point tћat four-year-old cllildren 
worked for virtually по рау. 

• New York, Frederick А. Praeger, 1953. 
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Encтels lived to see an entirely different picture of Great 
~ . 

Britaiп, but he sa>v а still шоrе lюпiЬlе and-wћat 1s шоrе 
important-ћopeless poverty in Russia, the Balka~s, Asia апd 

Africa. 
Technological iшproveшents brougl1t about vast and con-

crete сhапиеs iп the vVest, iшшепsе froш every poiпt of vie-~v. 
Тћеу led ~ tlle for-matioп of шoпopolies, апd to the partiti?п 
of the 1vorld iпto splleгes of iпterest for tlle developed couпtпes 
апd for tће шoпopolies. Tlley also led to the Fiтst World War 

апd tЪе October Revolutioп. 
Iп the developed couпtтies the rapid rise in productioп and 

tlle acquisitioп of coloпial sources of materials апd шarkets 
mateгially chaпged tће positioп of the 1vorkiпg class. The strug
gle fог теfоrш, for better шaterial coпditioпs, together 1vith 
tће adoptioп of parliaшentary forшs of goveгпment, Ьесаше 
mor-e теаl апd valпaЬle tl1a11 revolutioпary ideals. Iп sпсћ places 
revolutioп became пonsensical and uпrealistic. 

The countl'ies 1vhicћ were поt yet iпdustrialized, paгticularly 
Russia, 1vere in an eпtirely diffeгeпt situatioп. They found 
tћemselves iп а dileшrna; they llad either· to becorne iпdustrial
ized, or to discoпtiпue active participatioп оп the stage of 
Ыstor-y, tпшiпg iпto captives of tће developed couпtries and 
tћeir шoпopolies, tћнs doomed to degeneracy. Local capital 
and tће class and paгties repr-esentiпg it 1vеге too 1veak to solve 
the proЬiems of r·apid iпdнstrializatioп. In tћese couпtries гevo
lпtioп became ан inescapaЬie пecessity, а Yital need for tће па
tiоп, and only one class could bгing it about-tЪe pгoletaгiat, 
or the revolпtioпaгy рагtу r-epr-esenting it. 

The гeason fог tbls is tћat tl1eгe is ап immutaЬle la.v-that 
еасћ hurnan society and all iпdividuals paгticipating iп it str-ive 
to increase and peгfect ргоdпсtiоп. Iп doiпg tbls tћеу come in 
coпflict \vitћ otћer societies апd individuals, so tћat tћеу corn
pete 1vitћ еасћ otћer iп oгder to SUI"\'iYe. This iппеаsе and 
expansioп of pгodпction coпstaпtly faces natпral and sociai 
baпiers, sucl1 as individual, political, legal, апd international 
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customs and relationships. Since it rnust overcorne obstacles, 
society, that is, those who at а giveп nюrnent represeпt its 
productiYe forces, rnust eliminate, change, or destroy the ob
stacles \Vhich arise either inside or outside its boundaries. 
Classes, parties, political systerns, political ideas, are ап expres
sioп of t.his ceaseless patterп of rnovernent and stagnation. 

N о society or nation alla...vs production to lag to such an 
extent tlшt its existence is threatened. То lag rneans to die. 
People never die \villingly; they are ready to undergo апу sacri
fice to overcorne the difficнlties \Vhich stand in the >vay of their 
econornic prodнctioп апd theiг existeпce. 

The envir·oпmeпt апd the material апd intellectual level de
terrniпe the metlюd, forces, апd meaпs tћat will Ье used to 
briпg about. tће developmeпt апd ехрапsiоп of productioп, 
апd tће social I'esults >vhich follo>v. Ho>vever, tЪе пecessity for 
tl1e developmeпt апd expansioп of pi'oductioп-uпder апу ideo
logical Ьаппеr or social fOl'ce-does поt depeпd оп iпdividuals; 
because tћеу >visћ to survive, societies апd пations fiпd the 
leaders апd ideas >vћiсћ, at а giYeп momeпt, are best suited to 
that 'i\'ћiсћ tћеу must and \vish to attain. 

Revolutioпary Marxism >vas ti'ansplaпted dнriпg tће period 
of monopolistic capitalism fmm tће iпdusti'ially developed 
\Vest t.o couпtries of the iпdustrially uпdeveloped East, sнсћ as 
Russia апd Сћiпа. Tћis is about the time >vћеп socialist move
meпts \vere developiпg iп tће East апd \Vest. Tћis stage 
of tће socialist movement began >vitћ its uпificatioп and ceпtral
izatioп iп tЪе Secoпd Iпteшatioпal, апd eпded \vitћ а division 
iпto tће Social Democгatic (I'eform) >ving and tће Communist 
(revolutionary) >viпg, leadiпg to tће I'evolutioп iп Russia апd 
tће foгmatioп of tће Tћir·d Iпteшational. 

Iп couпtries >vћere tћei'e \Vas no otћei' 1vay of briпgiпg about 
iпdustrializat.ioп, there >ve!'e special пatioпal reasoпs for tће 
Commuпist revolutioп. Revolutioпary movemeпts existed in 
semi-feudal Rнssia over half а сепtнrу before the арреаrапсе 
of tће Marxists iп the late niпeteeпth ceпtury. Moreover, there 
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\vere urgeпt апd specific concrete reasons-international, eco
пomic, political-for revolнtion. The basic reasoп-tћe vi~al 

пееd for iпdustrial cћaпge->vas commoп to all tће couпtпes 
sнсћ as Russia, СЬlпа, and Yugoslavia, \Vl1ere revolutioп took 
place. 

It >vas ћistшically iпevitaЬle that. most of tће European 
socialist шоvешепts after Mar·x \Vere not опlу шateтialistic and 
Marxist, but to а coпsideraЬle degтee ideologically exclн~ive. 
Aиaiпst tћem \vere uпited all tће forces of tће old soCiety: 
о d . 

сlштсћ, scћool, private owпersblp, goverпmeпt an , mm·e Im-
portaпt, tће vast. pO\ver macћin~ry '~ћiсћ tће Ешореап couп
tries ћаd developed since early times ш tће face of tће constant 
coпtineпtal >varв. 

Апуопе wћо >vants to cћange tће >voтld fuпdamentally must 
first of all interpi'et it fuпdameпtally апd "witlюut епоr." 

/Jf::;·· >v movement must Ье i~eologically exclusive, esp:ciall.y 
i! if iоп is the опlу 1vay victory сап Ье 'iVOil. Апd If tћ1s 
\;\ t is sнccessful, its vету success must streпgtћen its Ье-

, I'e s·':lhd ideas. Тћоugћ successes tћr·онgћ "adveпturous" par
liameпtaтy metlюds апd sti'ikes str·eпgtћeпed tће .тeformist tr~пd 
iп the Ge!'maп апd otћer· Social Demoпatic part1es, tће Russшn 
\vorkers, \vћо could поt improve their positioп Ьу опе kopeck 
\\'itћoнt Ьloody liquidatioпs, ћаd no сћоiсе but to use \veapoпs 
to escape despair· апd deatћ Ьу starvatioп. 
Тће otheг couпtries of easteп1 Ешоре-Роlапd, Czecћo

slovakia, Ннпgаrу, Rumaпia, апd Bulgaria-do not fall нпdеr 
tћis rule at Ieast поt tће fir·st tћтее couпtries. Тћеу did поt 
experien~e а revolнtioп, siпce tће Commuпist system w~s im
posed оп them Ьу tће pO\ver of tlle Soviet Arrny. Тћеу d1d n?t 
even pтess for indнstr·ial chaпge, at least поt Ьу tће Comшuшst 
metћod, for some of tћеш had already attaiпed it. Iп tћese 
couпtr·ies, revolutioп >vas imposed from the outside апd frorn 
above, Ьу foreign bayoпets апd tЪе macblnery of force. The 
Commuпist movements >vere weak, except iп the шost devel
oped of tће couпtries, Czechoslovakia, 1vhere the Coшmuпist 
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то:е~епt had closely resemЬled leftist апd paгliameпtary 
~ooalist movemeпts up to the time of diгect Soviet iпterveпtion 
ш th~ 1v~r and the coup d'etat of February 1948. Siпce the Com
muшst~ ш these couпtries 1vere 1veak, the substaпce апd forпl 
of the1r Commuпism had to Ье ideпtical 1vith that of the 
U.S.S.~. The U.S.S.R. imposed its system оп them, апd the 
dom:stic Communists adopted it gladly. The 1veaker Corп
muшsп~. 1vas, t~e ~ore it h.ad to imitate еvеп in form its "Ьig 
brother -totalitariaп Russiail Commuпism. 

Couпtries such as France and Italy, 1vћich had relatively 
st:ong Commuпist movements, had а llard time keepina up 
;vнh the industrially better-developed couнtries, апd thu; rап 
шtо soci~l diffic~lties. ~ince tlley. llad already passed througll 
democratrc and шdustпal revolutioпs, their Commuнist move~ 
me?ts differed gre~tly ћоm those in Russia, Yugoslavia, and 
Сhша. Tћerefore, ш France and Italy revolution did not ћаvе 
а real chance. Since they 1vere livina and operatina in an eнvi~ 
ronment of political democracy, eve~ tће Ieaders of tћeir Com
~unist part~es 1~ere поt аЬlе to free tћeшselves entirely of par
llameпtary Illusюпs. As far as revolutioп 1vas сопсеrпеd, they 
teпded to rely mot·e оп the iпterпatioпal Commuпist move· 
meпt апd tћ~ aid of the U .S.S.~ tl:aн оп tћeir o>vn revolutioпary 
po1~er. Tћerr follo1ver~, coпSideгшg tћeir leaders to Ье fighters 
agat~st poverty апd misery, пa'ively believed tћat tће party 1vas 
fightшg for а br·oader апd truer deшocracy. 

Moder~п Commuпism Ьеgап as ап idea 1vitћ the iпceptioп of 
moder~ шdustry. It is dyiпg out or beiпg elimiпated iп tћose 
c~uпtrres 1vhe:re iпdustrial developшent has acbleved its basic 
a1ms. It flouriSћes iп those couпtries 1vhere tbls ћаs поt yet 
happeпed. 

.Тће historical role of Commuпism iп tће uпdeveloped coun
t:Ies has. det,:rmiпed the course and the character of the revolu
tюп whкh It has ћаd to briпg about. 

Character of the Revolution 

1. 

History sh01vs that in countries where Commuпist revolu
tions have taken place other parties too have been dissatisfied 
1vith existiпg coпditioпs. The best example is Russia, where the 
party which accomplished the Cornmunist revolution 1vas поt 
фе опlу revolutionary рат-tу. 

However, опlу the Communist paгties were both revolu-
tioпary iп their opposition to the status quo апd stauпch and 
coпsistent iп their support of t.he iпdustrial transforrnatioп. Iп 
practice, tbls meant а radical destruction of estaЬlished O>mer
ship relatioпs. No other party 1veпt so far in t.his respect. None 

1vas "industrial" to that degree. 
It is less clear 1vhy these parties had to Ье socialist iп their 

program. Under the back1vard coпditions existiпg iп Czarist 
Russia, capitalist private 01mership not опlу sho1ved itself in
capaЬle of rapid iпdustrial tr·aпsformation, but actually ob
structed it. The private property class had developed iп а 
couпtry iп 1vhich extrernely po1verful feudal t·elatioпships still 
existed, 1vhile monopolies of rnore developed countries retained 
their grip оп this enormous area abouпding in ra1v rnaterials 

a!ld markets. 
Czarist Russia, accordiпg to its history, had to Ье а latecomer 

15 
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with тespect to the industrial revolution. It is the only Ешо
реап couпtry 1vhich did поt pass tћrough t.he Reformatioп and 
the Reпaissaпce. It did not have anythiпg like t.he medieval 
Europeaп city-states. Back1vard, semi-feudal, witћ absolutist 
moпarchy апd а bureaucratic centralism, 1vith а rapid iш.теаsе 
of t.he proletariat iп several centers, Russia found ћerself in 
the wћirlpool of modem world capitalism, and in tће sпares 
of the financial interests of t.he gigantic banking centers. 

Lenin states iп his work Imperialism, the Final Stage of 
Capi:alism tћat t.hree-foшtћs of the capital of tће large baпks in 
Rusыa was in the haпds of foreigп capitalists. Trotsky iп his 
history of the Russiaп revolution emphasizes that foreigners 
coпtrolled forty per cent of the sћares of iпdustrial capital ir1 
Russia, and that this percentage >vas еvеп gгeater in some lead
iпg iпdustries. As for Yugoslavia, foreigпers had а decisive 
influence in the most impoгtant br·ar1ches of Yugoslav economy. 
These facts alone do not ртоvе anytћing. But they sћmv that 
foreigtl capitalists used tћeir pmver to сћесk progress in these 
countries, to develop tћem exclusively as tћeir О\\'11 sources of 
raw materials and cheap labor, 1vith tlle result that tћese na
tions became unprogt·essive and even began to decline. 
Тће party >vhicћ ћаd tће historic task of carrying out tће 

revolution in tћese countries ћаd to Ье anti-capitalistic in its 
internal policy апd aпti-impeгialistic in its foreigп policy. 

Internally, domestic capital 1vas 1veak, and 1vas lar·gely ап 
~nst_rument or affiliate of foreigп capital. It 1vas rюt tће cap
Italist. class but aпotller class, tће proletariat 1vћich 1vas arisino
from the iпcreasing роvену of tће peasantry, tћat 1vas vitall; 
interested iп tће industrial revolutioп. Just as tће elimination 
of outrageous exploitation \\'as а шatter of Iife апd deatll for 
t.hose wћо already were proletaгians, so 1vas industrialization а 
шatter of survival for tћose 1\'ћо in their tнгп wеге about to 
become proletarians. Тће movement 1vћiсћ represented bot.h 
of tћese ћаd to Ье aпti-capitalistic, tћat is, socialistic in its 
ideas, slogans and pledges. 
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Тће revolнtioпary party coнld not serioнsly contemplate exe
cнtion of ап iпdustrial revolнtioп нnless it concentrated all do
mestic resoнтces in its o1vn ћапds, particнlarly tlюse of native 
capitalists against 1\'hom the шasses 1vere also emЬittered because 
of severe exploitatioп апd tће use of inћнmane шethods. Тће 
revolutioпary party had to take а siшilar staпd against foreigп 
capital. 

Other par·ties 1vere uпаЬlе to follo1v а similar program. АП 
of tћem eitl1er aspired to а return to tће old system, to preserva
tioп of vested, static relatioпships; or at. best, to gradнal and 
peaceful development. Even tће paнies 1vhich 1vere anti-capital
istic, as fог example tће SRs (Socialist-Revolutionaтy Party) in 
Russia, aspired to1var·d гeturniпg society to idyllic pтimitive 
peasant Ше. Even tће socialist parties sнсћ as tће Mensheviks 
in Russia did not go fartћer· tћan to push for tl1e violeпt over
tћro>v of the barriers to fгее capitalist development. Тћеу took 
tће poiпt of vie1v t.hat it. >vas пecessary to ћаvе fully developed 
capitalism iп иder to arrive at socialism later. Ho1vever, the 
pr·oЬlem ћеге 1vas differ·ent; Ьоtћ а гetнrn to tће old system апd 
uпћampered development of capitalism 1vеге impossiЬie for 
tћese coнntгies. N eitћer solutioп 1vas сараЬlе, нпdеr· tће given 
intematioпal and internal coпditions, of resolving tће urgerlt 
ргоЬiеm of fнтtћеr· development of these coнntries, i.e., tћeir 
industrial r·evolutioпs. 

Опlу tће рану 1vhicћ 1vas iп favor of the aпti-capitalist 

revolution апd Iapid iпdustгialization ћаd pr-ospects for suc
cess. Obvioнsly tћat party Ьаd to Ье, iп additioп, socialist iп 
its coпvictions. But siпce it 1vas oЬliged to operate under pre
vailiпg conditioпs iп general, апd iп tће labor or socialist 
moveшents, sнсћ а party Ьаd to depeпd ideologically оп tће 
сопсерt of tће inevitaЬility апd нsefulпess of modeтn industry 
as 1vell as оп tће tenet tћat revolнtion v\'as нпavoidaЬle. This 
concept alтeady existed, it \vas песеssагу only to modify it. ТЬе 
concept was Marxisш-its 1·evolutioпary aspect. Associatioп 1vitћ 
revolutioпю-y Marxisш, ог >9itЬ tће Енгореаn socialist move-
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ment, \Vas natural for tће party theп. Lat.er, witћ tће develop· 
meпt of tће revolнtioп and with the orgaпizational changes in 
tће deyeJoped couпtries, it became just as essential for it to 

separ·ate itself from tће reformism of European socialism. 
The inevitability of revolution and of rapid industrializatioп, 

wћiсћ exacted enormous sacrifices and involved rutbless vio
lence, required поt only promises but faith in tће possibllity of 
tће kingdom of ћeaven on eartћ. Advanciпg, as otћers also do, 
aloпg the liпe of least resistaпce, the supporters of revolution 
and industrialization often departed from estaЬlisћed Marxist 
апd socialist doctriпe. However, it. was impossiЬle for them to 
shed the doctrine eпtirely. 

Capitalism апd capitalist relatioпsblps were tће proper апd 
at the giveп moment the iпevitaЬle forms апd tecћniques Ьу 
wћich society expressed its needs and aspirations for improving 
апd expandiпg pгoduction. In Great Britain, in the first ћalf 
of tће пineteenth сепtuту, capitalism improved and expaпded 
production. And just as tће industrialists in Britain had to de
stroy the peasantry in order to attain а higћer degree of produc
tioп, the industrialists, or tће boшgeoisie, in Russia ћаd to 

become а Yictim of the industrial revolution. Тће participaпts 
and the forms wei"e different, but tће la\v \Vas tће same in both 
cases. 

In Ьоtћ instances socialism \vas inevitaЬle-as а slogaп апd 
pledge, as а faitћ апd а lofty ideal, and, in fact, as а particular 
forш of goverпment апd O\vnersblp \vblcћ \vould facilitate the 
industrial reYolution and make possiЬle improvement апd ех· 
pansioп of productioп. 

2. 

All the revolutioпs of tће past origiпated after пе\v economic 
or social relationsblps ћаd begun to prevail, and the old politi· 
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.:;al system had bec~me the sole obstacle to further development. 
None of these revolutions soнght апуtћiпg other t.han the 

destruction of the old political forms and an ope~ing o.f ~he 
1vay for alгeady matшe social forces апd relationsh1ps e~Ist:ng 
in tће old society. Even in those cases \vћeie tће reYolнt~oшsts 
desired something else, sucћ as tће bнilding of econom1:: a~d 
social relationsћips Ьу means of for·ce, as did the ЈасоЬш~ ш 
the French revolнtion, tћеу ћаd to accept failшe and Ье S\Vlftly 

eliminated. 
In all preYious revolutions, force and violence appeared 

predomiпantly as а consequence, as an iпstrнmeпt of _ne'v ~нt 
already prevailing economic and social fшces апd r.el~tюnshi_PS· 
Even 1vћеп fотсе and violeпce surpassed proper l1m1ts ~tmng 
tће course of а revolutioп, in the fiпal analysis tће revolutюnary 
forces ћаd to Ье directed toward а positive and attain~Ьle. goal. 
Јп these cases teпor and despotism tnigћt ћаvе been шеvнаЬlе 
but solely tempoтary maпifestatioпs. . . 

All so-called bourgeois revolutioпs, \vћetћer acћ1eved Пот 
belmv, i.e., \Vitћ participatioп of tће masses as iп Fr~nce, or 
from above, i.e., Ьу coup d'etat as in Germaпy нndег B1smar·ck, 
ћаd to епd up iп political democracy. Тћаt is uпde.rstaпd~~le. 
Tћeir task \Vas cћiefiy to destioy tће old despotlc pollt.Ical 
system, and to peтmit tће estaЬlishment of political тelatю~
sћips \Vћiсћ would Ье adequate for ali·eady existing есоrюnнс 
and other needs, particularly those concerning tће fтее produc-

tioп of goods. . 
Тће case is eпtirely diffeieilt \vith coпtemporary Commuшst 

revolutioпs. These тeyolutioпs did not occur Ьесанsе ne\V, let 
us say socialist, relationsћips \vere already existiпg in tће econ· 

· · " d 1 d " Оп the con-omy, or because capнallsm \Vas over eve оре . 
trary. Тћеу did occur because capitalism was not fully ~e
veloped and because it \Vas поt аЬlе to carry out the industпal 
transfoimation of tће country. 

In Ft-aпce capitalism had already prevailed in the economy, 
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in social relationships, and even iп the puЬlic conscience pтior 
t . . . 
о. шсер~ю? of the revolutюn. The case is hardly comparaЬ!e 

With soctallsm in Russia, China, or Yugoslavia. 
The leaders of the Russian revolutioп themselves were юvare 

of this fa~t. Speaking at the Seventh Congress of the Russiaп 
Commuшst Party оп March 7, 1918, while the revolutioп 1vas 
still in progress, Lenin said: 

· · . One of the fundamental differences bet\veeп bourgeois 
ап~ socia!ist revolutions is that in а bourgeois revolution, 
wh~ch aпses from feudalisш, new econoшic organizations 
wlнc!1 graduaiiy с~апgе all aspects of feudai society are pro
gresSively created ш the midst of the old order. In accoш
plishiпg. this t~sk, ev~ry _boшgeois revolution accoшplishes 
aii that .Is .r·eqшred o_f It:. It. hasteпs the grmvth of capitalisш. 
А socialist r·evolutюп IS ш ап eпtir·ely differ-eпt sitпatioп. 

То the. exteпt that а couпtr-y \vhich had to begiп а socialist 
revolutюi_I,_ because of the vagaries of history, is back1vard, 
the traпsltloп fr-oш old capitalist relatioпs to socialist rela
tioпs is iпcreasiпgly difficult .... 

The .diffeг~пce Ье~1vееп socialist revolutioпs апd bourgeois 
I"evolutюпs l1es speCifically iп tће fact tћat. iп the Iatter case 
estaЬlished forms of capitalist Ielatioпs exi~t, 1vhile the sovie~ 
power-the proletaiiat-does поt attaiп such relatioпs, if ;ve 
exclude tће шost de;reloped forms of capitalisш, 1vhich actually 
eпco~passed а smaii nuшber of top iпdustries апd опlу very 
scaпtily touclled agriculture, 

I quote Lenin, but I could quote any leader of the Com
munist тevolution and пumerous other authors, as confirmatioп 
of the fact that. settled тelationships did not exist for the 
Pe;v society, but t~at someoпe, in this case the "soviet po1ver," 
must tћerefore bUild them. If the ne1v "socialist" relatioпships 
had ~een devel?ped to the fullest in the country in i\'hich Com
muшst тevolutюп 1vas аЬiе to emerge victor-ious, ther·e 1vould 
have been по need for so many assurances, disseitatioпs, and 
efforts embracing the 'Ъuildiпg of socialism." 
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This leads to an appareпt contradictioп. If tlle conditions 
for а пеw society 1vere not sufficiently prevalent, tllen wllo 
needed the revolution? Moreover, hoiv ;vas the тe;rolutioп pos
siЬle? Ho1v could it survive in ;rie1v of the fact that the пеw 
social relatioпships 1vere not yet in the formative process in 
the old society? 

No revolutioп or party had ever before set itself to the task 
of building social relatioпships or а ne;v society. But this 1vas 
the primary objective of the Commuпist Ievolution. 

Communist leaders, thougll no better acquaiпted than others 
with the la1vs 1vhich goveш society, discover·ed that in the coun
tтy in 1vhich theiт revolution 1vas possiЬle, industrialization 'Nas 
also possiЬle, particularly when it involved а tтansformation of 
society iп keeping 1vith their ideological hypothesis. Experieпce 
-the success of revolution uпder "unfavoтaЬle" conditions
confirmed this for them; the "building of socialism" did like-
1\'ise. This str·eпgthened their· illusion that they kne>v the laws 
of social development. In fact, they 1vere in tЪе position of 
making а Ьlueprint for а ne;v society, and theп of stю·ting to 
build it, making coпections here and leaving out sometblng 
tl1ere, all the while adhering closely to their plaпs. 

Industтialization, as ап inevitaЬle, legitimate necessity of 
society, and the Communist 1vay of accomplishing it, joiпed 
forces in tЪе couпtгies of Corшnunist revolutions. 

However, neither of tllese, though tl1ey progressed togetller 
and on paгallel tracks, could achieve success oveшight. After 
the completion of the revolution, someone had to shoulder the 
responsiЬility for industrialization. Iп the West, tbls тоlе 1vas 
taken over Ьу tће economic forces of capitalism liЬerated from 
the despotic political chains, while in the countries of Com
munist revolutions no similar forces existed and, thus, tlleir 
function had to Ье taken over Ьу the revolutionary organs 
themselves, the new authority, that is, the revolutionary party. 

In earlier revolutions, revolutionary force and violence be
came а hindrance to the есопоmу as soor1 as the old order 1vas 
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for Chiпa; true, there the revolution began prior to the Јара
пеsе iпvasion, but it coпtinued for an entire decade to spread 
апd finally to emeгge victшioпs with tће епd of tће war. The 
Spaпisћ revolution of 1936, 1vblcћ could ћаvе been an excep
tion, did поt have time to transfor·m itself iпto а purely Com
rnunist revolution, апd, theiefore, пever emerged victorious. 
Тће reason 1var 1vas necessary for tlle Commuпist. revolutioп, 

or tће do1vnfall of tће stat.e machinery, nшst Ье sougћt in the 
immaturity of tће есопоmу and society. Iп а serioпs collapse 
of а system, апd particulaтly iп а war 1vhicЪ ћаs Ьееп uпsuccess
ful for tlle exist.ing тuling circles and state system, а small but 
well-organized апd disciplined group is iпevitaЬly аЬlе to take 
autlюrity in its haпds. 
Tћus at the time of tће Oct.ober Revolution the Communist 

Par·ty ћаd about 80,000 members. Тће Yugoslav Commппist 
Рану began the 1941 revolution with about 10,000 members. 
То grasp po1ver, the support апd active paтticipation of at 1east 
а part of tће people is necessary, but in every case the party 
which leads tће revolution апd assпmes power is а minority 
gгoup тelyiпg exclusively on exceptionally favoraЬle condi
tions. Furtћeпnor·e, such а party caпnot Ье а majority group 
пntil it becomes the permanently estaЬlished authority. 

The accomplishment of sucћ а grandiose task-tћe destruc
tion of а social order and tће building of а пеw society when 
conditions for sucћ ап undertaking are rюt propitioпs in the 
есоnошу or society-is а task аЬlе to attтact опlу а minority, 
and at that, only those 1vћо believe fanat.ically in its possiЬilities. 

Special conditions апd а particular party are basic charac
teristics of Coшmuпist revolutioпs. 

The achievemeпt of еvегу тevolпtioп, as well as of every 
victor·y in 1var, deшaпds ceпtralization of all forces. Accordiпg 
to the Maltlшsiaп theory, the Fr·eпch revolutioп 1vas the fir·st 
iп whicЪ "all tће resources of а people at. 1var 1vere placed iп 
the hands of the authorities: people, food, clotћiпg." Tћis шust 
Ье tће case to an еvеп greater degree in а Commuпist "im-
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mature" revolution: not only all material means but all in~ 
tellectual means must fall into the hands of the party, and the 
party itself IШISt become politically, and as an organization, 
ceпtralized to the fullest exteпt. Опlу Commuпist parties, 
politically uпited, firmly grouped arouпd the ceпter, апd pos
sessiпcr ideпtical ideolocrical vie>vpoiпts, are аЫе to carry out 

~ ~ 

such а тevolutioп. 
Ceпtralizatioп of all forces апd means as well as some kind 

of political uпity of the revolutionary parties are essential co~
ditioпs for every successful тevolutioп. Fот the Cornmнmst 
гevolнtion these coпditioпs ате еvеп mоте irnpoтtaпt, since 
fгom tlтe very becriппiпcr tlle Communists exclude every otlleт 

'" ~ independent political groнp or party fгom beiпg an ally of 
their рагtу. At the same time they demand нпifoтmity of all 
vie>vpoiпts, iпclнdiпg pr·actical political vieiVS as >vell as theo
retical, pllilosopllical, and еvеп moral vie>vs. 'ТЪе fact tlтat the 
left-of-ceпteт SR's (Socialist-Revolutionaries) paтticipated in 
tlтe October Revolution, апd tlтat. iпdividнals апd groups from 
оtlтет parties paгticipated iп tlтe тevolutioпs iп Clliпa and Yнgo
slavia, does поt disprove Ьнt таtlтет сопfiгшs this propositioп: 
these groнps \vете опlу collaboratoтs of tЪе Comrnнпist Party, 
апd only to а fixed degтee in the stтuggle. After the revolution 
tl-tese collaboт-atiпg par·ties \vere disper·sed, or tlley dissolved of 
tlleiт mm ассогd апd шer·ged ivit1:t the Communist Ратtу. The 
Bolsheviks roнted the left-of-ceпter SR's as sооп as tЪе latteт 
ivislтed to become iпdependent, wllile tlle noп-Comnшnist 
groнps iп Yнgoslavia and China that had suppoтted the revolu
tioп had, in the meantirne, тenounced every one of theiт polit-

ical acti\тities. 
The earlier тevolutions ivere поt caпied out Ьу а siпgle polit-

ical gт·онр. То Ье sнre, in the course of а тevolution iпdividual 
groнps pтessured апd destтoyed оне aпother; but, taken as а 
whole, the 1·evolпtioп \vas not the >vork of only опе gт·oup. lп 
the Freпcll revolнtioп tlтe ЈасоЬiпs succeeded iп maiпtaiпiпg 
theiт dictatorship fот а brief period опlу. Napoleoп's dictatoт-
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ship, which eшe;:-ged fгоП: the revolution, sigтtified both the 
end of the ]асоЬ111 тevolпtюn and tlтe becrinniпcr of the 1 f 

h ь . . ~ ~ rнео 
t е ouтge01s1e. In еvету case, although one party played d _ 
. . l . 1 . а е 

ciSIVe то е 111 ~ 1~ earl1eт revolutions, the other paтties did not. 
surr~пdeт ~hе1т 111dependence. Although supp1·essioп and dis
persюn e~пsted, they could Ье enforced only fот а brief time. 
The parties could n_ot Ье destroyed and would always emerge 
anew. Even the Рапs Commuпe, ivhich the Comrnunists take 
as the foreтuппer of their тevolution and theiт state w . . , as а 
mult1-party тevolutюп. 
. А ратtу may have played the chief, and еvеп an exclusive, role 
~n а pa~tlcu1aт phase of а тevolution. But no pтevious party was 
Ideo1oglcally, от as. an organization, centтalized to tlтe degree 
that _tlтe Comm_umst Party was. Neitheт the Puritaпs iп tЪе 
Engllsh revolutюп пот the JacoЬins in the French revolution 
\vere bound Ьу tlтe same phi1osophical and ideo1ogical vieщ, 
althoнgh tlte first belonged to а т·eligious sect. From the orcran·-

. 1 . . ~ 1 
zatюna po111t of v1ew the JacoЬins were а fedeтation of clubs; 
tће ~uпtans i~ere not even that. Only contempoтary Com
nш:нst r·evol~tюns ~ushed compнlsory pю·ties to the foгefгont, 
iVhlch ivere ldeo1ogтcally and organizationally monolithic. 

In every case one thiпg is ceгtain: iп all earlieт revolutions 
th_e песеssну for ~e:olutionar·y methods and parties disappea1·ed 
wlth the епd of c1~Il war· and of foreign intervention, and these 
meth.ods and p_artles ћаd to Ье done аv.тау ivith. After Com
muшst тevolutюns, the Coшmunists coпtinue >vitlт both the 
met~ods and the forms of tће тevolution, апd theiг рагtу soon 
atta~ns the fullest degree of ceпtгalism апd ideolocrical ex-
cluslveness. ~ 
. Lenin exp:essly emphasized tbls during the тevolutioп itself 
111 enumeтatшg his conditions fог acceptance in the Comin. 
tern:* 

_In the present epoch o_f acute civil '\Var, а Communist Party 
will Ье аЫе to perfoпn нs duty only if it is oгgaпized in the 

• Selected Works, Vol. Х; New York, International PuЬlishers, 1936. 
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most centralized manner, only if iron discipline bordering on 
military discipline prevails in it, and if its party center is а 
powerful and authoritative organ, wieldiпg "\Vide powers апd 
епјоуiпg the uпiveгsal coпfidence of the members of the party. 

And to this, Stalin appended, in Foundations of Leninism:* 

This is the positioп iп regard to discipliпe iп the party in 
the period of struggle precediпg the acћievemeilt of the 
dictatorship. 

The same, but to ан еvеп greater degree, must Ье said 
about discipliпe iп the party after the dictatorsћip has been 
achieved. 

The revolutionary atmosphere and vigilaпce, insistence on 
ideological unity, political and ideological exclusiveness, polit
ical апd other centralism do not cease after assuming control. 
On t.he contt-ary, they become even m01·e intensified. 

Ruthlessness in met.hods, exclusiveness in ideas, and monopoly 
in authority in the earlier revolнtions lasted more or less as 
lono- as the revolutions themselves. Since revolution in the 

с 

Commuпist revolution 'vas only t.he fiiSt act of the despotic 
and totalitariaп authority of а gгoup, it is difficult to for·ecast 
the duratioп of that authority. 

In earlier revolutions, iпcludiпg the Reigн of Тепоr iн 
France, superficial attentioп 'vas paid to the elimination of real 
oppositionists. No atteпtioп 'vas paid to the eliminatioн of those 
who might become oppositionists. The eтadication апd perse
cutioп of some social or ideological gтoups in the religious wars 
of the Middle Ages was the only exceptioп to this. From theory 
and practice, Communists kпo'v that they are in conflict wit.h 
all other classes апd ideologies, and behave accOI'dingly. Тћеу 
are fightiпg against not only actual but also poteпtial opposi
tioп. In the Baltic count1·ies, thousands of people 'vere liqui
dated overnight on the basis of documents indicatiпg previously 
held ideological апd political views. Тће massacre of several 

• New York, International PuЬlishers. 1939. 
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thousaпd Polisћ officers iн tlle Katyn Forest was of similar 
cћaracter. Iп the case of Communism, long after the тevolution 
is over, teп01·ist and oppгessive metlюds continue to Ье нsed. 
Sometimes these аге perfected and become more extensive than 
in the revolutioп, as in the case of the liquidation of the Kulaks. 
Ideological· exclusiveness and intolerance are intensified after 
the revolution. Even wheп it is аЬlе to reduce physical oppres
sion, the tendency of the ruling ратtу is to strengtheн the 
prescriЬed ideology-Maixism-Leнinisш. 

Earlier revolutioпs, par·ticularly the so-called bourgeois опеs, 
attached coнsideraЬle sigнificaпce to the estaЬlishment of indi
vidual freedoms immediately follo,viнg cessation of the revolu
tionary t.eпor. Even the revolutionaries coпsidered it importaпt 
to assure the legal statнs of the citizeшy. Iпdepeпdent 

admiпisti·ation of justice '\Vas an iпevitaЬle fiпal result of all 
these revolutioпs. The Commuпist regime in the U.S.S.R. is 
still remote from iпdepeпdent admiпistration of justice after· 
forty years of teпure. The fiнal тesults of ea1·lier 1·evolutioпs 
we1·e often gr·eater legal security апd greater civil тights. This 
cannot Ье said of the Communist тevolutioп. 

There is aпother· vast differeнce bet"\veen the earlier revolu
tions and contemporary Commuпist ones. Ea1·lier revolutions, 
especially the greater онеs, '\ver·e а pl'Oduct of the stтuggles of 
the 'vorking c1asses, but tћеiг ultimate results fell to anotћer 
class uнder wћose intellectual and often organizational leader
sblp tће revolutioпs 'vете accomplished. Тће bourgeoisie, in 
wћose name the revolution '\Vas caпied out, to а coпsideraЬle 
extent ћaтvested the fruits of the struggles of tће peasaпts анd 
sans-culottes. Тће masses of а нation also pai'ticipated in а 
Communist revolutioп; ho,vever, tће ћuits of revolution do 
поt fall to tЪem, but to the Ьuтеаuстасу. For the bureaucracy 
is nothing else but the party '\Vhich caпied out the r·evolution. 
In Commuпist revolutioнs, the revolutioпary шovemeнts 'vblch 
carried out the revolutioпs а1·е поt liquidated. Commuпist re
volutions may "eat tћeir own childrer1," but поt all of theш. 
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In fact, on coшpletion of а Coшmunist revolution, rut~less 
and нnderhanded deals ineYitaЬly are made between varюus 
groups and factions which disagree about the path of the future. 

Mutual accusations a1~vays reYolve around dogmatic proof as 
to who is "objectively" or "subjectively" а. gre~;er :о~пtе~: 
revolнtionary or agent of internal and fore1gn cap1tallsm. 
Reo-ardless of the manner in 1vhich these disagreemerlts are "' . resolved, the group that emerges victorious is the one tb~t :s 
the most consistent and determined supporter of industnall
zation alono- Communist priпciples, i.e., оп the basis of total 
party moпo~oly, particularly of state organs iп control of pro
ductioп. The Commuпist revolution does поt. devour those 
of its children 1vho are пeeded for its future course-for iпdus
trializatioп. Revolutioпaries who accepted the ideas апd slogans 
of the revolutioп literally, пalvely believiпg iп their material
izatioп, are usually Iiquidated. The group wbich understood 
that revolutioп 1vould secure authority, on а social-political
Communist basis, as ап instrument of future industrial trans
formation, emerges victorious. 

The Coпнnunist revolutioп is the first in which the revolu
tionaries and their allies, particularly the authority-1vielding 
group, survived tће revolution. Similar groups iпevitaЬly failed 
in earlier ones. The Communist revolution is tће first to Ье 
carried out to tће advantage of tће revolutionaries. They, and 
the bureaucracy which forms around tћem, ћarYest its fruits. 
This creates in tbem, and in tће broader ecћelons of the party, 
the illusioп tћat theirs is the first revolution that remained tr·ue 
to the slogans оп its banпers. 

4. 

The illusioпs wћiсћ tће Communist revolution creates about 
its real aims are more pennanent and extensive than those of 
earlier reYolнtions because the Communist revolutioп resolves 
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relationsllips in а ne>v 1vay and brings about а ne1v fonn of 
mmeгship. Earlier revolutions, too, inevitaЬly resulted in шајоr 
or minor changes in property relatioпships. But iп those revolu
tioпs опе form of pтivate Oivneгship superseded tће others. In 
the Communist reyolution this is not the case; tће change is 
radical and deep-гooted, and а collective o>mership suppresses 
priYate Oimeгsћip. 

The Communist reYolution, >vhile still in process of develop
ment, destroys capitalist, Iand-lюlding, priYate O'i\'11ership, i.e., 
that o>mership \\'hich makes use of foreign labor forces. This 
immediately пeates the belief tћat tће reYolutionaтy promise 
of а new realm of equality and justice is being fulfilled. The 
party, or the state autћOiity uпder its coпtrol, simultaneously 
undertakes extensiYe measшes for industrialization. This also 
inteпsifies the belief that the time of freedom from >Vaпt ћаs 
finally arrived. Despotism and oppression are there, but. they 
ar·e accepted as tempoгary manifestatioпs, to last опlу uпtll tће 
opposition of the expгopгiated authorities апd couпter-revolu
tioпaт·ies is stifled, апd the iпdustгial traпsfoгmatioп is corn
pleted. 

SeYeral esseпtial chano-es occur iп the very process of 
"' iпdustгialization. Iпdustгializatioп in а back>vard couпtry, es-

pecially if it has по assistance апd is hiпdeгed from. аЬго_аd, 
demaпds coпcentгatioп of all mateгial гesouгces. N atюnaliza
tioп of iпdustгial pr-oper·ty апd the land is tће first coпceпtr-ation 
of pr·operty in the haпds of the ne>v regime. However, it does 
not, and can not, stop at this. . . 
Тће ne>vly or·io-inated o>mer-ship inevitaЬly comes ш conflict 

with other form~ of o;vnership. Тће ne1v o>mel'Ship irnposes 
itself Ьу force on smaller owners who do поt employ someone 
else's rnaпpo>ver, or to >vћom such manpo>ver is unessential, i.e., 
on craftsmen, >vorkers, small comrnercial mer·chants, and peas
ants. This expгopriation of small property o'vneгs is effected 
even >vhen it is not done for economic mot.ives, i.e., iп OI"der 
to attaiп а ћigher degree of productivity. 
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In the course of industrialization, the property of those ele
rnents who were not opposed to, or even assisted, the revolution 
is taken over. As а rnatter of forrn, the state also becornes the 
o~vпer of this property. The state adrninisters and rnanages the 
property. Private ownership ceases, or decreases to ~ rol~ of 
secondary irnportance, but its cornplete disappearance IS subзect 
to the 1vhirn of the ne1v rnen in authority. 

This is experienced Ьу the Cornrnunists and Ьу sorne rnern
bers of the rnasses as а cornplete liquidation of classes and the 
realization of а classless society. In fact, the old pre-revolution
ary classes do disappear ~vith tlle cornpletion of iпdust.rialization 
and collectivization. There rernains the spontaneous and unor
gaпized displeasure of tlle rnass of the people-a displeasure 
1vhich neither ceases nor abates. Cornrnunist delusions and self
deceit about the "remnants" and "influence" of the "class 
enemy" still persist. But the illusion that the long-drearned class
less society arises Ьу tllese rneans is cornplete, at least for the 
Cornrnunists themselves. 
Еvету revolutioп, and even every 1var, пeates illusions апd 

is coпducted in the nаше of unrealizaЬle ideals. During the 
struo-o-le the ideals seern real enoug-ћ for tl1e combatants; Ьу the 

1:>1:> ~ 

end they often cease to exist. Not so in the case of а Comrnuпist 
revolution. Those who саrту out the Cornmunist revolution as 
well as those anюng the lo1ver echelons persist iп their illusions 
long after the aгrned struggle. Despite oppression, despotism, 
unconcealed confiscatioпs, and pтivileges of the ruliпg echeloпs, 
sorne of tl1e people-aпd especially the Comrnunists-retain the 
illusions contained in their slogaпs. 

Although the Comrnunist r·evolution may start with the rnost 
idealistic concepts, calling fш 1vondeгful heroisrn апd gigantic 
effort, it s01vs the greatest and the rnost per·manent illusions. 

Revolutions are iпevitaЬle in the lifetime of natioпs. They 
rnay result in despotisrn, but. they also launch nations оп paths 
previously Ьlocked to them. 

The Communist r·evolutioп caпnot attain а single one of the 
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ideals пarned as its rnotivating force. However, Communist re
volution has brought about а measure of industrial civilization 
t.o vast areas of Енторе and Asia. Iп this way, rnaterial bases 
have actнally been created for а future freer society. Thus 1vhile 
bringing about. the rnost complete despotisrn, the Commuпist 
revolution has also created the basis for the abolition of des
potism. As the nineteeпth ceпtury intтoduced rnodern industry 
to the vVest, the hventieth century will iпt.roduce rnodern in
dustry to the East. The shado~v of Leпin extends over the vast 
expanse of Eurasia iп one way or another. Iп despotic form iп 
Chiпa, in dernocratic forrn in Iпdia апd Burma, all of the 
remaiпing Asiatic апd other natioпs are iпevitaЬly eпteriпg an 
industrial revolutioп. Тће Russiaп revolutioп initiated tћis 

pr·ocess. Тће process rernaiпs the iпcalculaЬle and historically 
significaпt fact of tће revolutioп. 

5. 

It rnigћt. appear tћat Cornrnunist revolutions are rnostly his
torical deceptioпs апd сћапсе occurтeпces. In а sense this is 
true: по otћer revolutions ћаvе required so many exceptional 
coпditioпs; по otћer revolutioпs pтornised so mucћ апd accom
plisћed so little. Dernagogueiy апd rnisrepreseпtatioп are iпevi
taЬle arnoпg tl1e Comrnuпist leaders since tћеу are forced to 
promise tће rnost ideal society and "abolitioп of every exploi
tation." 

Ho1vever, it саппоt Ье said tћat the Commuпists deceived 
tће people, tћat is, tћat tl1ey purposely and consciously did 
somethiпg differ·eпt. frorn -vvћat tћеу had pгornised. Тће fact 
is simply tћis: tћеу 1ver·e uпаЬlе to accomplisћ that in -vvhich 
tћеу so fanatically believed. Тћеу canпot ackпowledge this 
еvеп wћen forced to execute а policy contrar·y to everytћing 
promised before and during tће revolutioп. Fтom their poiпt 
of view, sucћ ackпowledgment would Ье ан adrnissioп that the 
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revolution was unпecessary. It 1vould also Ье ап admissioп that 
they had themselves become superfl.uous. Aпythiпg of the sort 
is impossiЬle for them. 

The ultiшate results of а social struggle can пever Ье of the 
kiпd eпvisacred Ьу those 1vho carry it out. Sоше such struggles 
depeпd оп ~п iпfinite and complex series of circumstaпces be
yond the coпtrollaЫe raпge of huшan intellect апd action. This 
is most true of revolutions that demand superhuman efforts 
and that effect hasty and radical changes iп society. They iпevi
taЬly generate absolute coпfidence that the ultiшate iп huшan 
prosperity апd IiЬerty 1vill appear after their victories. The 
French revolution 1vas carried out in tће nаше of common 
seпse, in the belief that liЬerty, equality, and ћ·aternity 1vouid 
eveпtually appear. The Russian revolut.ion 1vas carried out in 
the паше of "а purely scientific vie1v of the world," for the pur
pose of creating а classless society. N either revolution could 
possiЬly have been created if tlle revolutioпaries, aloпg with а 
part of the people, ћаd not believed in their ovm idealistic aims. 
Coшшunist illusioпs as to post-revolutioпary possiЬilities 

\Vere шоrе prepoпderaпt ашопg the Commuпists than among 
those who followed them. The Coшшuпists should have kпown 
апd, in fact, did kno\V about the inevitaЬility of industriali
zatioп, but they could опlу guess about its social results and 
relationships. 

Official Coшшunist historians in the U.S.S.R. and Yugoslavia 
describe the revolution as if it 1vere tће fruit of tће previously 
planпed actioпs of its leaders. But only tће course of tће r·evolu
tioп and tће arшed struggle 1vas coпsciously planned, 1vhile the 
forшs 1vblch tl1e revolutioп took steшшed froш the iшшediate 
course of eveпts and from the direct actioп taken. It is revealiпg 
tћat Leniп, uпdoubtedly оне of tће greatest revolutionaiies in 
history, did not foresee 1vћen or in wћat fшm tће revolution 
1vould eгupt until it was alшost uроп ћiш. Iп January 1917, 
one mопtћ before tће February Revolutioп, апd опlу ten 
moпtћs before tће October Revolution wћiсћ brougћt ћim 
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to po1ver, ће addressed а meeting of Swiss Socialist youths: 
"We, tће older generation, perћaps will not live to see the 

decisive battles of the approaching revolution. But, I сан, it 
seeшs to ше, express 1vitћ extreme confideпce the ћоре that the 
youth, 1vho work iп the 1voпderful socialist moveшeпt of 
Switzerland апd of the wlюle wщИ, will ћаvе the good fortune 
not опlу t.o fight but also to emerge victorious iп tl1e appioach
iпg тevolutioп of the proletariat." 

Ho1v сан it tћen Ье said that Lenin, or апуопе else, 1vas аЬlе 
to foresee the social results arisiпg after the loпg апd complex 
struggle of the revolution? 

But еvеп if Coшnшnist. aims per se 1vere unreal, the Corn
munists, as distinct from earlier revolutioпaгies, were fully 
гealistic iп creating those tћings tћat were possiЬle. Тћеу car
ried it out in the only 1vay possiЬle-by imposiпg tlleir absolute 
totalitarian autlюгity. Tћeir·s was tће fi.I-st revolution in history 
iп 1vhicћ tће revolutionaries not only r·emain on tће political 
scene after victщy but, in the most practical sense, build social 
relationsblps completely contrary to tћose iп which tћеу be
IieYed and which they proшised. Тће Coшmunist reYolution, 
in tће course of its later iпdustrial duтation and tтansforma
tion, coпverts the revolutionaries themselves into creators and 
masters of а пе1v social state. 

Marx's соппеtе forecasts proYed iпaccurate. То ап even 
gr·eater degr·ee, tће sarne can Ье said for Lenin's expectatioпs 
that а free or classless society 1vould Ье created 1vith the aid of 
tће dictatoгship. But tће need tћat made tће revolution inevi
taЬie-industгial tt·ansformation 011 tће basis of rnodern tech
nology-is fulfilled. 

6. 

Abstract logic 1vould iпdicate tћat tће Communist reyolu
tion, when it achieYes, under different conditions and Ьу state 
compulsioп, the same things acћieYed Ьу industrial reYolutions 
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and capitalism in the West, is nothing but а form of state-cap
italist revolution. The relationships \vhich are created Ьу its 
victory are state-capitalist. This appears to Ье even шоrе true 
because the ne\v regime also regulates all political, labor, and 
other relationships and, what is more important, distriЬutes the 
national income and benefits and distriЬutes material goods 
which actually have been transformed iпto state property. 

Discussion on \vhether or not the relationships in tће U.S.S.R. 
апd in other Communist countries are state-capitalist, socialist, 
or perhaps sometblng else, is dogmatic to а coпsideraЬle degree. 
However, such discussion is of fundamental importar1ce. 

Even if it is presumed that state capitalism is notlling other 
than the "antechamber of socialism," as Lenin emphasized, or 
that it is the first phase of socialism, it is still поt опе iota easier 
for the people \Vho live uпder Communist despotism to endure. 
lf the character of property апd social relationships brought 
about Ьу tће Communist revolution is streпgthened and defined, 
tће prospects for liЬeration of the people from sucћ relation
sћips become more realistic. If the people are поt conscious of 
the nature of the social relationships iп which they live, or if 
tћеу do not see а way in which they сан alter tћem, their 
struggle cannot ћаvе any prospect of success. 

If the Communist revolution, despite its promises апd illu
sions, is state-capitalist iп its undertakings witћ state-capitalist 
relationships, tће only la,vful and positive actioпs its fuпction
aries сап take are the опеs tћat improve their \vork апd reduce 
the pressure апd irrespoпsiЬility of state admiпistr·atioп. Тће 
Coшmunists do not admit iп tћeor-y tћat they are workiпg in 
а system о~ state capitalisш, but their leaders behave tћis way. 
Тћеу coпtшually boast about improviпg tће \Vork of tће ad
miпistration апd about leadiпg tће stтuggle "agaiпst bureau
cratism." 
. Moreover, ac~ual ~elationsћips are not tћose of state capital
Ism; tћese relatюnsh1ps do поt provide а method of improving 
the system of state admiпistration basically. 
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Iп order to est.aЬlisћ the пature of relatioпsblps wblcћ arise 
iп tће course of tће Communist revolution and ultimately be
come estaЬlished iп the pr·ocess of industrialization and collectiv
izatioп, it is пecessary to peer fur·ther iпto the role and manner 
of оретаtiоп of tће state under Comшunism. At present, it \Vill 
Ье sufficient to point out that in Coшmunisш the state ma
cћineтy is not tће instrument wћiсћ really determines social 
and pтoperty relatioпsћips; it is only tће instrument Ьу \Vblcћ 
tћese relatioпsћips ar·e protected. In truth, everytћiпg is accom
plished iн tће nаше of tће state and througћ its regulations. 
Тће Communist Par·ty, iпcluding tће professional party bureau
cracy, stands above the regulations and behind every siпgle one 
of tће st.ate's acts. 

It is the bшeaucracy \Vћiсћ formally uses, adшinisters, and 
contюls Ьоtћ пationalized анd socialized pтoperty as \vell as 
the entiтe Ше of society. Тће role of tће bureaucracy iн society, 
i.e., rnonopolistic administration and control of national in
come and пational goods, consigпs it to а special privileged 
positioп. Social relatioпs resernЬle state capitalism. Тће шо!'е 
so, because tће carryiпg out of industrialization is effected not 
\Vith tће ћеlр of capitalists but \Vith the ћеlр of tће state ma
cblne. In fact, tbls pгivileged class peтfoтms tћat functioп, using 
tће state machiпe as а cover апd as ап iпstrurneпt. 
0\vneпћip is пotћing otћer tћan tће right of profit and con

trol. If оне defines class benefits Ьу tћis r-ight, tће Comшunist 
states have seen, in the final analysis, tће origin of а пеw form 
of O\VIleisblp or of а ne'v тuling and exploiting class. 

In reality, tlle Comrnunists \vете uпаЬlе to act differently 
fr·oш ану ruling class that pтeceded them. Believiпg that 
they \vere building а ne'v and ideal society, tћеу built it for 
themselves in tће only \vay they could. Theii revolution and 
t.heir society do not appear eitћer accideнtal or unпatural, but 
appear· as а matter of course for а particular couнtry and for 
pгescriЬed peгiods of its developmeпt. Because of tbls, no mat
ter ћо\v extensive and inћuman Coшmunist tyr·arшy ћаs been, 



36 ТНЕ NEW CL.tl.SS 

society, in the course of а certain period-as long as industrial
ization Iasts-has to and is аЬlе to endure this tуrаппу. Further
more, this tyranny no longer appears as something inevitaЬie, 
but exclusively as ан assurance of the depredations and priv
ileges of а ne"' class. 

In contrast to earlier revolutions, the Commuпist revolution, 
conducted in the nаше of doiпg a.vay 1vith classes, has resulted 
in the most complete authority of any siпgle пеw class. Every
thing else is sham and an illusion. The New Class 

1. 

Everything happeпed differently in the U.S.S.R. апd other 
Communist countr·ies from 1vhat tће leaders-even sucћ promi
neпt опеs as Lепiп, Staliп, Trotsky, апd Bukћariп-aпticipated. 
They expected tћat the state 1vould тapidly 1vitl1er a1vay, that 
democracy 1vould Ье streпgtheпed. 'ТЪе тeverse ћаррепеd. They 
expected а rapid improvemeпt iп the staпdard of Iiviпg-tћere 
has Ьееп scarcely апу chaпge iп this respect and, iп tће sub
jugated East Ешореап countтies, tће standar-d ћаs even de
cliпed. In еvегу instance, tће staпdard of living ћаs failed to 
rise iп рторонiоп to tће rate of iпdustrialization, wћiсћ 1vas 
пшсћ mоте тapid. It 1vas believed tћat tће differeпces bet1veen 
cities апd villages, betweeп iпtellectual and pћysical labor, 
1voпld slo1vly disappear; instead tћese differeпces have iн

creased. Commuпist anticipatioпs iп otћer areas-iпcludiпg 

tћeir expectatioпs for developmeпts in tће пon-Commuпist 

world-ћave also failed to materialize. 
The greatest illusioп 1vas tћat industrialization апd collectiv

izatioп iп the U.S.S.R., апd destructioп of capitalist owneiSblp, 
would r·esult in а classless society. Iп 1936, 1vheп tће ne1v 
Coпstitutioп was promulgated, Stalir1 aпnouпced tћat the "ex
ploiting class" ћаd ceased to exist. The capitalist and other 

37 
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classes of ancient origiп had iп fact been destroyed, but а new 
class, previously unkпo•vn t.o history, had been formed. 

It is understandaЬle that this class, like those before it, should 
believe that the estaЬlishment of its po\ver \vould result in 
happiness and freedom for all men. The опlу differeпce be
t\veen this and other classes was that it treated the delay in the 
realization of its illusions more crudely. It thus affirmed tћat 
its power was more complete than the po,ver of any other class 
before iп history, and its class illusions and prejudices •vere 
proportionally greater. . 

This new class, the bureaucracy, or more accuтately the pollt
ical bureaucracy, has all the characteristics of earlier ones as 
well as some пеw characteristics of its оwп. Its origiп had its 
special characteristics also, even tlюugh in essence it was similar 
to the begiпnings of other classes. 

Other classes, too, obtained their strength and po•ver Ьу tће 
revolutionary path, destroying the political, social, апd other 
orders they met in their •vay. Ho•vever, almost. \vithout excep
tion, these classes attained power after ne\v ecoпomic patterns 
had taken shape in the old society. The case was the reverse 
with new classes in the Communist systems. It did not come 
to po•ver to complete а ne\v economic отdет but to estaЫish 
its оwп and, in so doiпg, to estaЬlish its power over society. 

In earlier epochs the coming to power of some class, some 
part of а class, or of some party, \vas the final everlt тesulting 
from its formation and its development. The reverse was true 
in tlle U.S.S.R. There the ne•v class \Vas definitely formed after 
it attained pmver. Its consciousness had to develop before its 
economic and physical po•vers, because tће class had not taken 
root in the Ше of tће nation. This class vie\ved its role iп 
relation to the \vorld fr·om an idealistic point of vie;v. Its 
practical possiЬilities \vere not diminished Ьу tllis. In spite of 
its illusions, it represented an objective tendency to;vard iп
dustr·ialization. Its practical bent emanated from this tendency. 
The promise of an ideal vюrld increased the faitћ in the raпks 
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of the new class and so;ved illusions arnong the rnasses. At the 
same tirne it. inspired gigantic physical undertakiпgs. 

Because this ne\v class had not been forrned as а part of the 
econornic and social life before it carne to po•ver, it could only 
Ье created in ап organization of а special type, distinguished Ьу 
а special discipline based on identical philosophic апd ideologi
cal views of its rnernbers. А unity of belief апd iron discipline 
1vas necessar-y to overcorne its ;veaknesses. 
Тће roots of the пеw class 1vere irnplaпted in а special party, 

of the Bolshevik type. Lenin 1vas right in his vie1v that his party 
•vas an exception in tlle history of hurnan society, altllough ће 
did rюt suspect that it. >vould Ье tlle begiпning of а ne•v class. 
То Ье rnore pr·ecise, the initiat.ors of tће ne\v class are not 

found in the party of tlle Bolsl1evik type as а \vlюle but in that 
straturn of professional тevolutioпaries 1vho rnade up its сате 
even Ьеfие it attaiпed po;ver. It 1vas not Ьу accideпt tЬat Leпin 
asserted after t.he failure of tl1e 1905 revolutioп tЬat only pro
fessioпal гevolutionaries-rneп ;vhose sole professioп >vas revolu
tionary work-could build а ne>v party of tl1e Bolshevik type. 
lt 1vas stillless accideпtal that еvеп Staliп, tће futur·e creator of 
а new class, \vas the rnost outstandiпg exarnple of such а 

professional гevolutioпaгy. The пе>v тuliпg class Ьаs Ьееп gr·ad
ually developiпg frorn tllis ver-y папо•v straturn of revolution
aтies. Тћеsе revolutioпю-ies composed its core for а loпg period. 
Tтotsky пoted tћat in pre-revolutioпary professional тevolu
tionaries >vas the origiп of tЬе future Staliпist bureaucrat. 
\Vhat Ье did rюt detect. was tће begiпniпg of а пе\v class of 
O\VПei's and exploiters. 

This is not to say that tће пе•v ратtу апd tће ne>v class ате 
identical. ТЬе party, ћo;vever·, is tlle сате of tllat class, and its 
base. It is very difficult, perЪaps irnpossiЬle, to defiпe tће lirnits 
of tће пе;v class and to identify its rnernbers. Тће ne>v class rnay 
Ье said to Ье made up of those \vћо ћаvе special privileges апd 
econornic pr·efereпce because of tlle adrniпistrative monopoly 
they Ьold. 
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Si?c~ ad~inistгation is unavoidaЬie in society, necessary 
a.dmi~Istrative functioпs may Ье coexistent 1vith parasitic func
tJons 111 the same person. N ot. every member of tlle party is а 
member of the ne1v class, апу тоге tћan еvегу aгtisan or merп· 
Ьег of the city рагtу 1vas а bourgeois. 

In loose terrпs, as the ne1v class becorпes stronger and attains 
а .m?re perceptiЫe pl1ysiognomy, the role of the party di
rшшshes. The core апd tће basis of the ne>v class is created in 
the party and at its top, as 1vell as in tће state political шgans. 
The once live, corпpact party, full of initiative, is disappeaтina 
to Ьесоrпе transforrпed into the tr·aditional oliaarcћy of the ne1~ l . о 
~ ~ss, IrresistiЬiy dra1viпg into its ranks those 1vho aspire to 
ЈОШ tће не1v class and repressiнg those >vћо ћаvе any ideals. 
Тће party rпakes the class, but t.ће class gтo1vs as а result. and 

uses the party as а basis. Тће class gr·o1vs stroнger, wћile the 
part~ grщvs ~~eaker; this is the iнescapaЬie fate of every Corп
mншst рагtу 111 po1ver. 

If it 1vere ноt. rпaterially interested in production or if it did 
ноt ћаvе 1vithiн itself the potentialities for the cгeation of а 
не1v class, no pa:·ty coнld act iн so nюrally анd ideologically 
foolhardy а fаsћюп, Iet аlоне stay in po1ver fог Ioнg. Stalin 
declared, afteг tће end of tће Fiпt Five-Year Рlап: "If we ћаd 
rюt created the аррагаtнs, 1ve 1vould ћаvе failed!" Не should 
have su.bstitнted "пе1v class" for the 1vord "apparatus," and 
everythшg 1voнld ћаvе been cleaгer. 

It seerпs unusual :Iыt а political party could Ье tће beginning 
of а не1v class. Part1es are geпerally tће prodнct of classes and 
strata 1vhich ћаvе Ьесоrпе iпtellectually апd econorпically 
str~пg .. However, i~ one ~asps the actual conditions iп pre
re\ olнtюnary Russra and ш other countr·ies in whicћ Com
munisrп pievailed over пational forces, it 1vill Ье сlеаг that а 
party of th~s type .is the product of specific oppor·tппities апd 
that theгe 1s nothшg unusual or accidental in this being so. 
A.lthoнgh the гoot.s of Bolshevism геасћ far back iпto Russiaп 
history, the party is partly tће product of the unique pattern 
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of iпternational reJationships iп 1vhicll Rпssia fонпd itself at 
tће end of the пiпеtеепtћ апd the begiпiппg of the t>veпtietћ 
ceпtury. Rшsia 1vas no longer аЫе to live iп the rпoderп 1voi1d 
as an absolпte rпonarchy, апd Russia's capitalism 1vas too 1veak 
апd too depeнdent он the iнterests of foreign po1vers to rпake 
it possiЬle to ћаvе an iпdнstiial reYolutioп. This revolпtion 
could онlу Ье implerпeнted Ьу а ne1v class, or Ьу а chaпge in 
the social order. As yet, tћere 1vas по sucћ class. 

In blstory, it is not irпportant wћо implerпeнts а process, it 
is оrйу important tћat. the piocess Ье irпplerпented. Sucћ was 
tће case in Russia and otћer courш'ies iн 1vћich Corпmппist. 
revolпtions took place. The revolution created forces, leaders, 
organizatioнs, апd ideas which 1ver·e пecessary to it. Tlle ne1v 
class came iпto existeнce for objective reasoнs, and Ьу the 1visћ, 
wits, анd actioн of its leaders. 

2. 

The social origin of the пеw class lies iп the pr·oletar·iat just 
as the aristoпacy атоsе iн а peasaпt society, and the bourgeoisie 
iн а corпmercial апd aтtisaнs' society. Тhете ате exceptions, 
dependiнg он пational coнditioпs, Ьнt tl1e proletariat iн eco
norпically underdeveloped coпntr·ies, being back1vard, consti
tutes tће ra>v mateтial fтom 1vhicћ tће пе>v class arises. 

There are otћer reasons 1vl1y the ne1v class all\'ays acts as tће 
сћаrпрiоп of the >vorking class. Тће ne1v class is anti-capitalistic 
and, consequently, logically depeпdeнt нроn tће 1vorking strata. 
Тће пеw class is supported Ьу the pioletarian stшggle and ·tће 
traditioпal faitll of tће proletariat. iп а socialist, Coшmнnist 
society wћer·e tllere is no brutal exploitation. It is Yitally irп

portant for· tlle ne1v class to assнre а пormal flo1v of prodнction, 
ћеnсе it canпot ever lose its corшection 1vitl1 tће proletaгiat. 
Most irпportant of all, tl1e ne1v class cannot acbleve indпstriali
zation апd consolidate its pmver 1vitћout tЪе ћеlр of tће 1vork-
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iпg class. Оп the other ћапd, the 1vorkiпg class sees in expaпded 
industry the salvation from its poverty апd despair. Over а Ioпg 
period of time, the iпterests, ideas, faith, апd hope of the пеw 
class, апd of parts of the 1vorkiпg class апd of tће poor peasants, 
coiнcide апd uпite. Such mergers have occurred iн the past 
amoпg other 1videly differeпt classes. Did поt. the bourgeoisie 
represent the peasantry iп the stтuggle agaiпst the feudal lords? 

The movemeпt of the пеw class toward po1ver· comes as а 
result of the efforts of tће proletariat апd the poor. These are 
tће шasses upon 1vhich tЪе party or tће ne1v class шust lean 
and 1vith 1vhicћ its irlterests are шost closely allied. This is true 
uпtil the пеw class finally establisћes its po1ver апd authority. 
Over and above tћis, tће ne1v class is interested in the prole
tariat апd the poor only to the extent necessary for developiпg 
production апd for шaiпtaining in subjugatioп tће шost ag
gressive анd rebellious social forces. 

Tlle morюpoly 1vћicll tlle пе1v class estaЬlislles in the name 
of the 1vorkiпg class over the 1vhole of society is, pгimarily, а 
monopoly over tће 1vorking class itself. Tћis monopoly is first 
intellectual, over tће so-called avant-garde pioletai"iat, and theп 
over the 1vћole pr·olctaгiat. This is tl1e Ьiggest deceptioп the 
class must accomplish, but it sho1vs that the ро1vег and interests 
of the new class lie pr'imarily in iпdustry. Without industry 
the пеw class cannot consolidate its positioп or autћority. 
Foгmer sons of tће >vorking class are the most. steadfast mem

beгs of the пе1v class. lt ћаs al1vays Ьееп the fate of slaves to 
provide for their шasters tће most cleveг and gifted repгeseп
tatives. In this case а пе1v exploitiнg анd govei"ning class is 
Ьош fr·om the exploited class. 

з. 

Wћen Comшuпist systems are being critically aпalyzed, it is 
considered tћat tћeir fundamental distinctioн lies in tће fact 
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that а bureaucracy, organized in а special stratuш, rules over 
the people. This is generally true. Ho1vever, а more detailed 
analysis 1vill show that опlу а special stratum of bureaucrats, 
those "\VhO are I10t administr·ative officials, Шаkе up the core of 
the goverЋing bureaucracy, or, in my termiнology, of the не1v 
class. This is actually а party or political bureaucracy. Other 
officials ai'e only tlle apparatus uпder tlle conrol of the пеw 
class; the apparatпs шау Ье clumsy and slow but, по шatter 
>vhat, it шust exist iн every socialist society. It is sociologically 
possiЬle to dra1v tће bordeгliнe bet1veen the different types of 
officials, but in practice they are practically iнdistinguishaЬle. 
This is true поt only because tће Communist system Ьу its very 
natuгe is bureaucratic, but because Comшuнists ћandle tће 
various important administrative functions. In addition, tће 
stratuш of political Ьшеансгаts cannot епјоу tћeir privileges 
if tћеу do not give CI'umbs fr'oш tћeir taЬles to other bureau
cratic categoгies. 

It is iшportant to note tће fuпdaшental differences bet1veeп 
the political bureaucracies шentioned ћеrе and those which 
arise 1vith every ceнtralization in шоdеш economy-especially 
ceпtгalizations tћat lead to collective for-ms of ownersћip such 
as monopolies, compaнies, and state ownersћip. Тће nuшber 
of 'vћite-collar· 1vorker·s is constaнtly iш:гeasing in capitalistic 
monopolies, and also in пationalized industries in tће West. 
lil Human Relations in Administration/" R. DuЬin says tllat 
state functiona!'ies in tће economy are being traпsforшed into 
а special stratum of society. 

. .. Functionar'ies have the sense of а common destiny for 
all those who >voгk together. They share the same interests, 
especially since there is r·elatively little competition iпsofar 
as pгomotion is in terms of seniority. In-group aggression is 
thus шinimized and this aпangement is t.herefore conceived 

• New York, Prentice·Hall, 1951. 
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to Ье positive1y functional for the bureaucracy. Ho1vever, th~ 
esprit de corps and informal social organization which typi
cally develops in such situations often leads the pers~nnel t.o 
defend their entrenched interests rather than to asSist the1r 
clientele and elected higher officials. 

While such fuпctioпaries have mucll in commoп 1vith Com
muпist bureaucrats, especially as regards "esprit de corp~," tlley 
are поt identical. Although state and otћer bureauпats ш п~n
Communist systems form а special stratum, tl1ey do not exerCise 
authority as the Communists do. Bureaucrats iп а noп-Com~ 
muпist state haYe political masters, usually elected, or o1vners 
over tllem, 1vhile Communists have пeitћer masters nor 0\VIlers 
over them. The bнreaucrats in а пon-Commuпist state are of
ficials in modem capitalist есопоmу, 1vћile tlle Communists 
are somethiпo- different апd пе1v: а ne~v class. 

1:1 

As iп other o1vning classes, the proof tћat it is а special class 
lies in its oЋтnership апd its special relations to otller classes. 
Iп the same 1vay, tlle class to 1vћicll а member beloпgs is iпdi
cated Ьу tће material апd otћer privileges 1vhicl1 ownership 
briпgs to him. 

As defined Ьу Roman lюv, property coпstitutes the use, en
joyment, and disposition of mater·ial goods. Тће Communist 
poiitical bureaucracy нses, enjoys, and disposes of natioпalized 
property. 

If we assume that membership iп this bureaucracy or пеw 
o1vning class is predicated on tlle use of privileges inl:lerent. in 
ownersћip-in tћis inst.ance natioпalized material goods-tl:len 
membersћip iп tl:le пе1v party class, or political bureaucracy, is 
reflected in а larger income in material goods and priYileges 
tllan society sl:loнld пormally grant for sucl:l functioпs. In prac
tice, the o1vnership privilege of tlle пе;v class maпifests itself 
as an exclusiYe rigllt, as а party moпopoly, for tl:le political 
bureaucracy t.o distriЬute the пational income, to set wages, 
direct economic deYelopment, and dispose of nationalized and 
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otћer pr-operty. This is tће way it appears to tће ordiпary man 
;vho considers tће Communist functioпary as being very rich 
апd as а mап 1vl10 does not have to work. 
Тће o;vnersћip of private ргорегtу ћаs, for mапу reasoпs, 

proved to Ье unfavшaЬle for tће estaЬlisl1meпt of tће пе1v 
class's autlюrity. Besides, tће destructioп of pт·ivate o;vпership 
1vas песеssату for tће economic tr-aпsformatioп of пatioпs. Тће 
ne1v class obtaiпs its po1ver, privileges, ideoJogy, апd its cпstoms 
from опе specific form of o1vпeгsћip-collective 0\vnersћip
;vblcћ tће class admiпisters апd distriЬutes iп tће name of tlle 
паtiоп апd society. 

Tlle пе1v class maiпtaiпs tћat Ol\'lleпblp derives from а desig
nated social relationsћip. Tbls is tlle relationsћip betlveen tће 
monopolists of administration, 1vllo constitute а пarro1v and 
closed stratum, and tlle mass of pr·oducers (farmers, 1vorkers, 
and intelligentsia) 1vlю llave no rigћts. Ho;veYer, tbls тelation
sblp is not valid since tlle Communist bureaucтacy enjoys а 
moпopoly оvет tће distтiЬution of mateтial goods. 

ЕУету fundameпtal cllange in tће social relatioпsћip bet1veen 
tllose 1vћо moпopolize admiпistration апd tllose 1vlю IVOтk is 
ineYitaЬly reflected iп tlle ownersllip тelatioпsllip. Social апd 
political relatioпs апd 01vnersllip-tlle totalitaгiaпism of tlle 
govemmeпt and tlle moпopoly of autllшity-are being mще 
fully bтougllt iпto accor-d iп Commuпism tћan in ану otller 
siпgle system. 
То divest Commuпists of tlleir o1vnersћip rigћts 1vould Ье to 

abolish tllem as а class. То compel tllem t.o reliпquisћ tl:1eir 
other social po1ver·s, so that 1vorkers may paгticipate in sllariпg 
tlle pтofits of their 1vork-1vhich capitalists haYe had to permit 
as а r·esult of stтikes апd parliameпtary action-would mean 
that Commuпists were being depiived of their moпopoly oYer 
property, ideology, and govemment. This would Ье the be
giппiпg of democracy апd freedom in Communism, the епd of 
Commuпist moпopolism апd totalitaтiaпism. Uпtil tћis hap
peпs, there can Ье по iпdication that important, fuпdamental 
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changes are taking place in Communist systems, at least not 
iп the eyes of mеп 1vho think seriously about social progress. 

The o;vпership privileges of the ne1v class and member·ship 
in that class are the privileges of administration. This privilege 
extends from state administration and the administr-ation of 
economic eпterprises to that of sports and humanitariaп orgaпi
zatioпs. Political, party, or so-called "geпeral leadership" is 
executed Ьу the core. This positioп of leadersblp caпies privi
leges 1vith it. Iп his Stalin au pouvoir, puЬlished iп Paris in 
1951, Orlov states that tће average рау of а worker iп tЪе 
U .S.S.R iп 1935 1vas 1,800 ruЬles aппually, wblle tlle рау and 
allowances of tће secretaтy of а rауоп committee аmошнеd 
to 45,000 ruЬles anпually. Тће situatioп ћаs сЪапgеd siпce 
theп for Ьоtћ ;vorkers апd party fuпctioпaries, but tће esseпce 
remains tће same. Otћer· autћors ћаvе aпived at tће same 
coпclusioпs. Discrepaпcies bet,veeп the рау of 'vorkers апd 
party functioпaries are extreme; tЪis could поt Ье blddeп from 
peтsons visiting tће U.S.S.R. or otћer Communist couпtтies iп 
tће past fe;v years. 

Other systems, too, ћа'\'е tћeir professiona1 politicians. One 
сап tblnk 1vell or ill of them, but they must exist. Society 
canrюt live ;vithout а state or а goveгпmeпt, апd therefOI'e 
it саппоt liYe ;vithout those 'vho figћt for it. 

Ho1veyer, tl1ere ar·e fuпdameпtal differeпces bet;veeп pтo

fessional politiciaпs in other systems апd iп the Commuпist 
system. Iп extreme cases, politiciaпs iп other systems use the 
gover'Ilmeпt to secure privileges for themselves and their co
horts, or t.o favш the ecoпomic iпterests of one social stтatum ог 
aпother. The situatioп is differeпt with the Commuпist systeш 
;vlrere tЪе po;ver апd the goverпшeпt are ideпtical 1vith tће 
use, eпjoyment, апd dispositioп of almost all tЪе nation's goods. 
Не '\Vho gr·abs po;ver grabs privileges апd iпdiгectly grabs 
pr·oper·ty. Consequeпtly, in Commuпism, po;ver or politics as 
а professioп is the ideal of those 'vho have the desire or the 
pгospect of liviпg as paтasites at the expense of otЪers. 
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meaпt sacrifice. Beiпg а pr·ofessioпal revolutionary '\vas опе of 
the highest hoпors. N O'\V that the party has coпsolidated its 
pmver, party membership meaпs that оне beloпgs to а privi
leged class. Апd at the core of tЪе party are the all-powerful 
exploiters апd masters. 

For а loпg time tће Commuпist revolutioп ahd tЪе Com
muпist system ћаvе been coпcealiпg tћeir real nature. The 
emergence of the пе'v class has Ьееп concealed uпder socialist 
phraseology апd, more importaпt, under tће пе'v collective 
~orms. of ?тoperty o;vnership. The so-called socialist o'vпership 
1s а d1sgшse for the real ownership Ьу tЪе political bureaucracy. 
Апd iп the begiппing this bureaucracy 'vas iп а huпy to com
plete industтializatioп, and hid its class composition under 
that guise. 

4. 

The development of modern Communism, апd tЪе emer
gence of the пе;v class, is evident iп the char-acter апd roles 
of tћose wlю inspired it. 
Тће leaders апd their methods, from Marx to Khrushchev 

have Ьееп Yaried and changing. It never occurred to Marx t~ 
prevent otЪers from voicing their ideas. Leпin tolerated free 
discussioп in his party and did not think tћat рану forums, 
let alone the party head, should regulate the expression of 
"proper" or "improper" ideas. Stalin abolished every type of 
intтa-party discussion, and made the expression of ideology 
solely the right of the central forum-or of himself. Oth~r 
Communist movements ;vere different.. For instance, Marx's 
Interпational Workers' Union (the so-called First Interna
tional) was not Marxist in ideology, but а union of varied 
gтoups whicћ adopted only tће resolutioпs on whicћ its шеш
Ьеrs agreed. Leniп's party was an avant-garde group comblning 
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an internal т·evolutionary morality and ideological monolithic 
stтuctuгe 1vith democracy of а kind. Under Stalin tl1e party 
became а mass of ideologically disinteт·ested men, wlю got 
their ideas from above, but 1vere 1vholeћearted and unanimous 
iп the defense of а system that assured theш uпquestionaЬle 
privileges. Marx actually never created а party; Leпin de
stroyed all parties except ћis o1vn, including the Socialist Party. 
Staliп relegated even the Bolshevik Party to second тank, 
tтansformiпo- its core into the саге of the ne1v class, and t> 

transfoгming the party into а privileged iшpersonal and color· 
less group. 

Marx created а system of the roles of classes, and of class 1var 
iп society, even tlюugh he did not discoveт· them, апd he saw 
that mankind is mostly made нр of members of disceгпiЬle 
classes, althoнgh l1e 1vas only restatiпg Teт·ence's Stoic plliloso
phy: инитапi nilzil а те alienum puto." Lenin vie1ved men as 
sharing ideas гather than as beiпg membeгs of discerпi~le 
classes. Staliп sa1v in men only obedient subjects or епе1шеs. 
Матх died а poor emigraпt in Lопdоп, Ьнt 1v~s valued Ьу 
learned шеn апd valued iп the movemeпt; Lепiп died as the 
leader of one of the QТeatest. тevolнtioпs, but died as а dictator t> 

about. whom а cult had already begun to foгm; 1vhen Stalin 
died, ће had already transformed himself iпto а god. 
Тћеsе chaпges in personalities are опlу t.he гeflection of 

chaпges 1vhicl1 had alтeady takeп place апd were tће very soul 
of the Commuпist movement. 

Althouo-h ће did поt realize it, Lепiп started the organiza-o 
tion of tће пе1v class. Не estaЬlisћed tће ратtу aloпg Bolsћevik 
lines апd developed tl1e tћeories of its uпique апd leadiпg role 
in the buildiпg of а пе1v society. Tћis is but опе aspect of ћis 
maпy-sided апd gigaпtic 1\'0rk; it is tће aspect 1vћicl1 саше 

about from ћis actioпs ratћer tћan his 1visl1es. It is also tће 

aspect. 1vћiсћ led tће ne1v class t.o revere ћim. 
Тће real апd direct 01·iginator of tl1e ne1v class, ћo1vever, 

was Stalin. Не 1vas а man of quick гeflexes апd а tendeпcy to 
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coarse ћurnor, rюt very educated nor а good speaker. But ће 
1vas а relentless dogmatician and а great administrator, а 

Georgian 1vћо knew better than аnуопе else wћitћer tће new 
po1veтs of Greater Rнssia 1vere takiпg ћеr. Не created tће ne1v 
class Ьу the ше of the most barbaт·ic means, поt even sparing 
the class it.Self. It 1vas inevitaЬle tћat tће ne1v class >vћich 
placed him at tће top would later submit to ћis unbridled 
апd bшtal nature. Не was the true leader of tћat class as long 
as the class 1vas buildiпg itself up, апd attaining po1ver. 
Тће ne1v class 1vas bon1 in the revolutionaгy struggle in tће 

Commuпist Party, but 1vas developed in tће iпdнstrial revolu
tion. Witћoнt tће revolution, 1vitћout indнstJy, the class's 
position -.;vould not ћаvе Ьееп secure and its po1ver 1vould 
lыve been limited. 

vVћile t.he couпtry \Vas being industrialized, Stalin began 
to iпtroduce consideraЬle variations in 1vages, at tће same 
time allo1ving tће developmeпt to1vard various privileges to 
proceed. Не tћонgћt tћat indнstrialization would come to 
notћino- if tће ne1v class >veie not made materially inteт·est.ed 

о . . . 
in tће process, Ьу acquisition of some property for Itself. Witћ-
out indнstrialization tће ne1v class would find it difficult to 
ћold its position, for it would ћаvе пeitћer historical justifica
tioп поr the material resources for its contiпued existeпce. 
Тће iпcrease in tће membersћip of tће paity, or of the 

bнreaucracy, 1vas closely coпnected with tћis. Iп 1927, on tће 
eve of iпdustтializatioп, tће Soviet Communist Pat·ty ћаd 
887,233 members. In 1934, at tl1e епd of tће First Five-Year 
Plan, the membersћip ћаd incтeased to 1,874,488. Tћis 1vas 
а phenomenon obviously connected 1vith indнstrializatioп: the 
prospects for tће ne1v class and pгivileges for its members wет·е 
improving. "\Vћat is more, tће pгivileges апd tће class 1vere 
expandiпg more rapidly than indнstrialization itself. It is diffi
cult to cite any statistics on tћis point, but the conclнsioп is 
self-evident fот anyone 1vho Ьеатs in mind tћat the standard 
of living has not kept расе 1vitћ industrial productioп, 1vhile 
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the new class actually seized the lioп's share of tlle economic 
and other progress earned Ьу the sacrifices and efforts of tће 
masses. 
Тће estaЬlishment of the ne1v class did not proceed smoothly. 

It encountered Ьitter opposition from existing classes апd from 
those revolutionaries 1vho could not reconcile reality 1vith the 
ideals of their struggle. In t.he U.S.S.R. the opposition of 
revolutionaries was most evideпt in the Trotsky-Stalin conflict. 
The conflict bet1veen Trotsky and Stalin, or bet1veen opposi
tionists in tће party апd Stalin, as 1vell as tће conflict between 
the regime апd the peasantry, became шоrе intense as iпdus
trialization advanced апd the po1ver and authority of the new 
class iпcreased. 

Trotsky, an excellent speaker, brilliaпt. stylist, and skilled 
polemicist, а шаn cultured and of excellent intelligeпce, 1vas 
deficient in only one quality: а seпse of тeality. Не 1vaпted to 

Ье а revolutionary in а period 1vheп life imposed tће coшmon
place. Не 1vished to revive а revolutioпary party 1vhich 1vas 
being transformed into something coшpletely different, into 
а пе1v class uпconcerned 1vith great ideals апd interested опlу 
in the everyday pleasures of life. Не expected action from а 
mass alieady tired Ьу 1var, hunger, and death, at а time 1vhen 
tће ne1v class alгeady str'ongly held the reiпs апd had begun 
to experience the s1veetness of privilege. Trotsky's fiгe~rorks 
lit up the distant heavens; but ће could not тekindle fires iп 
weary men. Не sharply пoted the sопу aspect of the ne1v 
phenomena but ће did not gгasp their meaning. In addition, 
he ћаd never been а Bolsћevik. This 1vas his vice and bls 
virtue. Attacking tће party bur·eaucracy iп the name of the 
гevolution, he attacked the cult of the pai·ty апd, althougћ he 
1vas поt conscious of it, tl1e пеw class. 

Stalin looked пeither far ahead nor far behind. Не had 
seated himself at the head of the ne1v p01ver 1vhich 1vas being 
bom-the пеw class, the political bureaucracy, and bureau
cratism-and Ьесаше its leader and oгganizer. Не did not px·each 
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-he made decisions. Не too promised а sblпing future, but 
опе which bureaucracy could visualize as being real because 
its life 1vas impi'O\'ing fi·om day to day and its position 1vas 
being strengthened. Не spoke witlюut ardor and color, but 
the пе1v class 1vas better аЫе to undeгstaпd this kind of тealistic 
language. Trotsky 1vished to extend the revolutioп to Ешоре; 
Stalin 1vas not opposed to the idea but this ћazai'dous under
takiпg did not prevent him from 1vorrying about Mother 
Russia or, specifically, about 1vays of strengtheпing the ne1v 
system and increasiпg the po1ver and reputatioп of the Russian 
state. Trotsky 1vas а man of the revolution of the past; Stalin 
was а mап of today and, thus, of the future. 

In Stalin's victoiy Trotsky saw the Theгшidoric reaction 
agaiпst the revolution, actually the bureaucгatic corruption 
of the Soviet governmeпt апd the revolutionary cause. Conse. 
queпtly, he understood апd 1vas deeply hшt Ьу the amorality 
of Staliп's methods. TI·otsky was the first, although he was not 
a1vare of it, who in the attempt to save the Comrnuпist move
ment discovered the essence of coпternporary Coшmuпism. But 
he was поt сараЫе of seeiпg it tћгough to the end. Не supposed 
that this was опlу а momeпtaгy croppiпg up of bureaucracy, 
corruptiпg the party апd the revolution, and concluded that 
tће solution 1vas in а change at the top, in а "palace revolп
tion." vVhen а palace revolution actually took place after 
Stalin's death, it could Ье seen that the essence had поt 
chaпged; something deepe!' and more lastiпg was iпvolved. The 
Soviet Thel'midor of Staliп had поt only led to the installatioп 
of а governmeпt more despotic thaп the previous оне, but also 
to the installation of а class. This 1vas the contiпuatioп of that 
other violeпt foreigп revolution wћich had inevitaЬly borne 
апd strengthened the new class. 

Staliп could, with equal if поt greater right, refer to Leпin 
and all tће revolution, just. as Trotsky did. For Staliп 1vas the 
lawful although 1vicked offspriпg of Lenin апd the revolutioн. 

History has по previoпs record of а personality like Lenin 



52 ТНЕ NEfV CLASS 

who, Ьу his versatility and persistence, developed one of tће 
gr·eatest revolutions kno1vn to men. It also ћаs no record of а 
personality like Stalin, 1vho took on tће enormous task of 
streнgtћeнing, in terms of po1ver and property, а ne1v class born 
out of one of the greatest revolutions in one of the largest of 
the world's countries. 

Behind Leniп, wћо 1vas all passion апd tlюught, stands the 
dull, gray figure of Joseph Stalin, tће symbol of the difficult, 
cruel, and unscrupulous asceпt of the ne1v class to its final 
po1ver. 

After Lenin and Stalin came what had to come; namely, 
mediocrity in the form of collective leadership. And also tћere 
came the apparently sincere, kind-hearted, noн-intellectual "man 
of the people"-Nikita Khrusћchev. The ne1v class по longer 
needs the revolutionaries or dogmatists it онсе required; it is 
satisfied with simple personalities, such as Khrushchev, Malen
kov, Bulganiн, and Shepilov, wlюse every 1vord reflects the aver
age man. Тће не1v class itself is tired of dogmatic purges and 
training sessions. It 1vould like to live quietly. It must pшtect 
itself even from its О"\\'11 authorized leader IIO'\V that it ћаs been 
adequately strengtl1ened. Stalin remained tће same as ће 1vas 
wl1eн tће class 1vas 1veak, 1vћен cruel measures 1vere нecessary 
against еvен those in its mvn raнks 1vho tћreatened to deviate. 
Today tћis is all unnecessary. Without relinquisћing anytћing 
it created under Stalin's leadersћip, the ne1v class appears to 
Ье reнouнcing his authoгity for the past few уеап. But it is 
not really renouncing that author-ity-only Stalin's methods 
\vћiсћ, according to Kћrushchev, ћurt "good Communists." 

Leнin's revolutioнary еросћ 1vas replaced Ьу Staliп's еросћ, 
iп 1vћiсћ authOI'ity апd O'\vпersћip, апd iпdustr-ialization, were 
str·eпgtћeнed so tћat the much desired peaceful апd good life 
of tће пе1v class could begiн. Leпiп's revolutionary Commu
нism was replaced Ьу Staliн's dogmatic communism, whicll in 
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turн was replaced Ьу non-dogmatic Commuпism, а so-called 
collective leadersћip or а group of oligarchs. 

These are the tћree pћases of developmeпt of tће пеw class 
in the U.S.S.R. or of Russiaп Communism (or of eve.r'Y otћer 
type of Commuпism iп опе mаппеr О!' аноtћеr) . 
Тће fate 6f Yugoslav Commuпism 1vas to uпify tћese tћree 

phases iп tће siпgle persoнality of Tito, along 1vitћ пational 
апd peгsonal cћaтacteristics. Tito is а gr·eat revolutioнaгy, but 
1vithout origiпal ideas; ће ћаs attained pe!'Sonal pmver, but 
1vitћout Stalin's distrustfulпess апd dogmatism. Like Кћшsћ
сhеv, Tito is а represeпtative of tће people, tћat is, of tће mid
dle-pю·ty strata. Тће тоаd wћiсћ Yugoslav Commuпism ћаs 
t!'aveled-attaiпiпg а revolutioп, copyiпg Stalinism, tl1eп re
пouпciнg Stalinism апd seeking its O'\VH form-is sееп most fully 
iп tће persoпality of Tito. Yugoslav Commuнism ћаs been 
шоrе consisteпt tћап otl1er paтties iп pieseпing tће substance 
of Comшunism, yet нever renouncing ану forш 1vћiсћ could Ье 
of value to it. 
Тће tћr·ee pћases in tће developшent of the new class

Lenin, Staliп, and "collective leadersћip"-ar·e not coшpletely 
divorced fr·oш еасћ otћer, in substaнce or iп ideas. 

Leпin too 1vas а t-logшatist, анd Stalin t.oo 1vas а тevolutioпary, 
jнst as collective leade!'Sћip 1vill resort to dogmatisш анd to 
тevolutionary metћods 1vћen necessary. Wћat is шоr·е, tће non
dogmatisш of tће collective leadersћip is applied only to itself, 
to tће ћeads of tће ne1v class. On tће otћer ћand, tће people 
шust Ье all tће шоrе peгsistently "edнcated" in tће spirit of 
tће dogшa, or· of Marxisш-Leнiпisш. Ву r·elaxing its dogmatic 
seveгity and exclusiveness, tће ne1v class, becoшing streнgtћeнed 
econoшically, ћаs pr·ospects of attainiпg greater flexiЬility. 
Тће lш·oic ега of Coшшunisш is past. Тће еросћ of its 

great leadeтs ћаs eнded. Тће еросћ of pr·actical шен has set 
in. Тће new class ћаs Ьеен пeated. It is at the height of its 
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power and wealth, but it is 1vithout ne1v ideas. It. has пothing 
more to tell the people. The only thing that remains is for 
lt to justify itself. 

5. 

It 1vould not Ье importaпt to estaЬlish the fact that in con
temporary Communism а пе1v щvning and exploiting class is 
involved and not merely а temporary dictatorship and an arЬi
tr·ary bureaucracy, if some anti-Stalinist Communists including 
Trotsky as 1vell as some Social Democr·ats had not depicted the 
ruling stratum as а passing bureaucratic phenomenon because 
of 1vhich this ne>v ideal, classless society, still iп its s1vaddling 
clothes, must suffer, just as bourgeois society had had to suffer 
under Crom\vell's and Napoleon's despotism. 

But the ne1v class is really а ne1v class, with а special com
positioп and special ро>,теr. Ву any scieпtific definition of а 
class, еvеп the Marxist definition Ьу 1vhich some classes are 
lower thaп others accиding t.o their specific position in pro
ductioп, 1ve coпclude that, iп the U.S.S.R. and other Com
muпist couпtr·ies, а пе1v class of o1mers and exploiteгs is iп 

existence. The specific characteristic of this пе1v class is its 
collective o1mership. Communist theoreticiaпs affirm, апd some 
even believe, that Communism has aпived at collective owпer
ship. 

Collective mmer·ship in var'ious forms has existed iп all 
earlier societies. All ancieпt Easterп despotisms 1vere based оп 
the pгe-eminence of the state's or the king's property. Iп ancient 
Egypt after the fifteentћ century в.с., araЬle land passed to 
private o>mersblp. BefOie tћat time only homes апd suпound
ing buildings had been privately owпed. State land 1vas haпded 
over for cultivation wblle state officials administer·ed tће land 
апd collected taxes on it. Caпals and iпstallations, as 1vell as 
tће most. impoнaпt 1vorks, 1vere also state-owпed. The state 
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01\'lled everything uпtil it lost its iпdерепdепсе in the first 
centпry of опr era. 

This ћelps to explain tће deificatioп of the Pharaoћs of 
Egypt апd of tће emperors, >vhicћ опе encouпters in all tће 
aпcient Easterп despotisms. Sпch o1vr1ership also explains the 
ппdertakiпg of gigantic tasks, such as the constr·uction of 
temples, tombs, and castles of emperors, of caпals, roads, and 
fortificatioпs. 

The Romaп state treated ne1vly conquered land as state land 
and owпed consideraЬle пumbeгs of slaves. The medieval 
Church also had collective property. 

Capitalism Ьу its very nat.пre 1vas an еnешу of collective owп
ersblp uпtil the estaЬlisl1meпt of shareholders' organizatioпs. 
Capitalism contiппed to Ье ап епешу of collective o1mership, 
even thoпgh it coпld поt. do aпything against пеw encroach
шeпts Ьу collective o>vпership апd the епlагgешепt of its area 
of oper·atioш. 

The Commппists did not iпveпt collective mmership as 
such, Ьпt iпveпted its all-eпcompassiпg character, more 1videly 
exteпded than iп earlier epochs, еvеп шоrе exteпsive йiап iп 
Pharaoh's Egypt. That is all that the Coшшuпists did. 

The o1mership of the ne>v class, as well as its chaтacter, was 
forшed over а period of time апd 1vas subjected to coпstaпt 
chaпge dшing the process. At first, опlу а small part of the 
наtiоп felt the нееd for all ecoпomic po1veis to Ье placed iп 
the haпds of а political party for the purpose of aidiпg the 
iпdпstrial transforшation. The party, actiнg as the avant-garde 
of the proletar-iat апd as the "most enlighteпed pmver of so
cialism," piessed for this ceпtгalizatioп 1vhich could Ье attaiпed 
only Ьу а chaпge iп o>mei"Ship. The chaпge 1vas шаdе iп fact 
and iп forш throнgh пatioпalizatioп fiтst of lar·ge enterprises 
and theп of smaller опеs. The abolitioп of private owпersblp 
1vas а preгeqнisite for iпdustтialization, апd for the begiппing 
of the new class. Ho1vever, >vithoнt. their special role as ad·
miпistтatOI·s over society and as distriЬнtors of property, the 
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Communists could not. transfor·m tћemselves into а ne\V class, 
nor could а ne\v class Ье forшed апd permanently estaЬlisћed. 
Gradually material goods \vere nationalized, but iп fact, tћтough 
its r·iglн to use, enjoy, and distriЬute these goods, they became 
the property of а discemiЬle stratum of tће party and the 
Ьнтеанпасу gatl1ered aroнnd it. 

In vie\v of the sigнificaпce of O\mership for its po,ver-and 
also of the fшits of oivnership-the party bнreaucr·acy сашюt 
rеnонпсе the exteпsion of its o>mersllip еvеп оvет small-scale 
piodнctioп facilities. Весанsе of its totalitaтianism апd moпopo
lism, the neiv class fiпds itself нnavoidaЬly at \Vат >vith eveтy
tlliпg 1vhicl1 it does поt admiпister or haпdle, апd must 
deliЬerately aspire to destroy or conqueт it. 

Stalin said, on the eve of collectivization, tћat tl1e qнestioп 
of "1vlю 1vill do 1vћat to vvћom" ћаd Ьееп raised, еvеп tlюugh 
the Soviet goverпment \vas not meeting serious opposition 
Пот а politically and economically disнпited peasantry. Тће 
new class felt insecнre as long as tћere \vere any otl1er O\\rners 
except itself. It coнld not risk sabotage in food sнpplies ог in 
agricнltнral ra>v шaterials. This ivas tће direct тeason for· tће 
attack on tће peasantry. Hoivever, tћere 1vas а second reason, 
а class reason: tће peasants coнld Ье dangeroнs to tl1e ne\V 
class in an нnstaЬle sitнation. Тће neiv class tћerefore ћаd 
to subordinate the peasantr·y to itself economically and 
administratively; this was done tћгонgh tће kolkhozes апd 
maclline-tгactor stations, 1vllicћ reqнired an ino·ease pгopor
tionate to tће size of the neiv class in the villages tћemselves. 
As а resнlt, Ьнrеанстасу muslнoomed in tће villag·es too. 
Тће fact t.hat tће seizнre of propeгty Пош otћer classes, 

especially Пош small Oivнers, led to decreases in prodнction 
анd to сћаоs in tће есоношу 1vas of но conseqнeпce to tће ne1v 
class. Most importaпt for tће ne>v class, as for еvету Oivнer in 
history, ivas tће attaiнmeпt and consolidatioн of Oi\rnersllip. 
Tl1e class profited from t.he neiv property it ћаd acqнired even 
tћougћ t.he natioп lost t.hereby. The collectivization of peasant 
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holdings, ivhicћ ivas ecoпomically нnjustified, was unavoidaЬle 
if tће nevv class 1vas to Ье secшely installed in its power and 
its OiVПership. 

ReliaЬle statistics are not availaЬle, but all evidence confirms 
t.hat yields per acre in the U.S.S.R. ћаvе not. been iпcreased 
over tће yie1ds in Czaтist. Russia, and tћat tће number of Iive
stock still does not аррrоасћ tће pre-тevolutionaтy figure. 
Тће losses iп agricнltнral yields анd in livestock сан Ье 

calculated, Ьнt the losses iп manpo1ver, in the millions of peas
ants 1vћо 1vere tl1ro\vn into labor camps, are incalculaЬle. 

Collectivizatioп was а Пightfнl and devastatiпg 1var 1vllich re
semЬled ап iпsane undertakiнg-except for the fact that it was 
pr·ofitaЬle for the ne1v class Ьу assшiпg its authority. 
Ву various methods, such as пationalizatioн, compнlsory co

operation, higћ taxes, анd price ineqнalities, pтivate Oivnersћip 
1vas destroyed and tr·aнsforшed into collective oivnership. Тће 
estaЬlisћmeпt of tће o\meгsћip of tће пе1v class ivas evideпced 
in tће clыпges in tl1e psycћology, tће 1vay of life, апd tће 
шaterial position of its шembers, depeпdiпg оп tће position 
tћеу ћeld on tће ћieгal'Cћical ladder. Сонпtrу homes, tће best 
ћousiпg, fншitнге, and similar tћings iver·e acquiгed; special 
qнaтters and exclнsive rest hoшes >vеге estaЬlisћed for tће 

higћest bнreaucracy, for tl1e elite of tће пе;v class. ТЪе рагtу 
secгetary апd tће cћief of tl1e secret police in some places поt 
опlу Ьесаше tlle ћigћest aнtћor·ities but obtained tће best ћous
ing, automoЬiles, анd siшilar evidence of privilege. Тћоsе 
beneath tћem 1vеге eligiЬle for сошратаЬlе pтivileges, depeпd. 
iпg upon their positioп iп tће ћier·arcћy. Тће state budgets, 
"gifts," and tће coпstr·нctioн and r-econstruction execнted for 
tће пeeds of tће state and its r-epresentatives Ьесаше tће ever
lastiпg and iпexћaustiЬle sources of benefit.s to tће political 
bureaucтacy. 

Опlу in cases where the пеw class was поt сараЬlе of 
maintaining t.he ownersћip it ћаd usнr-ped, or in cases 
where sucћ ovmerslllp was exorЬitaпt1y expensive or politically 



58 ТНЕ NEW CLASS 

dangerous, the o\vnersblp surrendered to other strata ~~ ot?er 
forms of O\vnership \vет·е devised. For example, collectiVlzati.on 
\Vas abandoned in Yugoslavia because the peasants were res.Ist
ino- it and because the steady decrease in production resultшg 
ь . н 

from collectivizatioп held а lateпt daпger for the regш1e. ow-
ever, the пеw class пever reпouпced the тi.ght iп such cases to 
seize o1vnersћip agaiп or to collectivize. The пеw class caпnot 
rепоuпсе this Ii.ght, for if it did, it would по loпger Ье total-

itariaп апd moпopolistic. . . 
No bureaucracy аlопе could Ье so stubborn ш Its p~r

poses апd aims. Опlу those eпgaged iп пе\V forms of o\Vllership, 
1vho tread the road to пе\V fоппs of productioп, are сараЬlе of 

beiпg so persisteпt. 
:Маrх foresaw tћat after its victory the proletariat would Ье 

exposed to daпger from the deposed classes ат1d froш its own 
bureaucracy. vVheп tl1e Commuпists, especially those in Yugo· 
slavia, criticize Staliп's administт-ation апd bш·eaucratic meth
ods, they geпerally refer to 1vhat :Матх aпticipated. However, 
\Vhat is happeniпg iп Communism today has little coпnectioп 
with :Маrх and certainly no coпnectioп \Vith tћis anticipation. 
Marx \Vas tћinkiпg of the danger fтom an iш.теаsе in а parasitic 
bureaucracy, 'vhich is also present in contemporaтy Com
munism. It neveт occured to him that today's Communist 
strong mеп, who haпdle mateтial goods оп bel1alf of their О\VП 
пarrow caste's iпterests rather thaп for the bureaucracy as а 
whole, would Ье the bureaucracy he was thiпkiпg of. Iп this 
case too, :Маrх serves as а good excuse for the Commuпists, 
\Vl1ether tће extravagaпt tastes of various strata of the не\V class 
or poor admiпistration is uпder criticism. 

Coпtemporaгy Commuпism is поt опlу а party of а certaiп 
type, or а bureaucracy \vhich has spruпg fтom moпopolistic 
o\Vllership апd excessive state iпteт·fei·eпce iп the есопоmу. 
:Моrе thaп aпything else, the esseпtial aspect of coпtemporary 
Commuпism is t.he пe'iv class of O"\VПers апd exploiters. 
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6. 
No class is estaЬlished Ьу its O\Vll action, even though its 

ascent is organized and accompanied Ьу а conscious stт11ggle. 
This ћolds true for the ne\v class in Communism. 

The ne1v class, because it ћаd а \Veak relationship to the есоп
оmу and social structure, апd of пecessity had its origin iп а 
single party, \Vas forced to estaЬlish tlle higllest possiЬle orgaп
izational stтucture. Finally it. 1vas forced to а deliЬerate and 
conscious \vithdra\val fгom its earlier tenets. Consequently the 
ne\v class is mоте highly oтganized апd more blgllly class-coп
scious tћап any class iп recOI·ded history. 

Tћis propositioп is true опlу if it is takeп relatively; con
sciousness апd organizational stтucture beiпg takeн in relation 
to the outside 1vorld and to other classes, powers, and social 
forces. No otl1er class iн history llas Ьееп as cohesive and single
minded in defendiпg itself and in controlling that 1vllicll it 
llolds-collective and monopolistic mrnership and totalitariaп 
authority. 
Оп tlle otller ћand, tће ne\v class is also tће most deluded 

and least conscious of itself. Every private capitalist or feudal 
loтd 1vas conscious of the fact t.hat he belonged to а special dis
cerniЬle social categoтy. Не usually believed that this category 
1vas destined to make tће humaн гасе happy, and that \vithout 
tћis category chaos апd geneтal ruiн \vould eпsue. А Com
munist member of the ne\v class also believes that, \vithout his 
party, society \vould т·egтess and foundei". But he is not conscious 
of the fact that he belongs to а не\v mvnership class, for he does 
not consider himself an o>vner and does ноt take into account 
the special privileges ће enjoys. Не thiнks that he beloпgs to 
а group \Vith рт·еsпiЬеd ideas, aims, attitudes, and 1·oles. That 
is all he sees. Не сапrюt see tlыt at the same time he belongs 
to а specia1 social category: the ownerslzip class. 

Collective OЂтrlei·ship, \vhicll acts to reduce the class, at the 
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same time makes it unconscious of its class substance, and each 
one of the collective owners is deluded in that he thinks he 
uniqнely belongs to а movement 1vhicћ 'ivould abolisћ classes 

in society. . 
А compax-ison of other characteristics of the ?-e:v c~a~s wrth 

those of other mvпership classes тeveals mапу srmйaпtles ~пd 
many differences. Тће пе"\v class is voracioнs апd insatiaЬle, JHSt 
as the boнтaeoisie "\vas. But it does поt have· the virtнes of 
frнgality ашf есопоmу that tће boшg~oisie Ьа~. Тће ~e\V class 
is as exclusive as tЬе aristocracy Ьпt 'vrtЬoпt aпstocracy s тefiпe
meпt and proud cblvalry. 

Tlle ne\v class also Ьаs advantages over otller classes. Because 
it is more сошрасt it is better prepared for greater sacrifices 
апd ћeroic exploits. Тће individпal is coшpletely апd totally 
sпbordinated to the 1vlюle; at least, tlle pievailiпg ideal calls 
for sпcl1 sпbordinatioп еvеп "\vћen he is онt seekiпg to better 
hiшself. Тће ne\v class is strong еnопgћ to carry опt material 
and otћer veпtпres tћat по otћer class was ever аЬlе to do. 
Since it possesses tће nation's goods, tће ne\V class is in а posi
tion to devote itself religiously to tће aiшs it ћаs set and to 
direct all tће forces of tће people to tће fпrtћerance of tћese 
aiшs, 

Тће пе"\v o'imeпblp is not tће sаше as tће political goverп
шent, Ьнt is created and aided Ьу tћat governшent. The пsе, 
enjoyment, апd distriЬпtion of pioperty is tће pгivilege of tће 
party and tће party's top шеn. 

Рат·tу шешЬеrs feel tћat authority, that contт·ol over property, 
bi·ings "\Vith it tће privileges of this "\vorld. C~nseqпen~ly, :ш
sсrпрпlонs aшЬition, dнplicity, toadyisш, and Jealoнsy шevlta
Ьly must increase. Careeгism and ап еvет· expanding bureauc
racy are tће incuraЬle diseases of Comшuпisш. Because the 
Coшшuпists ћаvе transformed theшselves iпto mvпer·s, апd 
because the road to po,ver апd to mateгial privileges is ореп 
опlу tћiouah "devotioп" to tће paгty-to the class, to "social-

o . 
isш"-нпscrпpuloнs ашЬitiоп must become опе of the mаш 
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"\vays of life апd опе of tће main шetlюds for tће developmeпt 
of Commuпism. 

Iп пoп-Commuпist systeшs, tће рћепошепа of careerism 
and пnsсгпрпlопs ашЬitiоп аге а sign that it is profitaЬle to 
Ье а Ьuгеапсгаt, or· that О"\\'11егs ћаvе Ьесоше parasites, so tћat 
tће adшinistration of pгoperty is left iп tће ћапds of employees. 
Iп Corпrпunisrп, car·eerisrп апd ппscrupпloнs arпЬitioп testify 
t.o tће fact tћat tћer·e is an irresistiЬle diive tovvaт·d O\vпership 
апd tће privileges that ассошрапу the adrпiпistratioп of ma
terial goods and шен. 

Merпbership in otћer· o1vпership classes is поt ideпtical "\vith 
tlle иvпersblp of particпlar pr·operty. This is still less the 
case iп tће Corпrпппist systeш iпаsшuсћ as owпership is 
collective. То Ье ап O"\vпer от· а joiпt O"\VПei· iп tlle Corпrппnist 
systeш rпеапs tћat оне eпters the raпks of the ruliпg political 
Ьпгеапсrасу апd пotblпg else. 

Iп tl1e пе"\v class, jнst as iп otЬer classes, sоше iпdividuals 
coпstantly fall Ьу the 1vayside "\Vћile otЬeis go up tће ladder. 
Iп private-mvпership classes ап iпdividпal left his pтoperty to 
his desceпdaпts. Iп the пе'\v class по оне iпЬerits aпythiпg ex
cept the aspii-atioп to 1-aise Ьiшself to а blgher ruпg of the 
ladder. The пе"\v class is actпally beiпg created froш the lmvest 
апd broadest strata of the people, and is iп coпstaпt rпotioп. 
Althougl1 it is sociologically possiЬle to prescriЬe '\vћо belongs 
to the пе1v class, it is difficпlt to do so; for the ne"\V class шelts 
iпto апd spills оvег iпto the people, iпto other lower classes, 
and is coпstarнly сћапgiпg. 

The тоаd to the top is theoi·etically ореп to all, just as evei'y 
опе of Napoleoп's soldiers carried а шarshal's Ьаtоп iп ћis 

kпapsack. The опlу thiпg tЪat is requii·ed to get оп the road 
is siпcere апd cornplete loyalty to tlle ратtу or to the пеw class. 
Ореп at. the bottom, the new class becorпes iлcreasiпgly апd 
тeleпtlessly пarтo"\ver at the top. Not опlу is tће desire пecessary 
fот the cliшb; also пecessary is the aЬility to ппderstaпd and 
develop doctтiпes, firшness in stтuggles agaiпst aпtagonists, ех-
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ceptional dexterity and cleverness in intra-party struggles, and 
talent in strengthening the class. Ману present themselves, but 
fe\v are chosen. Although more open ir1 some respects than 
other classes, the пеw class is also more exclusive thaп other 
classes. Siпce one of the ne\v class's most importarlt features is 
monopoly of authority, this exclusiveness is streпgthened Ьу 
bureaucratic hierarchical prejudices. 

N O\vhere, at any time, has the road been as wide open to tће 
devoted and the Ioyal as it is iп the Commuпist system. But tће 
asceпt to tће ћeigћts ћаs r1ever at any time been so difficult or 
required so mucћ sacrifice and so many victims. Оп tће one 
haпd, Communism is open and kind to а11; or1 tће other ћand, 
it is exclusive апd intoleraпt even of its its O\Vll adћereпts. 

7. 

Тће fact tћat tћere is а ne\v o'tvnersћip class in Communist 
countries does not explain everythiпg, but it is tће most im
portaпt key to uпderstaпdiпg tће cћanges wћiсћ are periodi
cally takiпg place iп tћese couпtтies, especially iп the U.S.S.R. 

It goes \Vitћout sayiпg that every such chaпge iп each separate 
Commппist couпtry апd iп tће Commuпist system as а \Vћole 
must Ье examined separately, iп order to determiпe tће ext.eпt 
апd sigпificaпce of the сћапgе iп tће specific cir·curnstaпces. То 
do this, ћO\vever, tће system sћould Ье uпderstood as а 'tvћole 
to tће fullest exteпt possiЬle. 

In corшectioп \Vitћ curreпt сћапgеs in the U.S.S.R. it \Vill Ье 
profitaЬle to point out iп passiпg \vћat is occuпiпg iп tће kolk
ћozes. Тће estaЬlishmeпt of kolkћozes апd tће Soviet govern
ment. policy to1vard tћem illustrates clearly tће exploitiпg 

nature of tће пеw class. 
Stalin did not and Kћrusћcћev does not consider kolkћozes 

as а "logical socialistic" form of owner-ship. In practice tћis 
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meaпs tћat tће ne\v class ћаs rюt succeeded in completely taking 
over tће management of tће villages. Тћrопgћ tlle kolkhozes 
апd the use of tће compпlsory crop-purcћase system, the ne1v 
class ћаs succeeded in making vassals of tће peasants and grab
Ьing а lion's sћате of the peasants' iпcome, but tће пеw class 
ћаs поt become the опlу po,ver of tће land. St.alin \Vas com
pletely a\vare of tћis. Before his deatћ, in Econornic ProЬlerns 
of Socialisrn in the U.S.S.R., Stalin foresa1v tћat tће kolkћozes 
sћoпld become state property, 'tvhicћ is to say tћat. tће bпreau
cl'acy should become tће I'eal a\vner. Criticizing Stalin for ћis 
excess use of pпrges, Khrushchev did rюt ћowever renounce 
Stalin's vie1vs on property in kolkhozes. The appoiпtment Ьу 
the пe'tv regime of 30,000 party \Varkers, rnostly to Ье pi"esideпts 
of kolkhozes, was опlу опе of the measпres iп liпe witћ Staliп's 
policy. 

Jпst as uпder Staliп, tће пеw regime, iп executing its so-called 
liЬeralization policy, is exteпdiпg the "socialist." O\Vlleiship of 
the ne\v class. Deceпtralizatioп iп the economy does not. mеап 
а chaпge iп o\vпership, but only gives gr·eater rights to tће 
lO\\rer strata of the bu!'eauпacy or of the пе\v class. If the so
called liЬeтalizatioп and decentralization meaпt anything else, 
that \Vould Ье manifest in the political rigћt of at least part of 
tће people to exeтcise some iпfluence iп the managemeпt of 
mater·ial goods. At least, the people woпld have the riglн to 
criticize tће arЬitrariпess of tl1e oligarcћy. This 'tVaпld lead to 
the creatioп of а пe'tv political rnovemeпt, еvеп thoпgћ it 1vere 
опlу а loyal opposition. H01vever, tћis is поt еvеп meпtioпed, 
just as dernocr·acy iп t.he ратtу is not mentioпed. LiЬeтalization 
and deceпtr-alizatioп ате in force only for Commuпists; first for 
the oligar·chy, tlle leaders of the пe'tv class; апd secoпd, fот those 
iп the lo\ver echeloпs. Tћis is the пе1v method, iпevitaЬle ппdеr 
сћапgiпg coпditions, for tће fшther streпgtheпing апd consoli
datioп of moпopolistic O'tvnership апd totalitariaп aпthority of 
the ne>v class. 
Тће fact that t.here is а ne>v owniпg, moпopolistic, апd total-
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itarian class in Cornrnunist. countries calls fот the follo>ving 
conclusion: АН changes initiated Ьу the Cornrnнnist cћiefs аге 
dictated first of all Ьу the interests and aspirations of tl1e ne>v 
class, >vhich, like ever·y social groнp, lives and reacts, defends 
itself and advances, >vith tl1e аiш of increasing its po-vveт. This 
does not rnean, hmvever, that sнch cћanges шау not Ье iшpoт
tant fот the тest of tl1e people as 1vell. Altћoнgl1 tће inпovations 
introduced Ьу tће ne1v class ћаvе not yet шaterially alteгed tће 
Coшшнnist systeш, tћеу пшst not Ье нndeгestiшated. It is 
песеssагу to gain insiglн into tће sнbstance of tћese cЬanges in 
order to deteгшine tћeir raпge and sigпificaпce. 

The Cornшнпist regirne, iп сошшоп ivitћ otћeis, шнst take 
into ассонпt tће rnood апd шоvешепt of tће шasses. Be
cause of tће exclнsiveпess of tће Сошшнпist Party апd tће 
absence of free pнblic орiпiоп iп its raпks, tће regiшe cannot 
discern tће real statнs of tl1e шasses. Hmveveт·, tl1eir dissatis
factioп does peпetrate tће coпsciousпess of tће top leaders. 
Iп spite of its totalitariaп шапаgешепt, tће пeiv class is поt 
iшшune to every type of oppositioп. 
Опсе iп po>ver, tће Сошшппists ћаvе по diffiшlty iп settling 

tЪeir accounts >vitћ tће boпrgeoisie апd large-estate OV\rneп. 
Тће Ъistoiical developшent is lюstile to tћеш and tћeir prop
erty and it is easy to ашнsе tће шasses agaiпst tl1eш. Seiziпg 
property fгош tће bouтgeoisie апd tlle laтge-estate ovvners is 
quite easy; difficulties ar·ise 1vћеп seizш·e of sшall properties is 
iпvolved. Haviпg acquir·ed po'iveг in tће coпrse of earlier ex
propriatioпs, tће Coшшuпists сан do еvеп tћis. Relatioпs are 
rapidly clarified: tћere are по шоrе old classes апd old o>vпers, 
society is "classless," or оп tће road to beiпg so, апd шен ћаvе 
staгted to live iп а new шаnпеr. 
Uпder sнсћ coпditioпs, deшaпds to retuш. to tће old pre

revolutioпary relatioпs sееш нпrealistic, if rюt ridiшlous. 
Mater·ial апd social bases по longer exist for tће шаiпtепаnсе 
of sпсћ тelatioпs. Тће Coшшuпists meet sпсћ demaпds as if 
tћеу were jests. 
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Тће пе\v class is шost seпsitiYe to deшaпds on tће part of tће 
people for а special kind of fгееdош, not for freedoш in general 
or political freedoш. It is especially sensitive to deшaпds for 
fгееdош of tћougllt and criticisш, \\'itћin tће liшits of present 
coпditions апd \\'itblп tlle liшits of "socialisш"; not for de
шands f01· а retuгn to pгevioнs social апd o\vnersblp relations. 
Tћis seпsitivity origiпates froш tће class's special position. 
Тће ne'iv class instinctively feels tћat пatioпal goods are, in 

fact, its ргоретtу, апd tћat even tће terшs "socialist," "social," 
and "state" propeгty denote а geпt=ral legal fictioп. The ne1v 
class also tћiпks tlыt any Ьтеасћ of its totalitaiiaп апtћотitу 

шig!н iшpeiil its O'ivпeтsћip. Coпseqнeпtly, tl1e пе\v class 
opposes any type of fгееdош, ostensiЬly for tће ршроsе of 
pieserYiпg "socialist" O'imeпћip. Ciiticisш of tће ПбV class's 
шonopolistic adшinistr-atioп of ргорегtу geпerates tће fеаг of 
of а possiЬle loss of роwег. Тће пе\v class is seпsitive to tћese 
Ciiticisшs апd deшaпds depeпdiпg оп tће extent. to wblcћ tћеу 
expose tће шаnnег in >vћiсћ it rпles and ћolds power. 

Tbls is an iшportant contradictioп. ћoperty is legally con
sideгed social and national prope1·ty. Впt, in actпality, а single 
gгонр шanages it iп its o>m inteгest. Тће discrepaпcy bet>veen 
legal and actпal conditions coпtinпoпsly тesпlts iп оЬsсше and 
abnorшal social and econoшic relatioпsllips. It also шеапs tћat 
tће 'i\'oтds of tће leading gгонр do not coпespond to its actions; 
апd tћat all actions тesпlt iп str-eпgtћeniпg its pтoperty ћold
ings and its political position. 

Tћis coпtradiction canпot. Ье 1·esolved >vitћoпt jeopardizing 
tl1e class's positioп. Otћer rпling, propeity-o>vнing classes coпld 
not r·esolve tћis contтadictioп eitћer, uпless forcefully depтived 
of шonopoly of pO\\~"er анd mmeiSћip. Wћeгever tћеге ћаs been 
а ћigl1er degree of freedoш for society as а >vћole, tће rпling 
classes llave been forced, in one \vay or anot.ћer, to renounce 
шопороlу of o>vnersћip. Tl1e reveтse is trпe also: 'ivћerever 
шonopoly of owпersћip ћаs been iшpossiЬle, freedoш, to some 
degree, ћаs become inevitable. 
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In Communism, po1ver and Olv:пership are almost al1vays in 
the same hands, but. tћis fact is concealed under а legal guise. 
In classical capitalism, the 1vorker had equality with the cap
italist before the la1v, even thougl1 the worker 1vas being 
exploited апd the capitalist 1vas doiпg the exploiting. In Com
munism, legally, all are equal witћ respect to mat.erial goods. 
The formal o1mer is the nat.ion. In reality, because of monopo
listic administration, only the narro1vest st1-atum of administra
tors enjoys the Iights of o;mership. 

Every real demand for freedom in Communism, the kind of 
demand that hits at the substaпce of Communism, boils dmm 
to а demand for bringing material and property relations iпto 
accord with 1vhat the law provides. 
А demaпd for freedom-based on the position that capital 

goods produced Ьу the пation can Ье managed more efficieпtly 
Ьу society than Ьу private moпopoly or а private o;vпer, апd 
coпsequeпtly should actually Ье in the haпds or uпder control 
of society exercised th1·ough its freely elected тepi·esentat.ives
would force the пе;v class either to make concessions to other 
forces, or to take off the mask апd admit its ruling апd ex
ploitiпg characteristics. Тће type of o;vпeiSћip and exploita
tion ;vhicћ the ne>v class creates Ьу usiпg its autћority апd its 
admiпistrative privileges is sucћ tћat even the class itself must. 
dепу it. Does поt tће пе1v class empћasize that it uses its au .. 
tћority and admiпistrative fuпctioпs in tће паше of tће пat.ion 
as а ;vћole to preseгve natioпal p1·operty? 
Tћis makes tће legal positioп of tће пеw class uпcertaiп апd 

is also tће sош·се of the ne1v class's Ьiggest internal difficulties. 
ТЪе coпtтadictioп discloses tl1e disћarmoпy betweeп words and 
actions: \VЪile promisiпg to abolisћ social differences, it. must 
al;vays iпcrease tћem Ьу acquiriпg tће p1·oducts of the пation's 
woтksћops апd gгanting privileges to its adћereпts. It must 
pioclaim loudly its dogma tћat it is fulfilliпg its historical mis
sion of "final" liЬeration of maпkind from every misery апd 
calamity while it acts in exactly the opposite way. 
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Тће contradict.ioп between the new class's real mmersblp 
position апd its legal position can furnish the basic тeason for 
criticism. This coпtradiction has >vitbln it the ability not only 
to incite otћers but also to corrode tће class's mm тапks, since 
pтivileges ате actually beiпg епјоуеd .Ьу опlу а fe1v. This coпtra
diction, when intensified, holds pтospects of real cћanges in 
tће Communist system, ;vћetћei· tће ruliпg class is iп favor of 
the cћange or not. The fact tћat this coпti·adiction is so obvious 
has Ьееп tће тeason for the сћапgеs made Ьу tће ne;v class, 
especially in so-called liЬeralization and deceпtтalization. 

Foтced to ;vitћdralv апd sштепdеr to iпdividual strata, tће 
new class aims at coпcealing this contгadictioп апd strengtћen
iпg its o1m position. Since o;vnersblp and autћority contiпue 
iпtact, all measures taken Ьу the ne-.;v class-eveп tћose demo
cratically inspired-sћmv а tепdепсу to-.;vat·d streпgtћeniпg the 
maпagement of tће political Ьш·еаuстасу. Тће system turns 
democтatic measuтes iпto positive methods for coпsolidatiпg 
tће positioп of tће ruliпg classes. Slavery in aпcient times in 
tl1e East inevitaЬly permeated all of society's activities апd 
compoпents, iпcluding tће family. Iп tће same -.;vay, tће monop
olism and totalitariaпism of the ruling class iп tће Communist 
system are imposed on all tће aspects of social life, even tћough 
tће political heads are поt aimiпg at tbls. 

Yugoslavia's so-called 1vorkers' managemeпt апd autonomy, 
conceived at the time of the stтuggle agaiпst Soviet impeтialism 
as а faт-reacblng democтatic measuтe to dept-ive tће ратtу of 
tће monopoly of admiпistratioп, ћаs Ьееп iпcгeasingly relegated 
to опе of tће areas of party 1voтk. Thus, it is ћardly possiЬle to 
сћапgе tће present system. ТЪе aim of creatiпg а ne-.;v demo
cracy tћrougћ tbls type of admiпistгatioп ;vill not Ье acbleved. 
Besides, freedom canпot Ье exteпded to tће largest piece of the 
pie. \Voтkeтs' maпagemeпt ћаs not brougћt аЬонt а sћaтing iп 
pтofits Ьу tћose 1vћо ртоdнсе, eitћe1· on а national level ш in 
local eпteтpгises. Tbls type of administтation ћаs inпeasiпgly 
turned iпto а safe type for tће тegime. Тћrонgћ varioнs taxes 
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and other means, the regime has appropriated even t.he shaтe 
of the pтofits 1vhich the 1vorkers believed 1vould Ье giveп to 

them. Опlу crumbs from the taЬies апd illusioщ have Ьееп left 
to the woтkers. Withoпt нпiversal fтeedom поt еvеп woтkers' 
maпagemeпt сап become fтее. Clearly, iп ап uпfтее society 
rюbody can fтeely decide anythiпg. The giveтs have someho>v 
obtaiпed the most value fтom the gift of fтeedom t.hey sпp
posedly haпded t.he 1vorkers. 

This does not. mean that the пe'iv class caпnot make coпces
sioпs to the people, еvеп though it only coщideтs its O'iVIl 
iпteгests. Woтkeтs' management, or deceпtтalizatioп, is а coп
cession to tЬе masses. Ciтcшnstaпces may drive the new class, 
no matter ho1v moпopolistic and totalitaгiaп it may Ье, to re
treat before tће rnasses. In 1948, 1\'hen the conflict took place 
bet'iveen Yпgoslavia and tће U.S.S.R., tће Yпgoslav leaders 
1vете fOI'ced to ехеспtе sorne тefor·rns. Еvеп tћопа-ћ it rnio-ht 1:> 1:> 

mean а back'i\'aтd step, tћеу set пр refoгrns as soon as they sa1v 
tћemselves in јеоратdу. Sometћing siшilar is happeпina- today 
• 1:> 

ш tће eastern Eпropean coппtr'ies. 
In defending its autћority, tЪе r·uling class шust execute тe

foпns е-.,тету tiшe it becomes obvious to tће people that the 
class is tгeating national proper·ty as its O'ivn. Such тefoтrns are 
not pгoclaimed as being 'ivhat they теа11у are, but таtћеr· as ратt 
of tће "fuгtћег de-.,тelopment of socialism" and "socialist dernoc
гacy." Тће gтound1voгk fог гefoгms is lai(:l 1\rheп tће discтep
aпcy meпtioned аЬо-.,те becomes pu Ьlic. Fгorn tће ћistoтical 

point of vie1v tће ne1v class is fOiced to foгtify its autћority апd 
o'ivпeгsћip coпstaпtly, еvеп tћонgћ it is тuппiпg a>vay fr·orn tће 
tгutћ: It mus~ coщtaпtly demoпstrate ћ01v it is sнccessfully 

c~eatшg а sooety of happy people, all of 1vћorn епјоу eqнal 
г1gl1ts апd ћаУе Ьееп fтeed of е-.,тегу type of exploitatioп. The 
пe'iv class cannot aYoid falling continuously into pгofoнnd iп
teшal coпtгadictioпs; fог in spite of its blstoгical orio-in it is 
not аЬlе to make its mvneisћip la>vful, апd it cannot r:nонпсе 
o\\rnersћip witlюut undeтmining itself. Conseqнently, it is 
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forced to tту to justify its increasing aнtћority, invokiпg abstтact 
and нш·еаl pнrposes. 

Tћis is а class 1vhose po'iveг oyer rnen is tће шost cornplet 
k~o1vn t_o blstor!. Fот tћis гeason it is а class 'iVitЬ vету Iirnite~ 
:Ie'ivs, vle'ivs >vlнci1 ю·е false апd нпsаfе. Closely iпgтo1\rn, and 
ш comp:ete aнtlютity, tl1e ne'iv class nшst. нnrealistically 
evalнate Its O'i\'11 role and tћat of tће people aroнnd it. 

На-.,тiпg асћiе-.,теd iпdustгialization, tће пе1v class can IIO'iv do 
notћing rnOI'e tћап streпgtћen its Ьгнtе force апd pillage tће 
people. It ceases to пеаtе. Its spiгitнal Ьe!'itage is oYertakeп Ьу 
dar·kness. 
. \Vћile tће 11e1v class accomplished one of its gтeatest successes 
ш tl1e revolнtion, its metћod of control is one of the rnost 
sћameful pages in Iшшаn ћistoтy. Меп 1vill rnaпrel at tће 
gтaпdiose yentuгes it accoшplisћed, апd 1vill Ье asћamed of 
t.he means it used to accoшplisl1 tћern. 
vVћen tl1e Ile'iV class leaYes tlle llistOI'ical scene-and tћis rnust 

happen-tћeгe >Vill Ье less sorтo>v оvег its passiпg tћап tlle!'e 
was fог ~пу o~l1er class. Ьеfоте it. Sшotћe!'ing eYerytћing except 
1vћat sшted 1ts ego, It ћаs condemned itself to failuгe and 
sћашеfнl ruin 



Chapter 1

Theories of 
the Dominant Ideology

Within Marxism, the kind of view which, in the Introduction, we 
have characterised as the dominant ideology thesis has its origins in 
the German Ideology. We quote at length (Marx and Engels, 1965, 
p. 61):

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas: 
i.e., the class which is the ruling material force of society, is at 
the same time its ruling intellectual force. The class which has 
the means of material production at its disposal, has control at 
the same time over the means of mental production, so that 
thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the 
means of mental production are subject to it. The ruling ideas 
are nothing more than the ideal expression of the dominant 
material relationships, the dominant material relationships grasped 
as ideas; hence of the relationships which make the one class the 
ruling one, therefore, the ideas of its dominance. The individuals 
composing the ruling class possess among other things conscious
ness, and therefore think. Insofar, therefore, as they rule as a 
class and determine the extent and compass of an epoch, it is 
self-evident that they do this in its whole range, hence among 
other things rule also as thinkers, as producers of ideas, and 
regulate the production and distribution of the idea of their age: 
thus their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch.

There are three preliminary points to be made about this very 
familiar passage. First, Marx and Engels, in speaking of the means 
of mental production, place what we shall call the apparatus of the 
transmission of ideology at the centre of their analysis. The ruling 
class has a grip over the mental life of a society, because it con
trols this apparatus. Secondly, Marx and Engels speak of a ruling 
class producing ruling ideas. The imagery is very much of one 
class doing something to another; members of the ruling class rule 
also as thinkers. We may call this view a class-theoretical account
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of the way in which the dominant ideology works. Thirdly, it is 
possible to formulate two interpretations of the passage, one 
stronger than the other. In the weak version, Marx and Engels can 
be interpreted as saying that the intellectual life of a society is 
dominated by the ruling class, so that an observer will necessarily 
perceive only the ruling ideas and will not be able to apprehend 
the culture of subordinate classes simply because that culture does 
not have institutions to give it public expression. More strongly, it 
can be argued that the command exercised by the ruling class over 
the apparatus of intellectual production means that there cannot 
be any subordinate culture, for all classes are incorporated within 
the same intellectual universe, that of the ruling class. So, in the 
first interpretation there are a variety of cultures present in 
a society, but only one is ever publicly noticeable, while in the 
second there is only one dominant culture, in which all classes 
share.

In the German Ideology it is not clear which interpretation Marx 
and Engels favoured. In fact, both make an appearance in the text. 
However, from their other work it is clear that they did not adopt 
a fully fledged theory of incorporation, and the notion of class 
struggle, at the ideological as well as at the economic and political 
levels, plays a central role. For example, Engels said in his The 
Condition of the Working Class in England in 1844: ‘The
bourgeoisie has more in common with every other nation of the 
earth than with the workers in whose midst it lives. The workers 
speak other dialects, have other thoughts and ideals, other customs 
and moral principles, a different religion and other politics than 
those of the bourgeoisie’ (Engels, 1968, p. 124). In Volume 1 of 
Capital, Marx was at pains to show that the working class was 
engaged in a struggle with the bourgeoisie over the length of the 
working day. This struggle was partly won by the working class in 
that legislation was passed restricting the length of the working day 
(Marx, 1970, ch. 10). Marx made it clear that the struggle started 
as a purely economic phenomenon, but was generalised into a 
political movement (Marx’s letter to F. Bolte in Marx and Engels, 
1968). However, there was also an ideological conflict involved in 
the economic and political struggle which concerned the rights and 
wrongs of child labour, methods of work and the length of the 
working day, amongst other things.

We contend, therefore, that Marx and Engels did not adopt an 
incorporation theory. However, this is not true of their recent 
followers, many of whom have stressed the stronger interpretation 
of the German Ideology as a basis for their own theories of the 
ideological incorporation of the working class in capitalist societies.
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In the last fifty years or so many Marxists have been impressed by 
the apparent stability of capitalist societies and the lack of a radical 
working-class consciousness. They have looked for an explanation 
of these phenomena in the ideological control of the working class 
by the capitalist ruling class, such that the working class has come 
to identify its interests with those of capitalism rather than with a 
revolutionary movement. Further, in very recent works of Marxist 
theory there has been a tendency, not only to stress the importance 
of compliance through ideological control in capitalist societies, but 
also to elevate the theoretical importance of the concept of ideology 
by comparison with that of the economy (Althusser, 1969, 1977; 
Hindess and Hirst, 1975; Cutler et al., 1977). It is the central argu
ment of this book that such a tendency exaggerates the importance 
of ideology.

In the early phase of the development of Marxist thought, from 
Marx’s death up to the beginning of the First World War, there 
was an emphasis on the elaboration of Marx’s economics. The belief 
was that an account of the laws of motion of the capitalist mode of 
production would show clearly how the system would break down. 
The social could simply be read off from the economic. Connected 
with this emphasis was the use of a particular scientific method, 
namely, a crude positivism. That is, Marxist analyses were to take 
the form of law-like propositions expressing causal connections 
between the economy and other social phenomena. The combina
tion of the emphasis on the economy and the adoption of a positivist 
method produced a firm belief in the inevitable collapse of capitalism 
through its own contradictions (Bottomore, 1975, ch. 1).

Bernstein was an early dissentient from this economic reduction- 
ism and since the early 1920s the bulk of Marxist thought has 
reacted against the earlier texts. This reaction has taken three main 
forms. First, as has often been pointed out (P. Anderson, 1976), 
these later theorists were essentially academics, not activists. Not 
only were their working lives remote from working-class struggles, 
their writing was often of a technical nature, not likely to appeal 
to a wide audience. Secondly, there was an increasing emphasis on 
the method of Marxism and on Marxist philosophy. This often took 
the form of an objection to positivism and an emphasis on the 
importance of human agency and ‘subjective’ elements. Thirdly, the 
Marxist response to ‘Second International Marxism’ took the form 
of a relatively greater interest in superstructural questions of politics 
and ideology, and relatively less interest in analyses of the economy. 
The supposition was that the hidden secrets of capitalist society 
could not be discovered merely in the economy. Rather, the oppor
tunities for progress, both political and theoretical, lay in the
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detailed analysis of the superstructure, on the assumption that it was 
relatively independent of the economy.

The renewed interest in the superstructure is, from the perspec
tive of this book, the major point of interest in the revival of 
Marxist theory after the First World War. It has three separable 
elements. First, there is a concern with superstructure in general. 
In this respect emphases differ as between different writers. The 
Frankfurt school, for example, emphasised the independent role of 
culture, while Gramsci was primarily a theorist of politics. 
Althusser, however, sums up the spirit of reaction when he says:

But History ‘asserts itself’ through the multiform world of the 
superstructures, from local traditions to international circum
stance . . .  In History, these instances, the superstructures, etc. -  
are never seen to step respectfully aside when their work is done 
or, when the time comes, as his pure phenomena, to scatter before 
His Majesty the Economy as he strides along the royal road of 
the Dialectic.

These are confident words even though ‘the theory of the specific 
effectivity of the superstructures and other “circumstances” largely 
remains to be elaborated’ (Althusser, 1969, pp. 112-13).

Secondly, there has been a continuing specific interest in the 
sphere of ideology and culture. Adler sums up this theme well 
when he says ‘it cannot be said that ideology, in the Marxist sense, 
is something inessential and ineffective in historical development, 
[it] is a substantial and essential element in the lawfulness of the 
social process’ (Adler, 1978, pp. 256, 261). However, more specifi
cally, it is not only ideology per se which commands interest, but 
its particular effects. Thus, it is often argued that one of the main 
reasons for the relative quiescence of the working class, and the 
consequent stability of capitalism, is the independent power of 
ideological incorporation, an outcome intended and produced by 
the intellectual activities of the ruling class. As Marcuse says, ‘One
dimensional thought is systematically promoted by the makers of 
politics and their purveyors of mass information. Their universe of 
discourse is populated by self-validating hypotheses which, inces
santly and monopolistically repeated, become hypnotic definitions 
or dictations’ (1964, p. 14).

Of course, the various themes in the renewed interest in the 
superstructure are closely related. A remoteness from working-class 
struggle produced both an academic interest in philosophy and art 
and a pessimism, a belief in the essential stability of capitalism. 
Given the conviction that capitalism will no longer collapse of its
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own internal contradictions, the only way forward for socialism is 
the assertion of the human will to overcome a massive social reality. 
Hence the interest in recent Marxist theory in voluntarism and 
humanism (Bottomore, 1975; P. Anderson, 1976).

We do not intend to review the history of Marxist thought in any 
detail. However, in order to illustrate these tendencies within recent 
Marxism, we will discuss the views of three Marxist writers of very 
different theoretical persuasions: Gramsci, Habermas and Althusser.

Gramsci
Gramsci’s work is very much directed by his opposition to any 
form of economism, which involves T he iron conviction that there 
exist objective laws of historical development similar in kind to 
natural laws, together with a belief in a predetermined teleology 
like that of a religion’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 168). Similarly, ‘The claim, 
presented as an essential postulate of historical materialism, that 
every fluctuation of politics and ideology can be presented and 
expounded as an immediate expression of the structure, must be 
contested in theory as primitive infantilism and combated in prac
tice with the authentic testimony of Marx . . .’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 
407). Bukharin, on whom a good deal of the Prison Notebooks is 
lavished, is a favourite target. Ironically, Gramsci cites Croce’s 
critique of Bukharin’s economism in which technique is made the 
supreme cause of economic and social development. Croce holds 
that Marx did not reduce everything to the ‘mere technical instru
ment’ and his work was, in any case, not a pursuit of ‘ultimate 
causes’.

For Gramsci, the rejection of economic reductionism is an accept
ance of the relative importance of superstructures, a point of view 
which he believes is faithful to Marx. He is pre-eminently a theorist 
of politics, particularly of the state and of political parties. How
ever, he is also concerned with the ideological sphere and would 
not in any case have regarded the separation of politics and ideology 
as at all valuable. He takes the cultural differences between societies, 
or parts of societies, seriously in that they have important social, 
political and economic effects; they cannot be treated as mere 
epiphenomena (Gramsci, 1971, pp. 93 fT.). His concern with ideology 
and politics is also connected with an emphasis on the creative 
possibilities of the individual as against a determining social struc
ture. For Gramsci, since ‘the will and initiative of men themselves 
cannot be left out of account’, not only can Marxism not be a 
science which formulates general laws, but politics and ideology 
themselves must be autonomous practices, the outcome of the 
triumph of the human will.
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In sum, Gramsci expresses a general antipathy to economism and 
a wish to establish theoretically the autonomy of political and 
ideological practice. This orientation produces the concept of 
hegemony, a concept crucial in the history of Marxism since the 
First World War and aptly illustrative of our argument of the 
central tendency of Marxist theory.

The concept of hegemony expresses the notion of leadership which 
is as much ideological as political or repressive, although, in fact, 
Gramsci’s use of the term varies considerably (P. Anderson, 
1976/7). Further, a number of commentators on Gramsci have 
rendered the concept entirely in terms of ideological control. 
Despite these divergencies, it seems to us not only a fair interpreta
tion of Gramsci but also a theoretically sensible usage to treat 
hegemony as fusing all the elements of leadership together, particu
larly control by repression with control by ideological persuasion. 
For example, Gramsci says (1971, pp. 57-8):

The methodological contention on which our own study must be 
based is the following: that the supremacy of a social group 
manifests itself in two ways, as ‘domination’ and as ‘intellectual 
and moral leadership’. A social group dominates antagonistic 
groups, which it tends to ‘liquidate’, or to subjugate perhaps even 
by armed force; it leads kindred and allied groups. A social group 
can, and indeed must, already exercise ‘leadership’ before winning 
governmental power . . .  it subsequently becomes dominant when 
it exercises power, but even if it holds it firmly in its grasp, it 
must continue to ‘lead’ as well.

Hegemony, then, cannot be seen as a purely ideological notion. 
However, it is also true that Gramsci’s distinctive contribution is 
his insistence on the importance of ‘intellectual and moral leader
ship’ and that is certainly how he is often interpreted (see, for 
example, Bates, 1975; Femia„ 1975).

Hegemony, then, critically involves ideological domination. 
However, the balance between coercion and consent in the exercise 
of hegemony varies historically. Generally, the weaker the engineer
ing of consent, the stronger the repression exercised by the state 
has to be. For example, Gramsci contrasts Russia, in which repres
sion is the main weapon, with the West, in which there is a 
combination of repression and consent, and incidentally implies 
that the West is the stronger for combining the two.

Gramsci is careful to point out that one cannot take consent for 
granted; obedience is not automatic but has to be produced. There 
has, therefore, to be some analysis of the machinery by which
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ideological domination is effected. Some indication of Gramsci’s 
solution to this question is provided by his distinction between civil 
society and political society or state. Again, Gramsci’s usage is 
variable. As Anderson argues, there are at least three senses of the 
terms themselves and of the relationships between them (1976/7). 
One of the senses, however, dominates Gramsci’s writing and is 
the one for which he is best known. In this interpretation of the 
terms, Gramsci argues that civil society and the state are separate 
structures or sets of institutions within society. Civil society is made 
up of ‘private’ institutions like the church, trade unions and schools, 
while the state is made up of public institutions like the government, 
courts, police and the army. The distinction between civil society 
and the state runs together with that between force and consent 
discussed earlier. Civil society is the site of the engineering of con
sent while the state represents the apparatus of repression. Confus
ingly, Gramsci also equates the concept of hegemony both with civil 
society and with the generation of consent, and the concept of 
‘domination’ with political society and the use of force. However, as 
we have already indicated, it is better to reserve the term hegemony 
for the leadership of one group based on a fusion of repression and 
consent, even if the balance between these two varies. At other 
points in his work Gramsci takes a rather different view of the 
relationship of state and civil society. Here he argues that the state 
in modern capitalist societies is not purely an instrument of repres
sion but has important ideological functions, particularly in respect 
of the institution of parliamentary democracy. Although a minority 
view in Gramsci’s work as a whole, this is a significant point and we 
will return to it later in the discussion of Althusser’s views.

Within civil society, the site of the ideological unity of a society, 
intellectuals have an important role. For Gramsci, ‘every relation
ship of “hegemony” is necessarily an educational relationship’ and 
it is the intellectual stratum that directly educates. In his view 
everyone is an intellectual in some sense in that everyone works out 
some conception of the world. Besides that, any task, however 
menial, requires intellectual activity of some kind. However, ‘All 
men are intellectuals, one could therefore say: but not all men have 
in society the function of intellectuals’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 9). There 
are therefore specialised groups of intellectuals, specialised by the 
function that they perform, and intellectual only in the sense that 
they have made a profession of a quality inherent in all men and 
women. There is no such thing, for Gramsci, as an autonomous 
intellectual stratum. All intellectuals are attached to a social class 
and perform the function of articulating the view of the social world 
appropriate to ‘their’ social class. As far as the ruling class is
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concerned, it is an intellectual stratum that refines and presents its 
world-view and thus provides an important part of the apparatus 
whereby the ideological component of ruling-class hegemony is 
preserved and transmitted.

As far as the arguments in this book are concerned, Gramsci’s 
conceptions of hegemony, and of ideology as cementing and unify
ing, are important in that he has, probably more than any other 
theorist, contributed to the contemporary dominant ideology thesis. 
As Anderson says (1976/7, p. 26):

In other words, the preponderance of civil society over the state 
in the West can be equated with the predominance of ‘hegemony’ 
over ‘coercion’ as the fundamental mode of bourgeois power in 
advanced capitalism. Since hegemony pertains to civil society, and 
civil society prevails over the State, it is the cultural ascendency 
of the ruling class that essentially ensures the stability of the 
capitalist order. For in Gramsci’s usage here, hegemony means 
the ideological subordination of the working class by the 
bourgeoisie, which enables it to rule by consent.

Nevertheless, even if Gramsci does see capitalist societies as 
founded on the ideological subordination of the working class, and 
even if he is thus very much in the mainstream of modern Marxist 
theory, it would be dangerous to provide an over-integrationist 
interpretation of his work, like that advanced by Poulantzas (1973). 
Gramsci does not believe that the working class is completely sub
ordinated any more than Marx did. He is no idealist. Although he 
opposes reduction to the economic structure, he is not an ideological 
reductionist. Indeed, for Gramsci the economy is of prime import
ance. Thus, Gramsci echoes Marx in saying that ‘no social forma
tion disappears as long as the productive forces which have 
developed within it still find room for further forward movement’ 
(1971, p. 106).

More specifically, Gramsci does not argue that subordinate 
classes uniformly have a consciousness imposed on them by domi
nant classes. If anything, the working class has a dual consciousness. 
As we have already said, Gramsci argues that everybody is an intel
lectual in that everybody has some conception of the world. In the 
case of subordinate classes in capitalist society, this conception of 
the world is at the level of common sense. The most fundamental 
characteristic of common sense is that it is ‘fragmentary, incoherent 
and inconsequential, in conformity with the social and cultural posi
tion of those masses whose philosophy it is’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 419). 
Furthermore, the working class has no se//-consciousness within



T H E O R I E S  OF THE D O M I N A N T  I D E O L O G Y 15

the common-sense conception. None the less, common sense is still 
a distinct working-class consciousness founded in the real practical 
activity and economic situation of the class. As such it is at variance 
with the conceptions of the dominant class which, as we have seen, 
are so important in the continued subordination of the working 
class. The result is that the worker has a dual consciousness and 
‘One might almost say that he has two theoretical consciousnesses 
(or one contradictory consciousness): one which is implicit in his 
activity and which in reality unites him with all his fellow-workers 
in the practical transformation of the real world; and one, super
ficially explicit or verbal, which he has inherited from the past and 
uncritically absorbed’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 333).

The critical point for Gramsci is that despite the fact that there 
is a working-class consciousness at some level its incorporation with
in a dominant ideology tends to produce ‘moral and political 
passivity’. Development of working-class consciousness to a state of 
self-awareness and political activity is a result of struggle encouraged 
by a mass political party. In turn the success of a mass party in 
the struggle depends partly on the party’s intellectuals who are 
important in the formation of a coherent and self-aware conscious
ness. Indeed, for Gramsci the intellectual preparation of the work
ing class is of critical significance in capitalist societies, for it is 
precisely those societies whose stability depends on ideological 
domination, and whose downfall will largely be produced by 
ideological struggle.

Habermas
Although Habermas is not a Marxist in the same sense as Althusser 
and Gramsci, and he certainly is no party militant, his work employs 
the vocabulary and often the theory of Marxism. Habermas is a 
part of, and has contributed to, the trend in modern Marxist theory 
that we describe in this chapter. Like Althusser and Gramsci, he 
decisively rejects economism and elevates the importance of super- 
structural elements. For Habermas, only in early capitalism does the 
economy have primacy. In late capitalism, however, politics and 
economics are literally inseparable (1971, p. 101):

A point of view that methodically isolates the economic laws of 
motion of society can claim to grasp the overall structure of 
social life in its essential categories only as long as politics 
depends on the economic base. It becomes inapplicable when the 
‘base’ has to be comprehended as in itself a function of govern
mental activity and political conflicts.
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Again, ideology is conceived as a relatively autonomous sphere 
with its own laws of motion. Indeed, for Habermas the origins of 
the crisis of contemporary capitalist society lie within the ideologi
cal sphere rather than in the economy directly.

The concept employed by Habermas that is of relevance to our 
arguments is that of legitimation. In Habermas’s view, there has to 
be some process which legitimates social systems. Legitimation, the 
acceptance of social systems by actors, is a functional requirement. It 
is a complex process, potentially made up of numbers of very different 
elements, and different societies will rely on very different forms 
of legitimation. However, the legitimation process is not reducible 
to categories of consciousness. That is, Habermas does not argue 
that the only mechanism of legitimation is an implantation of 
certain beliefs in the minds of social actors so that they ‘believe’ in 
a particular set of social arrangements. The concept of legitimation 
is not, therefore, merely equivalent to ideology, as ideas in people’s 
heads. For example, Habermas talks of legitimation being achieved 
by steadily increasing the level of material rewards. Again, the 
institution and practices of formal parliamentary democracy are 
important sources of legitimation, as is the tendency to make politi
cal decision-making into a technical and bureaucratic exercise. 
These are all forms of legitimation that are not reducible to people’s 
beliefs about the practices concerned. In theory, for example, 
people could have any set of beliefs about parliamentary democracy; 
it is their participation in the institution that produces legitimation.

None the less, despite some discussion of legitimation as involving 
practices which are not reducible to categories of consciousness, 
Habermas does in fact largely refer to legitimation as involving 
beliefs, particularly as held by subordinate classes, in the reason
ableness of current social arrangements. For example, he often 
refers to the effects of bourgeois ideologies of justice. Again, he 
speaks of the technocracy thesis as ‘a background ideology that 
penetrates into the consciousness of the depoliticized mass of the 
population, where it can take on legitimating power’ (1971, p. 105). 
Furthermore, legitimation, conceived of as beliefs, can be associated 
in Habermas’s discussion with manipulation or propaganda, as 
when he talks of the public ‘as engineered for purposes of legitima
tion’ (1973, p. 657).

We would argue, therefore, that Habermas’s concept of legitima
tion critically, but not exclusively, involves the generation and 
acceptance of certain positive beliefs on the part of a population 
about the social structure. It is convenient to discuss his views about 
the content of these beliefs in two parts, which are represented by 
his two publications, Toward a Rational Society (1971) and Legiti
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mation Crisis (1976). It is not precisely that he changes his mind, 
but rather that he discusses different aspects of the problem in 
different theoretical contexts. However, before going on to discuss 
these two works, it would be helpful to clarify a distinction which 
is important to Habermas’s work in both publications.

Habermas makes a clear distinction between early and late 
capitalism, a distinction visible not only in different economic, 
political and social structures but also in very different requirements 
for legitimation. The differences are so marked that it is possible 
to say that the ‘organising principles’ of the two forms of capitalism 
are quite distinct. In particular, in late capitalism the state inter
venes substantially in the economy, complementing and partially 
replacing the market mechanism, by a whole variety of processes 
from global economic planning to the improvement of the material 
and immaterial infrastructure (1976, pp. 34-5). The class conflict 
of early capitalism is replaced in late capitalism by class compro
mise. This important development, involving the loss of class 
identity and the fragmentation of class consciousness, has arisen 
from the manner in which wages are negotiated. Wage negotiations, 
particularly in the monopolistic and public sectors of the economy, 
are effectively political compromises between capital and labour 
represented by unions.

In Toward a Rational Society (1971), Habermas makes a further 
distinction between traditional and capitalist societies. The salient 
difference from our point of view is that traditional societies are 
legitimated by a central world-view, typically a religion. Again, 
Habermas is arguing that legitimation is founded in belief: ‘The 
expression “ traditional society” refers to the circumstance that the 
institutional framework is grounded in the unquestionable under
pinning of legitimation constituted by mythical, religious or meta
physical interpretations of reality . . (1971, p. 95). However,
capitalism calls into question this form of legitimation, replacing 
it by another form. Legitimation in early capitalism does not take 
the form of an over-arching cultural tradition, but is instead based 
on reciprocal exchanges in a market. Capitalism is based on markets 
which are necessarily mechanisms that make exchanges fair and 
equal and that promise ‘that exchange relations will be and are 
just owing to equivalence’ (1971, p. 97). The legitimation of 
capitalism thus comes upwards from the very basis of economic 
life rather than downwards from some cultural superstructure.

However, as we have noted above, there is also a distinction 
between early and late capitalism. As far as forms of legitimation 
are concerned (rather than the structural differences between the 
two stages of capitalism), the critical point is that ‘the root ideology
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of just exchange’, founded in the market mechanism that character
ised early capitalism, has collapsed in contemporary capitalism. The 
only way in which capitalism could be sustained was by govern
ment intervention. Politics thus directly enters economics and the 
‘institutional framework of society was repoliticized’ (1971, p. 101). 
A new form of legitimation which depends on the justification of 
the state is now required. Such a form will be rather like that 
needed in traditional society in which legitimation was ‘direct’, and 
founded in an over-arching system of values rather than arising 
from the economy itself. The state has to intervene in the economy 
and preserve its particular capitalist form. As Habermas says, quite 
consciously stressing some of the features of the dominant ideology 
thesis: ‘what is needed to this end is latitude for manipulation by 
state interventions that, at the cost of limiting the institutions of 
private law, secure the private form of capital utilization and bind 
the masses* loyalty to this form ’ (1971, p. 102, original italics). The 
form of legitimation that meets this need is a depoliticisation of 
the mass of the population, so that the activities of the state that 
are so necessary in late capitalism appear not as political decisions 
between alternative courses of action but as technical solutions to 
agreed problems. Furthermore, with the increased role of science 
and technology, it seems as though the development of capitalist 
societies is determined by the impersonal forces of science rather 
than by the political and economic decisions of men. The net effect 
of these developments is clearly put by Habermas (1971, p. 105, 
original italics):

Thus arises a perspective in which the development of the social 
system seems to be determined by the logic of scientific-technical 
progress. The immanent law of this progress seems to produce 
objective exigencies, which must be obeyed by any politics 
oriented toward functional needs. But when this semblance 
has taken root effectively, then propaganda can refer to the role 
of technology and science in order to explain and legitimate why 
in modern societies the process of decision-making about practical 
problems loses its function and ‘must’ be replaced by plebiscitory 
decisions about alternative sets of leaders of administrative 
personnel.

If the argument in Toward a Rational Society is overtly directed 
towards the role of ‘technocratic consciousness’ in the legitimation 
of late capitalist societies, that of Legitimation Crisis is only in
directly so, since it is ostensibly about the genesis of crisis. None 
the less, it presents a further elaboration of Habermas’s views about
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legitimation in that it essentially argues that there is a requirement 
for legitimation. In a similar way to functionalist theorists of ideo
logy, Habermas effectively suggests that system strains demand 
ideological solutions (see, for example, Geertz, 1964).

In Legitimation Crisis, Habermas again emphasises the distinc
tion between early and late capitalism. He argues that while Marx’s 
account of the essential nature of capitalism applies very well to 
early capitalism, it is less useful for the analysis of late capitalism. 
Specifically, the legitimations that served for the capitalism of 
Marx’s day will no longer suffice since the dysfunctions of the 
market mechanism are all too obvious. Since the state has inter
vened to correct those dysfunctions, that intervention must be legiti
mated. It cannot be done by a reversion to pre-capitalist 
legitimations of autocratic state power, since the ‘universalistic 
value systems of bourgeois idecrlogy’ have made civil rights universal. 
Habermas suggests that the problem is resolved through the mech
anism of formal democracy.

The institution of parliamentary democracy is a ‘legitimation 
process that elicits mass loyalty but avoids participation’. That is, 
it guarantees legitimation through the illusion of participation in 
political decision-making. It cannot be genuine participation since 
that would reveal the realities of state intervention. These are an 
amelioration of the worst effects of capitalism, together with the 
preservation of its essential form, the unequal private appropriation 
of value.

The legitimation requirement of advanced capitalism takes the 
form of an episodic and partial political commitment through vot
ing. The population must be ‘passive citizens’ characterised by ‘civil 
privatism’. However, this essential civil privatism is itself under
mined by the spread of the government intervention so characteristic 
of late capitalism. Planning destroys traditional social life and poli
ticises and makes public realms that were traditionally private. The 
contradiction between civil privatism and administrative planning 
makes for a potential crisis in the legitimation process. However, 
this contradiction will only actually issue in a crisis if there is a 
failure in the motivation system. ‘This development must therefore 
be based on a motivation crisis -  i.e. a discrepancy between the 
need for motives that the state and the occupational system 
announce and the supply of motivation offered by the sociocultural 
system’ (Habermas, 1973, p. 660). The most important aspect of 
the motivational system is ‘familial-vocational’ privatism analogous 
to civil privatism. In brief, Habermas argues that familial-vocational 
privatism is being undermined in late capitalism by a variety of 
forces intrinsic to capitalism and that there is therefore a fair
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probability of a legitimation crisis (McCarthy, 1978, pp. 369 ff.).
There is one final point to make in discussing the relationship of 

Habermas’s account of legitimation to the dominant ideology thesis. 
One distinctive feature of the latter, particularly as it appears in 
the German Ideology, is the relationship of the ideologies concerned 
to the class structure. The dominant ideology thesis is often pre
sented as a question of one class imposing its beliefs on another 
class. It is not altogether clear what Habermas’s position is on this 
point. On the one hand, he clearly rejects the ‘traditional’ model of 
the class struggle: ‘The interests bearing on the maintenance of 
the mode of production can no longer be “clearly localized” in the 
social system as class interests. For the power structure, aimed as it 
is at avoiding changes to the system, precisely excludes “domina
tion” . . . exercised in such a manner that one class subject con
fronts another as an identifiable group’ (Habermas, 1971, p. 109). 
On the other hand, Habermas can also write that the ‘glassy back
ground ideology’ of the technocratic consciousness ‘not only justifies 
a particular class’s interest in domination and represses another 
class’s partial need for emancipation, but affects the human race’s 
emancipatory interest as such’ (1971, p. 111). Habermas does sug
gest that class antagonisms have not altogether died away and that 
they have become latent. However, he fails to elucidate the mech
anism connecting forms of belief with social forces, especially 
classes. If there are ideologies which arise from within a ruling 
class (unconsciously), or alternatively from the very structure of 
society itself, and then come to serve the interests of that class 
by the ideological subordination of other classes, one must know 
how these ideologies come to perform that function. We return to 
this question at the end of this chapter.

Althusser
There are several good summaries of Althusser’s views on ideology 
and its effects and we will concentrate our discussion on showing 
how his work fits into our argument (see, for example, Callinicos, 
1976; Hirst, 1976; McLennan et al., 1977). As with the other writers 
reviewed in this chapter, Althusser’s major target is economism. 
He dislikes the base-superstructure metaphor which, for him, has 
too much of the notion of a determinant base, however much it is 
hedged about with qualifications. It conveys the notion of a social 
totality which is simply the expression of a single element; it is an 
expressive totality. Althusser takes a view of the social totality as an 
entity ‘whose unity, far from being the expressive of “spiritual” of 
Leibniz’s or Hegel’s whole, is constituted by a certain type of com
plexity, the unity of a structured whole containing what can be
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called levels or instances which are distinct and “relatively autono
mous” , and co-exist within this complex structural unity, articulated 
with one another according to specific determinations, fixed in the 
last instance by the level or instance of the economy’ (1970, p. 97).

For Althusser, therefore, the social whole is a totality of instances, 
relatively interdependent and relatively autonomous. It is not 
possible to consider any one instance in isolation from the rest. In 
particular, there is never a moment when the economy is somehow 
‘pure’; it is always associated with, and is literally inconceivable 
without, political and ideological structures. At the same time 
politics and ideology are not deducible from the economy. As 
Althusser says, ‘relations of production presuppose the existence 
of a legal-political and ideological superstructure as a condition of 
their peculiar existence . . . the relations of production cannot 
therefore be thought in their concept while abstracting from their 
specific superstructural conditions of existence’ (1970, p. 177). 
Althusser therefore proposes a fairly strong relationship between 
ideology and politics on the one hand and the economy on the 
other. The former are conditions of existence of the latter. It is 
not a view of the simple interaction of the elements but one in 
which the economy must have superstructural elements. For 
example, Althusser argues that a legal system is a condition of 
existence of a capitalist economy: ‘The whole of the economic 
structure of the capitalist mode of production from the immediate 
process of production to circulation and the distribution of the social 
product, presupposes the existence of a legal system , the basic 
elements of which are the law of property and the law of contract’ 
(1970, p. 230, original emphasis).

Clearly ideology occupies a central place in Althusser’s scheme. 
As we have seen, however, he also speaks of the economy being 
determinant in the last instance. This does not mean that eventually 
everything is determined by the economy. Instead the economy is 
determinant in that it establishes which other structure is to be 
dominant. That is, the economy in certain modes of production 
requires, as a condition of its existence, that some other structure 
dominate. Marx, for example, argues that in the Middle Ages 
ideology, in the form of Catholicism, dominated, while in ancient 
societies it was politics that was dominant. In this conception of the 
economy as determinant in the last instance, Althusser attempts to 
reconcile the critical importance of superstructures, while preserving 
some notion of the primacy of the economy. He suggests that this 
was also Marx’s project. ‘Marx has at least given us the “ two ends 
of the chain” and has told us to find out what goes on between 
them; on the one hand, determination in the last instance by the
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economic . . .  on the other, the relative autonomy of the super
structures and their specific effectivity’ (1969, p. 111).

In Althusser’s account, ideology acts specifically as a condition 
of existence, differently in each mode of production. However, it 
also has the general function of relating men to their conditions of 
existence and, in this sense, it is a necessary component of any 
society: ‘ideology (as a system of mass representations) is indispens
able in any society if men are to be formed, transformed and 
equipped to respond to the demands of their conditions of existence’ 
(Althusser, 1969, p. 235). Ideology is a ‘lived relation’ between 
men and their world, not merely a system of beliefs. It achieves its 
effect by placing and adapting men to their roles as bearers of the 
structures of social relations by constituting individuals as ‘subjects’. 
Althusser points out that ‘subject’ has a double meaning, both as a 
‘centre of initiatives’ and as ‘a subjected being’. For him, therefore, 
ideology works by constituting individuals as subjects of the social 
structure, as subjects which bear functions within that structure, 
while apparently giving a unique individuality to each subject: ‘the 
individual is interpellated as a (free) subject in order that he shall 
submit freely to the commandments of the Subject i.e. in order that 
he shall freely accept his subjection (Althusser, 1977, p. 169, original 
emphasis). In sum, ideology functions by moulding individuals as 
particular subjects and placing them in the structure, while at the 
same time concealing from them their role as agents of the struc
ture. As such, ideology is necessarily an illusory representation of 
the world. ‘In ideology, the real relation is mentally invested in the 
imaginary relation, a relation that expresses a will . . .  a hope or a 
nostalgia, rather than describing a reality’ (Althusser, 1969, p. 235).

In Althusser’s analysis, ideology is an objective form which arises 
out of the structures of the mode of production. He quite 
deliberately rejects any notion that it is generated by one class for 
the consumption by, and subordination of, other classes. However, 
he also holds that the illusions of ideology do have consequences 
for class relations. Thus he says that in class societies ‘ideology is 
the relay whereby . . .  the relation between men and their conditions 
of existence is settled to the profit of the ruling class’ (1969, pp. 
235-6). As with Habermas, Althusser has to explain how ideology 
produced ‘objectively’, independently of specific class interests, 
comes to have consequences for those interests. Part of an answer 
is provided by his essay ‘Ideology and ideological state apparatuses’ 
(1977).

In this essay Althusser starts from the common-sense position 
that every economic system must make provision for its own 
reproduction over time. This involves the reproduction of both the
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relations of production and the productive forces. The reproduction 
of the latter involves not only the replacement of physical means 
of production such as machinery or buildings, but also the reproduc
tion of labour-power. In turn, the reproduction of labour-power is 
a function, not only of the provision of food, clothing, shelter, and 
so on, but also of skill. In contemporary capitalism, the labour- 
force has to be educated and trained, usually in schools and colleges, 
and training of this kind frequently has to be renewed. However, 
‘the reproduction of labour power requires not only a reproduction 
of its skills, but also, at the same time, a reproduction of its sub
mission to the rules of the established order, i.e. a reproduction of 
submission to the ruling ideology for the workers, and a reproduc
tion of the ability to manipulate the ruling ideology correctly for 
the agents of exploitation and repression, so that they, too, will 
provide for the domination of the ruling class “ in words” ’ 
(Althusser, 1977, pp. 127-8).

The reproduction of the relations of production and of skills and 
the submission to the ruling ideology is secured by the ‘legal-political 
and ideological superstructure’. In particular, it is secured by the 
institutions of the Repressive State Apparatus (RSA) and the 
Ideological State Apparatus (ISA). These two apparatuses of the 
state are defined essentially by the institutions of which they are 
composed. Thus the RSA consists of the government, the civil 
service, the army, the police, the judiciary and the prisons. The 
ISA is made up of religious and educational institutions, the 
apparatuses of political parties and trade unions, radio, television 
and the press, artistic and recreational institutions and the family. 
Properly speaking, there is only one RSA, whose elements are 
centrally organised by the state, but a multiplicity of ISAs, which 
are relatively autonomous of one another. ISAs do, however, 
acquire some unity by virtue of the fact that they all discharge the 
same function ‘beneath the ruling ideology’. This unity is to some 
extent threatened by the fact that ISAs, unlike the RSA, are the 
site of class struggle.

Societies will differ from one another in the relationships between 
RSA and ISAs and in the kinds of ISA present. For example, in 
the pre-capitalist period there was one dominant ISA, namely, the 
church, which included within its functions educational and 
cultural elements which have since become separated out into other 
ISAs. In capitalist societies, however, the educational system is the 
overwhelmingly dominant ISA. ‘It takes children from every class 
at infant-school age, and then for years . . .  it drums into them . . . 
a certain amount of “know-how” wrapped in the ruling ideology’ 
(1977, p. 147).
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Although ISAs function largely by ideology, they will also use 
repression in certain circumstances as when, for example, the 
church or the school uses punishment, or the press uses censorship. 
Similarly the RSA functions primarily by repression, although it 
also can use ideology, as when the police or army require ideological 
cohesion.

It is clear from Althusser’s account that ideology is of crucial 
significance in the reproduction of the relations of production. In 
capitalism, it is the ISAs which ‘largely secure the reproduction 
specifically of the relations of production behind a “shield” provided 
by the repressive state apparatus. It is here that the role of the rul
ing ideology is heavily concentrated . . .’ (1977, p. 142). Indeed, in 
his essay ‘Ideology and ideological state apparatuses’ Althusser is 
moving to the conventional statement of the dominant ideology 
thesis. Thus he refers to the way that the bourgeoisie provides a 
dominant ideology via the ISAs (1977, p. 145), and to the way that 
subordinate classes absorb it in such a way that the current relations 
of production are preserved (1977, p. 147). This position is sum
marised well in Althusser’s own words: ‘To my knowledge, no class 
can hold State power over a long period without at the same time 
exercising its hegemony over and in the State Ideological Appar
atuses' (1977, p. 139, original emphasis).

The Dominant Ideology and the Dominant Class

In the passage in which the dominant ideology thesis receives its 
classic statement, Marx says: ‘The ideas of the ruling class are in 
every epoch the ruling ideas: i.e., the class which is the ruling 
material force of society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual 
force’ (Marx and Engels, 1965, p. 61, original emphasis). We have 
argued that this sentiment has been interpreted strongly as suggest
ing that the ideological incorporation of subordinate classes is one 
of the major causes of working-class political quiescence. In an 
extreme form, proponents of a dominant ideology thesis will argue 
that a ruling class generates a form of belief which it imposes on 
other classes. This carries with it the suggestion that ideology is an 
instrument in the hands of the ruling class. Such an instrumentalist 
theory has important similarities with instrumentalist theories of 
the state. Miliband (1969, p. 265), for example, argues that there 
is, in contemporary capitalism, an ‘economically dominant class’ 
which is also dominant in politics.

The most important political fact about advanced capitalist
societies . . .  is the continued existence in them of private and
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ever more concentrated economic power. As a result of that 
power, the men -  owners and controllers -  in whose hands it lies 
enjoy a massive preponderance in society, in the political system, 
and in the determination of the state’s policies and actions.

The result is that the state is a political instrument which advances 
and protects the dominant economic interests: ‘Its “real” purpose 
and mission is to ensure their continued predominance, not to prevent 
it’ (1969, pp. 265-6). The superiority of these dominant economic 
interests is primarily maintained by ideological control, a form of 
control intended to ‘foster acceptance of a capitalist social order’. The 
processes involved here are so profound that Miliband refers to 
them as ‘massive indoctrination’. Furthermore, the dominant classes 
use cultural control on purpose to preserve their overall economic 
dominance.

Miliband’s account of the role of ideology in capitalist societies 
is too instrumentalist. In effect, he is describing the mechanism by 
which a dominant ideology achieves its effect as one class indoc
trinating another. Weaker formulations might try to avoid the 
instrumentalism, while still retaining the idea that the stability of 
capitalist societies is largely due to the ideological incorporation of 
the working class. In either form, the dominant ideology thesis is 
based on the assumption that classes are the origins of knowledge, 
belief or ideology. The same assumption is at the root of conven
tional Mannheimian sociology of knowledge, which claims that 
social classes constitute the origins of ideology in the sense that 
they form the environment in which beliefs are acquired. Beliefs 
are formulated in accordance with class interests and, generally, the 
sociologist analyses systems of belief by showing to which class (or 
social group) they are appropriate. This ‘class-theoretical’ method of 
analysing ideology is one that informs many accounts of dominant 
ideologies (Abercrombie, 1980).

A number of more recent theories of ideology attempt to avoid 
tying ideologies to class formations directly by arguing that ideo
logies arise out of the structure of capitalist social relations and not 
out of the activities of identifiable groups of social actors. As we 
have demonstrated, this is an important aspect of Althusser’s 
earlier work in which he suggests that ideology serves a necessary 
function in relating men to their conditions of existence. However, 
he has been accused of thereby neglecting what for many Marxists 
are the central issues of the role of classes and class struggle. His 
essay ‘Ideology and ideological state apparatuses’ can be read as an 
attempt to correct this neglect by providing some account of the 
mechanisms by which ideology is produced and by which it relates
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to both dominant and dominated classes. However, in solving this 
problem Althusser comes very close to providing an instrumentalist 
theory of the dominant ideology. Indeed, he almost returns to the 
economism of which he is so critical. In Hirst’s judgement, 
‘Althusser’s position in the ISAs represents a failure to break with 
economism and essentialism’ (Hirst, 1976, p. 387).

Similar problems attend the work of Poulantzas who in many 
essential respects follows Althusser. For Poulantzas (1973), ideo
logy’s function is to ensure that individuals perform their tasks in 
supporting the social structure. Its general function is therefore to 
provide cohesion, which is achieved ‘by establishing at the level of 
agents’ experience relations which are obvious but false’ (1973, p. 
207^. However, this function of ideology does not derive from ‘some 
kind of genetic relation to a class-subject and its class-consciousness’ 
(1973, p. 207). Instead it is derived from, or rather is part of, the 
structure of social relations, which is not deducible from the 
activities of social actors.

Such a position poses a difficulty for Poulantzas for he still has to 
answer the crucial question which is endemic in discussions of this 
issue: if one cannot conceive of social classes as the origin of 
ideology, what is the relationship between class and ideology? The 
problem is all the more acute for Poulantzas since he insists that 
there are dominant classes and that ideology is one of the mech
anisms by which their dominance is assured. Furthermore, he 
continuously employs the category of ‘dominant ideology’. Thus a 
way of rephrasing the crucial question is to ask what is the relation 
of ideology, as a form of social cement, to dominant ideology, which 
has crucial functions for relationships between classes.

Poulantzas is clearly aware of this problem (1973, p. 209).

The correspondence between the dominant ideology and the 
politically dominant class is not due . . .  to some kind of historico- 
genetic relation. It is due to the fact that the ideological (i.e. a 
given ideology) is constituted as a regional instance within the 
unity of the structure; and this structure has the domination of 
a given class as its effect in the field of the class struggle. The 
dominant ideology, by assuring the practical insertion of agents 
in the social structure, aims at the maintenance (the cohesion) of 
this structure, and this means above all class domination and 
exploitation.

Disappointingly, however, this proposal is really no more than a 
restatement of the problem. We still have no idea of the specific 
character of the dominant ideology. More important, by making the



dominance of a class the effect of the structure, we have no 
adequate account of the generation of appropriate ideology.

The Althusserian account of ideology and its effects depends on 
the notion of ‘inserting agents into their places’. There is another 
type of theory that also argues that the dominant ideology arises 
from the structure of capitalist social relations and not from the 
specific interest of social classes, but at the same time does not 
trade on the conception of the insertion of agents. This is the theory 
of commodity fetishism, largely derived from Marx’s comments in 
Volume 1 of Capital (see also Geras, 1971; Mepham, 1972; Rose, 
1977).

The conventional theory of commodity fetishism depends on the 
notion of commodity employed by Marx in Capital. A man can 
produce, by his own labour, certain objects for his own use; these 
objects have a use-value. Such objects are defined as commodities, 
however, when they are produced for exchange, for use by other 
people, in which case they have exchange-value. As soon as com
modities are being produced for exchange, the labour-power involved 
assumes a social character. But since the producers do not come 
into contact with each other until they actually exchange their 
products, the social character of each producer’s labour only shows 
itself in the act of exchange. Therefore ‘the social character of 
men’s labour appears to them as an objective character stamped 
upon the product of that labour; because the relation of the 
producers to the sum total of their own labour is presented to them 
as a social relation, existing not between themselves, but between 
the products of their labour . . . There it is a definite social relation 
between men, that assumes, in their eyes, the fantastic form of a 
relation between things’ (Marx, 1970, p. 72). Men’s thinking about 
the social relations involved in their work is characterised by a 
fetishism whereby beliefs about the physical products of labour 
and their exchange substitute for, and mask the social relations 
themselves. Since the tendency to fetishistic thinking only arises 
when objects are produced for exchange, the more a society is 
dominated by commodity production, the more it will be character
ised by fetishism.

The theory is actually a good deal more complex than our simple 
presentation allows (Abercrombie, 1980) and there are three further 
points that we should make. First, the theory is effectively based 
on the limiting assumption that societies are comprised of indepen
dent producers who do exchange commodities with each other. It 
is not clear how it would apply to contemporary capitalist societies 
in which the more usual situation involves workers selling their 
labour-power to an employer. Secondly, it is important to be clear
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that Marx does not see commodity fetishism as representing an 
illusion. For him capitalism is an exchange of things, of commodi
ties. Thus he says: ‘The relations connecting the labour of one 
individual with that of the rest appear, not as direct social relations 
between individuals at work, but as what they really are, material 
relations between persons and social relations between things’ 
(Marx, 1970, p. 73). However, although fetishism is not exactly 
illusory, it does nevertheless conceal, for the thing-like character 
of exchanges in capitalism masks the exploitative nature of capitalist 
social relations. Thirdly, the theory of fetishism does avoid the 
notion of ideological domination as ‘one class doing something to 
another’. Fetishism is not an ideological form imposed by one class 
on another, although it does have the effect of concealing real social 
relations. Instead, it arises out of a relation, the exchange relation 
characteristic of capitalist societies.

In our opinion, the theory of commodity fetishism has a number 
of faults and its advantages as a theory of ideology are greatly 
exaggerated. From the point of view of the immediate argument, 
however, what is of interest is the relationship between commodity 
fetishism as a form which arises out of the structure of capitalist 
relations of exchange on the one hand, and social classes on the 
other. There is a critical theoretical gap between class domination 
and the generation of fetishistic forms. A number of specific ques
tions arise out of this. For example, there is a great deal of 
difference between the relatively specific claim that commodity 
fetishism arises out of the production of goods for exchange and 
the more general assertion that fetishistic thinking is characteristic 
of society as a whole. To move from one to the other requires some 
explanation of how fetishism is distributed or amplified. For 
example, one needs to know how it is that those not involved in 
the production of commodities are nevertheless enmeshed in 
fetishised forms.

We have argued in this chapter that there is a tension, which is 
only occasionally recognised, between two positions in recent 
theories of the way that ideology conceals real social relations. On 
the one hand, there is a wish to avoid instrumentalism and to 
ground ideology in structures of relations rather than in class sub
jects. This position tends to a teleological mode of explanation in 
which ideology produces itself, and generally fails to specify the 
institutional mechanisms involved. On the other hand, in order to 
avoid the difficulties of the first position, one can restore the con
cepts of class and class struggle to the centre of theory about the 
dominant ideology. In turn, this introduces the danger of instrumen
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talism. The task is, then, to explain the origin of a dominant 
ideology while showing that it has determinate effects on class 
relations, without lapsing into instrumentalist explanations which 
reduce dominant ideology to a form of indoctrination generated 
within the dominant class.

Our argument is that there has been an increased emphasis on 
the autonomy and causal efficacy of superstructural elements, and 
of ideology in particular, in modern Marxism. One of the main 
reasons for this tendency has been the perceived stability of 
capitalism. If capitalism does not collapse because of its economic 
contradictions, then it must be stabilised by its superstructure, and 
ideology has a significant role in this process. This emphasis on 
ideology amounts to advocacy of what we have called the domi
nant ideology thesis. The main elements of this thesis are as follows:

(1) There is a dominant ideology, the precise content of which is 
not always carefully specified. Neither is it clear what scientific 
procedures would establish whether any given ideology is 
dominant.

(2) Dominant classes ‘benefit’ from the effects of the dominant 
ideology, although not necessarily through their own deliberate 
activities. There is generally little investigation of the impact 
of the dominant ideology on the dominant classes.

(3) The dominant ideology does incorporate the subordinate classes, 
making them politically quiescent, though there is considerable 
disagreement as to the degree of incorporation and the conse
quent degree of social stability. The effect of ideology is to 
conceal social relations.

(4) The mechanisms by which ideology is transmitted have to be 
powerful enough to overcome the contradictions within the 
structure of capitalist society.

There is not, of course, a uniform presentation of the thesis 
within modern Marxism. On the question of the incorporation of 
subordinate classes, for example, Gramsci emphasises the role of 
class struggle and working-class resistance more than either 
Habermas or Althusser does. Despite these undoubtedly important 
differences, versions of the dominant ideology thesis, whether their 
inspiration lies in the doctrine of commodity fetishism or in the 
class-theoretical theses of the German Ideology, dominate Marxist 
discussion of capitalist societies.



Chapter 2

Theories of 
the Common Culture

In Chapter 1 we established that modern Marxism advances a 
dominant ideology thesis. Our argument in this chapter is that, 
within classical sociology, similar theoretical assumptions are made 
about the role of ideology, values, knowledge and culture. One 
group of sociological theories, namely, the sociology of knowledge 
tradition of Weber and Mannheim, attempts to show how beliefs 
can be reduced to social groups. A second position explains social 
order by reference to common values and culture, particularly the 
case in the work of Parsons and other structural-functionalists.

There are a number of grounds for supposing that the distinctive
ness of sociological and Marxist analyses has been greatly over
drawn. In the first place, the sociology of knowledge which tries to 
develop a non-Marxist theory of ideology in fact arrives at similar 
class-theoretical conclusions to the dominant ideology tradition 
within Marxism. Secondly, the sociology of common culture and 
beliefs, although it provides a different account of the subject- 
matter, does not surmount the difficulty that the dominant ideology 
thesis faces in establishing that there is a pervasive, dominant 
ideology which has the function of incorporation, which in this case 
takes the form of a difficulty in demonstrating the presence of a. 
common culture which functions to integrate the social system. 
There are, indeed, significant points of similarity in the structure of 
the dominant ideology and common culture arguments. For 
example, there is a parallel between the notion that ritual practices 
embody the beliefs of a given society and the argument in 
Poulantzas that ideology can only be properly understood as 
ideological practice. The agencies of socialisation and internalisa
tion of dominant values are sociologically parallel to the ideological 
state apparatus in Althusserian Marxism. The sociology of beliefs, 
therefore, is not an obvious alternative to Marxism because the 
concepts of ‘dominant culture’ or ‘shared value system’ are dupli
cated by those of ‘hegemonic culture’ or ‘dominant ideology’. Neither



Chapter 1

Theories of 
the Dominant Ideology

Within Marxism, the kind of view which, in the Introduction, we 
have characterised as the dominant ideology thesis has its origins in 
the German Ideology. We quote at length (Marx and Engels, 1965, 
p. 61):

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas: 
i.e., the class which is the ruling material force of society, is at 
the same time its ruling intellectual force. The class which has 
the means of material production at its disposal, has control at 
the same time over the means of mental production, so that 
thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the 
means of mental production are subject to it. The ruling ideas 
are nothing more than the ideal expression of the dominant 
material relationships, the dominant material relationships grasped 
as ideas; hence of the relationships which make the one class the 
ruling one, therefore, the ideas of its dominance. The individuals 
composing the ruling class possess among other things conscious
ness, and therefore think. Insofar, therefore, as they rule as a 
class and determine the extent and compass of an epoch, it is 
self-evident that they do this in its whole range, hence among 
other things rule also as thinkers, as producers of ideas, and 
regulate the production and distribution of the idea of their age: 
thus their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch.

There are three preliminary points to be made about this very 
familiar passage. First, Marx and Engels, in speaking of the means 
of mental production, place what we shall call the apparatus of the 
transmission of ideology at the centre of their analysis. The ruling 
class has a grip over the mental life of a society, because it con
trols this apparatus. Secondly, Marx and Engels speak of a ruling 
class producing ruling ideas. The imagery is very much of one 
class doing something to another; members of the ruling class rule 
also as thinkers. We may call this view a class-theoretical account
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of the way in which the dominant ideology works. Thirdly, it is 
possible to formulate two interpretations of the passage, one 
stronger than the other. In the weak version, Marx and Engels can 
be interpreted as saying that the intellectual life of a society is 
dominated by the ruling class, so that an observer will necessarily 
perceive only the ruling ideas and will not be able to apprehend 
the culture of subordinate classes simply because that culture does 
not have institutions to give it public expression. More strongly, it 
can be argued that the command exercised by the ruling class over 
the apparatus of intellectual production means that there cannot 
be any subordinate culture, for all classes are incorporated within 
the same intellectual universe, that of the ruling class. So, in the 
first interpretation there are a variety of cultures present in 
a society, but only one is ever publicly noticeable, while in the 
second there is only one dominant culture, in which all classes 
share.

In the German Ideology it is not clear which interpretation Marx 
and Engels favoured. In fact, both make an appearance in the text. 
However, from their other work it is clear that they did not adopt 
a fully fledged theory of incorporation, and the notion of class 
struggle, at the ideological as well as at the economic and political 
levels, plays a central role. For example, Engels said in his The 
Condition of the Working Class in England in 1844: ‘The
bourgeoisie has more in common with every other nation of the 
earth than with the workers in whose midst it lives. The workers 
speak other dialects, have other thoughts and ideals, other customs 
and moral principles, a different religion and other politics than 
those of the bourgeoisie’ (Engels, 1968, p. 124). In Volume 1 of 
Capital, Marx was at pains to show that the working class was 
engaged in a struggle with the bourgeoisie over the length of the 
working day. This struggle was partly won by the working class in 
that legislation was passed restricting the length of the working day 
(Marx, 1970, ch. 10). Marx made it clear that the struggle started 
as a purely economic phenomenon, but was generalised into a 
political movement (Marx’s letter to F. Bolte in Marx and Engels, 
1968). However, there was also an ideological conflict involved in 
the economic and political struggle which concerned the rights and 
wrongs of child labour, methods of work and the length of the 
working day, amongst other things.

We contend, therefore, that Marx and Engels did not adopt an 
incorporation theory. However, this is not true of their recent 
followers, many of whom have stressed the stronger interpretation 
of the German Ideology as a basis for their own theories of the 
ideological incorporation of the working class in capitalist societies.
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In the last fifty years or so many Marxists have been impressed by 
the apparent stability of capitalist societies and the lack of a radical 
working-class consciousness. They have looked for an explanation 
of these phenomena in the ideological control of the working class 
by the capitalist ruling class, such that the working class has come 
to identify its interests with those of capitalism rather than with a 
revolutionary movement. Further, in very recent works of Marxist 
theory there has been a tendency, not only to stress the importance 
of compliance through ideological control in capitalist societies, but 
also to elevate the theoretical importance of the concept of ideology 
by comparison with that of the economy (Althusser, 1969, 1977; 
Hindess and Hirst, 1975; Cutler et al., 1977). It is the central argu
ment of this book that such a tendency exaggerates the importance 
of ideology.

In the early phase of the development of Marxist thought, from 
Marx’s death up to the beginning of the First World War, there 
was an emphasis on the elaboration of Marx’s economics. The belief 
was that an account of the laws of motion of the capitalist mode of 
production would show clearly how the system would break down. 
The social could simply be read off from the economic. Connected 
with this emphasis was the use of a particular scientific method, 
namely, a crude positivism. That is, Marxist analyses were to take 
the form of law-like propositions expressing causal connections 
between the economy and other social phenomena. The combina
tion of the emphasis on the economy and the adoption of a positivist 
method produced a firm belief in the inevitable collapse of capitalism 
through its own contradictions (Bottomore, 1975, ch. 1).

Bernstein was an early dissentient from this economic reduction- 
ism and since the early 1920s the bulk of Marxist thought has 
reacted against the earlier texts. This reaction has taken three main 
forms. First, as has often been pointed out (P. Anderson, 1976), 
these later theorists were essentially academics, not activists. Not 
only were their working lives remote from working-class struggles, 
their writing was often of a technical nature, not likely to appeal 
to a wide audience. Secondly, there was an increasing emphasis on 
the method of Marxism and on Marxist philosophy. This often took 
the form of an objection to positivism and an emphasis on the 
importance of human agency and ‘subjective’ elements. Thirdly, the 
Marxist response to ‘Second International Marxism’ took the form 
of a relatively greater interest in superstructural questions of politics 
and ideology, and relatively less interest in analyses of the economy. 
The supposition was that the hidden secrets of capitalist society 
could not be discovered merely in the economy. Rather, the oppor
tunities for progress, both political and theoretical, lay in the
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detailed analysis of the superstructure, on the assumption that it was 
relatively independent of the economy.

The renewed interest in the superstructure is, from the perspec
tive of this book, the major point of interest in the revival of 
Marxist theory after the First World War. It has three separable 
elements. First, there is a concern with superstructure in general. 
In this respect emphases differ as between different writers. The 
Frankfurt school, for example, emphasised the independent role of 
culture, while Gramsci was primarily a theorist of politics. 
Althusser, however, sums up the spirit of reaction when he says:

But History ‘asserts itself’ through the multiform world of the 
superstructures, from local traditions to international circum
stance . . .  In History, these instances, the superstructures, etc. -  
are never seen to step respectfully aside when their work is done 
or, when the time comes, as his pure phenomena, to scatter before 
His Majesty the Economy as he strides along the royal road of 
the Dialectic.

These are confident words even though ‘the theory of the specific 
effectivity of the superstructures and other “circumstances” largely 
remains to be elaborated’ (Althusser, 1969, pp. 112-13).

Secondly, there has been a continuing specific interest in the 
sphere of ideology and culture. Adler sums up this theme well 
when he says ‘it cannot be said that ideology, in the Marxist sense, 
is something inessential and ineffective in historical development, 
[it] is a substantial and essential element in the lawfulness of the 
social process’ (Adler, 1978, pp. 256, 261). However, more specifi
cally, it is not only ideology per se which commands interest, but 
its particular effects. Thus, it is often argued that one of the main 
reasons for the relative quiescence of the working class, and the 
consequent stability of capitalism, is the independent power of 
ideological incorporation, an outcome intended and produced by 
the intellectual activities of the ruling class. As Marcuse says, ‘One
dimensional thought is systematically promoted by the makers of 
politics and their purveyors of mass information. Their universe of 
discourse is populated by self-validating hypotheses which, inces
santly and monopolistically repeated, become hypnotic definitions 
or dictations’ (1964, p. 14).

Of course, the various themes in the renewed interest in the 
superstructure are closely related. A remoteness from working-class 
struggle produced both an academic interest in philosophy and art 
and a pessimism, a belief in the essential stability of capitalism. 
Given the conviction that capitalism will no longer collapse of its



T H E O R I E S  OF THE D O M I N A N T  I D E O L O G Y 11

own internal contradictions, the only way forward for socialism is 
the assertion of the human will to overcome a massive social reality. 
Hence the interest in recent Marxist theory in voluntarism and 
humanism (Bottomore, 1975; P. Anderson, 1976).

We do not intend to review the history of Marxist thought in any 
detail. However, in order to illustrate these tendencies within recent 
Marxism, we will discuss the views of three Marxist writers of very 
different theoretical persuasions: Gramsci, Habermas and Althusser.

Gramsci
Gramsci’s work is very much directed by his opposition to any 
form of economism, which involves T he iron conviction that there 
exist objective laws of historical development similar in kind to 
natural laws, together with a belief in a predetermined teleology 
like that of a religion’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 168). Similarly, ‘The claim, 
presented as an essential postulate of historical materialism, that 
every fluctuation of politics and ideology can be presented and 
expounded as an immediate expression of the structure, must be 
contested in theory as primitive infantilism and combated in prac
tice with the authentic testimony of Marx . . .’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 
407). Bukharin, on whom a good deal of the Prison Notebooks is 
lavished, is a favourite target. Ironically, Gramsci cites Croce’s 
critique of Bukharin’s economism in which technique is made the 
supreme cause of economic and social development. Croce holds 
that Marx did not reduce everything to the ‘mere technical instru
ment’ and his work was, in any case, not a pursuit of ‘ultimate 
causes’.

For Gramsci, the rejection of economic reductionism is an accept
ance of the relative importance of superstructures, a point of view 
which he believes is faithful to Marx. He is pre-eminently a theorist 
of politics, particularly of the state and of political parties. How
ever, he is also concerned with the ideological sphere and would 
not in any case have regarded the separation of politics and ideology 
as at all valuable. He takes the cultural differences between societies, 
or parts of societies, seriously in that they have important social, 
political and economic effects; they cannot be treated as mere 
epiphenomena (Gramsci, 1971, pp. 93 fT.). His concern with ideology 
and politics is also connected with an emphasis on the creative 
possibilities of the individual as against a determining social struc
ture. For Gramsci, since ‘the will and initiative of men themselves 
cannot be left out of account’, not only can Marxism not be a 
science which formulates general laws, but politics and ideology 
themselves must be autonomous practices, the outcome of the 
triumph of the human will.
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In sum, Gramsci expresses a general antipathy to economism and 
a wish to establish theoretically the autonomy of political and 
ideological practice. This orientation produces the concept of 
hegemony, a concept crucial in the history of Marxism since the 
First World War and aptly illustrative of our argument of the 
central tendency of Marxist theory.

The concept of hegemony expresses the notion of leadership which 
is as much ideological as political or repressive, although, in fact, 
Gramsci’s use of the term varies considerably (P. Anderson, 
1976/7). Further, a number of commentators on Gramsci have 
rendered the concept entirely in terms of ideological control. 
Despite these divergencies, it seems to us not only a fair interpreta
tion of Gramsci but also a theoretically sensible usage to treat 
hegemony as fusing all the elements of leadership together, particu
larly control by repression with control by ideological persuasion. 
For example, Gramsci says (1971, pp. 57-8):

The methodological contention on which our own study must be 
based is the following: that the supremacy of a social group 
manifests itself in two ways, as ‘domination’ and as ‘intellectual 
and moral leadership’. A social group dominates antagonistic 
groups, which it tends to ‘liquidate’, or to subjugate perhaps even 
by armed force; it leads kindred and allied groups. A social group 
can, and indeed must, already exercise ‘leadership’ before winning 
governmental power . . .  it subsequently becomes dominant when 
it exercises power, but even if it holds it firmly in its grasp, it 
must continue to ‘lead’ as well.

Hegemony, then, cannot be seen as a purely ideological notion. 
However, it is also true that Gramsci’s distinctive contribution is 
his insistence on the importance of ‘intellectual and moral leader
ship’ and that is certainly how he is often interpreted (see, for 
example, Bates, 1975; Femia„ 1975).

Hegemony, then, critically involves ideological domination. 
However, the balance between coercion and consent in the exercise 
of hegemony varies historically. Generally, the weaker the engineer
ing of consent, the stronger the repression exercised by the state 
has to be. For example, Gramsci contrasts Russia, in which repres
sion is the main weapon, with the West, in which there is a 
combination of repression and consent, and incidentally implies 
that the West is the stronger for combining the two.

Gramsci is careful to point out that one cannot take consent for 
granted; obedience is not automatic but has to be produced. There 
has, therefore, to be some analysis of the machinery by which
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ideological domination is effected. Some indication of Gramsci’s 
solution to this question is provided by his distinction between civil 
society and political society or state. Again, Gramsci’s usage is 
variable. As Anderson argues, there are at least three senses of the 
terms themselves and of the relationships between them (1976/7). 
One of the senses, however, dominates Gramsci’s writing and is 
the one for which he is best known. In this interpretation of the 
terms, Gramsci argues that civil society and the state are separate 
structures or sets of institutions within society. Civil society is made 
up of ‘private’ institutions like the church, trade unions and schools, 
while the state is made up of public institutions like the government, 
courts, police and the army. The distinction between civil society 
and the state runs together with that between force and consent 
discussed earlier. Civil society is the site of the engineering of con
sent while the state represents the apparatus of repression. Confus
ingly, Gramsci also equates the concept of hegemony both with civil 
society and with the generation of consent, and the concept of 
‘domination’ with political society and the use of force. However, as 
we have already indicated, it is better to reserve the term hegemony 
for the leadership of one group based on a fusion of repression and 
consent, even if the balance between these two varies. At other 
points in his work Gramsci takes a rather different view of the 
relationship of state and civil society. Here he argues that the state 
in modern capitalist societies is not purely an instrument of repres
sion but has important ideological functions, particularly in respect 
of the institution of parliamentary democracy. Although a minority 
view in Gramsci’s work as a whole, this is a significant point and we 
will return to it later in the discussion of Althusser’s views.

Within civil society, the site of the ideological unity of a society, 
intellectuals have an important role. For Gramsci, ‘every relation
ship of “hegemony” is necessarily an educational relationship’ and 
it is the intellectual stratum that directly educates. In his view 
everyone is an intellectual in some sense in that everyone works out 
some conception of the world. Besides that, any task, however 
menial, requires intellectual activity of some kind. However, ‘All 
men are intellectuals, one could therefore say: but not all men have 
in society the function of intellectuals’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 9). There 
are therefore specialised groups of intellectuals, specialised by the 
function that they perform, and intellectual only in the sense that 
they have made a profession of a quality inherent in all men and 
women. There is no such thing, for Gramsci, as an autonomous 
intellectual stratum. All intellectuals are attached to a social class 
and perform the function of articulating the view of the social world 
appropriate to ‘their’ social class. As far as the ruling class is
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concerned, it is an intellectual stratum that refines and presents its 
world-view and thus provides an important part of the apparatus 
whereby the ideological component of ruling-class hegemony is 
preserved and transmitted.

As far as the arguments in this book are concerned, Gramsci’s 
conceptions of hegemony, and of ideology as cementing and unify
ing, are important in that he has, probably more than any other 
theorist, contributed to the contemporary dominant ideology thesis. 
As Anderson says (1976/7, p. 26):

In other words, the preponderance of civil society over the state 
in the West can be equated with the predominance of ‘hegemony’ 
over ‘coercion’ as the fundamental mode of bourgeois power in 
advanced capitalism. Since hegemony pertains to civil society, and 
civil society prevails over the State, it is the cultural ascendency 
of the ruling class that essentially ensures the stability of the 
capitalist order. For in Gramsci’s usage here, hegemony means 
the ideological subordination of the working class by the 
bourgeoisie, which enables it to rule by consent.

Nevertheless, even if Gramsci does see capitalist societies as 
founded on the ideological subordination of the working class, and 
even if he is thus very much in the mainstream of modern Marxist 
theory, it would be dangerous to provide an over-integrationist 
interpretation of his work, like that advanced by Poulantzas (1973). 
Gramsci does not believe that the working class is completely sub
ordinated any more than Marx did. He is no idealist. Although he 
opposes reduction to the economic structure, he is not an ideological 
reductionist. Indeed, for Gramsci the economy is of prime import
ance. Thus, Gramsci echoes Marx in saying that ‘no social forma
tion disappears as long as the productive forces which have 
developed within it still find room for further forward movement’ 
(1971, p. 106).

More specifically, Gramsci does not argue that subordinate 
classes uniformly have a consciousness imposed on them by domi
nant classes. If anything, the working class has a dual consciousness. 
As we have already said, Gramsci argues that everybody is an intel
lectual in that everybody has some conception of the world. In the 
case of subordinate classes in capitalist society, this conception of 
the world is at the level of common sense. The most fundamental 
characteristic of common sense is that it is ‘fragmentary, incoherent 
and inconsequential, in conformity with the social and cultural posi
tion of those masses whose philosophy it is’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 419). 
Furthermore, the working class has no se//-consciousness within
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the common-sense conception. None the less, common sense is still 
a distinct working-class consciousness founded in the real practical 
activity and economic situation of the class. As such it is at variance 
with the conceptions of the dominant class which, as we have seen, 
are so important in the continued subordination of the working 
class. The result is that the worker has a dual consciousness and 
‘One might almost say that he has two theoretical consciousnesses 
(or one contradictory consciousness): one which is implicit in his 
activity and which in reality unites him with all his fellow-workers 
in the practical transformation of the real world; and one, super
ficially explicit or verbal, which he has inherited from the past and 
uncritically absorbed’ (Gramsci, 1971, p. 333).

The critical point for Gramsci is that despite the fact that there 
is a working-class consciousness at some level its incorporation with
in a dominant ideology tends to produce ‘moral and political 
passivity’. Development of working-class consciousness to a state of 
self-awareness and political activity is a result of struggle encouraged 
by a mass political party. In turn the success of a mass party in 
the struggle depends partly on the party’s intellectuals who are 
important in the formation of a coherent and self-aware conscious
ness. Indeed, for Gramsci the intellectual preparation of the work
ing class is of critical significance in capitalist societies, for it is 
precisely those societies whose stability depends on ideological 
domination, and whose downfall will largely be produced by 
ideological struggle.

Habermas
Although Habermas is not a Marxist in the same sense as Althusser 
and Gramsci, and he certainly is no party militant, his work employs 
the vocabulary and often the theory of Marxism. Habermas is a 
part of, and has contributed to, the trend in modern Marxist theory 
that we describe in this chapter. Like Althusser and Gramsci, he 
decisively rejects economism and elevates the importance of super- 
structural elements. For Habermas, only in early capitalism does the 
economy have primacy. In late capitalism, however, politics and 
economics are literally inseparable (1971, p. 101):

A point of view that methodically isolates the economic laws of 
motion of society can claim to grasp the overall structure of 
social life in its essential categories only as long as politics 
depends on the economic base. It becomes inapplicable when the 
‘base’ has to be comprehended as in itself a function of govern
mental activity and political conflicts.
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Again, ideology is conceived as a relatively autonomous sphere 
with its own laws of motion. Indeed, for Habermas the origins of 
the crisis of contemporary capitalist society lie within the ideologi
cal sphere rather than in the economy directly.

The concept employed by Habermas that is of relevance to our 
arguments is that of legitimation. In Habermas’s view, there has to 
be some process which legitimates social systems. Legitimation, the 
acceptance of social systems by actors, is a functional requirement. It 
is a complex process, potentially made up of numbers of very different 
elements, and different societies will rely on very different forms 
of legitimation. However, the legitimation process is not reducible 
to categories of consciousness. That is, Habermas does not argue 
that the only mechanism of legitimation is an implantation of 
certain beliefs in the minds of social actors so that they ‘believe’ in 
a particular set of social arrangements. The concept of legitimation 
is not, therefore, merely equivalent to ideology, as ideas in people’s 
heads. For example, Habermas talks of legitimation being achieved 
by steadily increasing the level of material rewards. Again, the 
institution and practices of formal parliamentary democracy are 
important sources of legitimation, as is the tendency to make politi
cal decision-making into a technical and bureaucratic exercise. 
These are all forms of legitimation that are not reducible to people’s 
beliefs about the practices concerned. In theory, for example, 
people could have any set of beliefs about parliamentary democracy; 
it is their participation in the institution that produces legitimation.

None the less, despite some discussion of legitimation as involving 
practices which are not reducible to categories of consciousness, 
Habermas does in fact largely refer to legitimation as involving 
beliefs, particularly as held by subordinate classes, in the reason
ableness of current social arrangements. For example, he often 
refers to the effects of bourgeois ideologies of justice. Again, he 
speaks of the technocracy thesis as ‘a background ideology that 
penetrates into the consciousness of the depoliticized mass of the 
population, where it can take on legitimating power’ (1971, p. 105). 
Furthermore, legitimation, conceived of as beliefs, can be associated 
in Habermas’s discussion with manipulation or propaganda, as 
when he talks of the public ‘as engineered for purposes of legitima
tion’ (1973, p. 657).

We would argue, therefore, that Habermas’s concept of legitima
tion critically, but not exclusively, involves the generation and 
acceptance of certain positive beliefs on the part of a population 
about the social structure. It is convenient to discuss his views about 
the content of these beliefs in two parts, which are represented by 
his two publications, Toward a Rational Society (1971) and Legiti
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mation Crisis (1976). It is not precisely that he changes his mind, 
but rather that he discusses different aspects of the problem in 
different theoretical contexts. However, before going on to discuss 
these two works, it would be helpful to clarify a distinction which 
is important to Habermas’s work in both publications.

Habermas makes a clear distinction between early and late 
capitalism, a distinction visible not only in different economic, 
political and social structures but also in very different requirements 
for legitimation. The differences are so marked that it is possible 
to say that the ‘organising principles’ of the two forms of capitalism 
are quite distinct. In particular, in late capitalism the state inter
venes substantially in the economy, complementing and partially 
replacing the market mechanism, by a whole variety of processes 
from global economic planning to the improvement of the material 
and immaterial infrastructure (1976, pp. 34-5). The class conflict 
of early capitalism is replaced in late capitalism by class compro
mise. This important development, involving the loss of class 
identity and the fragmentation of class consciousness, has arisen 
from the manner in which wages are negotiated. Wage negotiations, 
particularly in the monopolistic and public sectors of the economy, 
are effectively political compromises between capital and labour 
represented by unions.

In Toward a Rational Society (1971), Habermas makes a further 
distinction between traditional and capitalist societies. The salient 
difference from our point of view is that traditional societies are 
legitimated by a central world-view, typically a religion. Again, 
Habermas is arguing that legitimation is founded in belief: ‘The 
expression “ traditional society” refers to the circumstance that the 
institutional framework is grounded in the unquestionable under
pinning of legitimation constituted by mythical, religious or meta
physical interpretations of reality . . (1971, p. 95). However,
capitalism calls into question this form of legitimation, replacing 
it by another form. Legitimation in early capitalism does not take 
the form of an over-arching cultural tradition, but is instead based 
on reciprocal exchanges in a market. Capitalism is based on markets 
which are necessarily mechanisms that make exchanges fair and 
equal and that promise ‘that exchange relations will be and are 
just owing to equivalence’ (1971, p. 97). The legitimation of 
capitalism thus comes upwards from the very basis of economic 
life rather than downwards from some cultural superstructure.

However, as we have noted above, there is also a distinction 
between early and late capitalism. As far as forms of legitimation 
are concerned (rather than the structural differences between the 
two stages of capitalism), the critical point is that ‘the root ideology
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of just exchange’, founded in the market mechanism that character
ised early capitalism, has collapsed in contemporary capitalism. The 
only way in which capitalism could be sustained was by govern
ment intervention. Politics thus directly enters economics and the 
‘institutional framework of society was repoliticized’ (1971, p. 101). 
A new form of legitimation which depends on the justification of 
the state is now required. Such a form will be rather like that 
needed in traditional society in which legitimation was ‘direct’, and 
founded in an over-arching system of values rather than arising 
from the economy itself. The state has to intervene in the economy 
and preserve its particular capitalist form. As Habermas says, quite 
consciously stressing some of the features of the dominant ideology 
thesis: ‘what is needed to this end is latitude for manipulation by 
state interventions that, at the cost of limiting the institutions of 
private law, secure the private form of capital utilization and bind 
the masses* loyalty to this form ’ (1971, p. 102, original italics). The 
form of legitimation that meets this need is a depoliticisation of 
the mass of the population, so that the activities of the state that 
are so necessary in late capitalism appear not as political decisions 
between alternative courses of action but as technical solutions to 
agreed problems. Furthermore, with the increased role of science 
and technology, it seems as though the development of capitalist 
societies is determined by the impersonal forces of science rather 
than by the political and economic decisions of men. The net effect 
of these developments is clearly put by Habermas (1971, p. 105, 
original italics):

Thus arises a perspective in which the development of the social 
system seems to be determined by the logic of scientific-technical 
progress. The immanent law of this progress seems to produce 
objective exigencies, which must be obeyed by any politics 
oriented toward functional needs. But when this semblance 
has taken root effectively, then propaganda can refer to the role 
of technology and science in order to explain and legitimate why 
in modern societies the process of decision-making about practical 
problems loses its function and ‘must’ be replaced by plebiscitory 
decisions about alternative sets of leaders of administrative 
personnel.

If the argument in Toward a Rational Society is overtly directed 
towards the role of ‘technocratic consciousness’ in the legitimation 
of late capitalist societies, that of Legitimation Crisis is only in
directly so, since it is ostensibly about the genesis of crisis. None 
the less, it presents a further elaboration of Habermas’s views about
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legitimation in that it essentially argues that there is a requirement 
for legitimation. In a similar way to functionalist theorists of ideo
logy, Habermas effectively suggests that system strains demand 
ideological solutions (see, for example, Geertz, 1964).

In Legitimation Crisis, Habermas again emphasises the distinc
tion between early and late capitalism. He argues that while Marx’s 
account of the essential nature of capitalism applies very well to 
early capitalism, it is less useful for the analysis of late capitalism. 
Specifically, the legitimations that served for the capitalism of 
Marx’s day will no longer suffice since the dysfunctions of the 
market mechanism are all too obvious. Since the state has inter
vened to correct those dysfunctions, that intervention must be legiti
mated. It cannot be done by a reversion to pre-capitalist 
legitimations of autocratic state power, since the ‘universalistic 
value systems of bourgeois idecrlogy’ have made civil rights universal. 
Habermas suggests that the problem is resolved through the mech
anism of formal democracy.

The institution of parliamentary democracy is a ‘legitimation 
process that elicits mass loyalty but avoids participation’. That is, 
it guarantees legitimation through the illusion of participation in 
political decision-making. It cannot be genuine participation since 
that would reveal the realities of state intervention. These are an 
amelioration of the worst effects of capitalism, together with the 
preservation of its essential form, the unequal private appropriation 
of value.

The legitimation requirement of advanced capitalism takes the 
form of an episodic and partial political commitment through vot
ing. The population must be ‘passive citizens’ characterised by ‘civil 
privatism’. However, this essential civil privatism is itself under
mined by the spread of the government intervention so characteristic 
of late capitalism. Planning destroys traditional social life and poli
ticises and makes public realms that were traditionally private. The 
contradiction between civil privatism and administrative planning 
makes for a potential crisis in the legitimation process. However, 
this contradiction will only actually issue in a crisis if there is a 
failure in the motivation system. ‘This development must therefore 
be based on a motivation crisis -  i.e. a discrepancy between the 
need for motives that the state and the occupational system 
announce and the supply of motivation offered by the sociocultural 
system’ (Habermas, 1973, p. 660). The most important aspect of 
the motivational system is ‘familial-vocational’ privatism analogous 
to civil privatism. In brief, Habermas argues that familial-vocational 
privatism is being undermined in late capitalism by a variety of 
forces intrinsic to capitalism and that there is therefore a fair
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probability of a legitimation crisis (McCarthy, 1978, pp. 369 ff.).
There is one final point to make in discussing the relationship of 

Habermas’s account of legitimation to the dominant ideology thesis. 
One distinctive feature of the latter, particularly as it appears in 
the German Ideology, is the relationship of the ideologies concerned 
to the class structure. The dominant ideology thesis is often pre
sented as a question of one class imposing its beliefs on another 
class. It is not altogether clear what Habermas’s position is on this 
point. On the one hand, he clearly rejects the ‘traditional’ model of 
the class struggle: ‘The interests bearing on the maintenance of 
the mode of production can no longer be “clearly localized” in the 
social system as class interests. For the power structure, aimed as it 
is at avoiding changes to the system, precisely excludes “domina
tion” . . . exercised in such a manner that one class subject con
fronts another as an identifiable group’ (Habermas, 1971, p. 109). 
On the other hand, Habermas can also write that the ‘glassy back
ground ideology’ of the technocratic consciousness ‘not only justifies 
a particular class’s interest in domination and represses another 
class’s partial need for emancipation, but affects the human race’s 
emancipatory interest as such’ (1971, p. 111). Habermas does sug
gest that class antagonisms have not altogether died away and that 
they have become latent. However, he fails to elucidate the mech
anism connecting forms of belief with social forces, especially 
classes. If there are ideologies which arise from within a ruling 
class (unconsciously), or alternatively from the very structure of 
society itself, and then come to serve the interests of that class 
by the ideological subordination of other classes, one must know 
how these ideologies come to perform that function. We return to 
this question at the end of this chapter.

Althusser
There are several good summaries of Althusser’s views on ideology 
and its effects and we will concentrate our discussion on showing 
how his work fits into our argument (see, for example, Callinicos, 
1976; Hirst, 1976; McLennan et al., 1977). As with the other writers 
reviewed in this chapter, Althusser’s major target is economism. 
He dislikes the base-superstructure metaphor which, for him, has 
too much of the notion of a determinant base, however much it is 
hedged about with qualifications. It conveys the notion of a social 
totality which is simply the expression of a single element; it is an 
expressive totality. Althusser takes a view of the social totality as an 
entity ‘whose unity, far from being the expressive of “spiritual” of 
Leibniz’s or Hegel’s whole, is constituted by a certain type of com
plexity, the unity of a structured whole containing what can be
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called levels or instances which are distinct and “relatively autono
mous” , and co-exist within this complex structural unity, articulated 
with one another according to specific determinations, fixed in the 
last instance by the level or instance of the economy’ (1970, p. 97).

For Althusser, therefore, the social whole is a totality of instances, 
relatively interdependent and relatively autonomous. It is not 
possible to consider any one instance in isolation from the rest. In 
particular, there is never a moment when the economy is somehow 
‘pure’; it is always associated with, and is literally inconceivable 
without, political and ideological structures. At the same time 
politics and ideology are not deducible from the economy. As 
Althusser says, ‘relations of production presuppose the existence 
of a legal-political and ideological superstructure as a condition of 
their peculiar existence . . . the relations of production cannot 
therefore be thought in their concept while abstracting from their 
specific superstructural conditions of existence’ (1970, p. 177). 
Althusser therefore proposes a fairly strong relationship between 
ideology and politics on the one hand and the economy on the 
other. The former are conditions of existence of the latter. It is 
not a view of the simple interaction of the elements but one in 
which the economy must have superstructural elements. For 
example, Althusser argues that a legal system is a condition of 
existence of a capitalist economy: ‘The whole of the economic 
structure of the capitalist mode of production from the immediate 
process of production to circulation and the distribution of the social 
product, presupposes the existence of a legal system , the basic 
elements of which are the law of property and the law of contract’ 
(1970, p. 230, original emphasis).

Clearly ideology occupies a central place in Althusser’s scheme. 
As we have seen, however, he also speaks of the economy being 
determinant in the last instance. This does not mean that eventually 
everything is determined by the economy. Instead the economy is 
determinant in that it establishes which other structure is to be 
dominant. That is, the economy in certain modes of production 
requires, as a condition of its existence, that some other structure 
dominate. Marx, for example, argues that in the Middle Ages 
ideology, in the form of Catholicism, dominated, while in ancient 
societies it was politics that was dominant. In this conception of the 
economy as determinant in the last instance, Althusser attempts to 
reconcile the critical importance of superstructures, while preserving 
some notion of the primacy of the economy. He suggests that this 
was also Marx’s project. ‘Marx has at least given us the “ two ends 
of the chain” and has told us to find out what goes on between 
them; on the one hand, determination in the last instance by the
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economic . . .  on the other, the relative autonomy of the super
structures and their specific effectivity’ (1969, p. 111).

In Althusser’s account, ideology acts specifically as a condition 
of existence, differently in each mode of production. However, it 
also has the general function of relating men to their conditions of 
existence and, in this sense, it is a necessary component of any 
society: ‘ideology (as a system of mass representations) is indispens
able in any society if men are to be formed, transformed and 
equipped to respond to the demands of their conditions of existence’ 
(Althusser, 1969, p. 235). Ideology is a ‘lived relation’ between 
men and their world, not merely a system of beliefs. It achieves its 
effect by placing and adapting men to their roles as bearers of the 
structures of social relations by constituting individuals as ‘subjects’. 
Althusser points out that ‘subject’ has a double meaning, both as a 
‘centre of initiatives’ and as ‘a subjected being’. For him, therefore, 
ideology works by constituting individuals as subjects of the social 
structure, as subjects which bear functions within that structure, 
while apparently giving a unique individuality to each subject: ‘the 
individual is interpellated as a (free) subject in order that he shall 
submit freely to the commandments of the Subject i.e. in order that 
he shall freely accept his subjection (Althusser, 1977, p. 169, original 
emphasis). In sum, ideology functions by moulding individuals as 
particular subjects and placing them in the structure, while at the 
same time concealing from them their role as agents of the struc
ture. As such, ideology is necessarily an illusory representation of 
the world. ‘In ideology, the real relation is mentally invested in the 
imaginary relation, a relation that expresses a will . . .  a hope or a 
nostalgia, rather than describing a reality’ (Althusser, 1969, p. 235).

In Althusser’s analysis, ideology is an objective form which arises 
out of the structures of the mode of production. He quite 
deliberately rejects any notion that it is generated by one class for 
the consumption by, and subordination of, other classes. However, 
he also holds that the illusions of ideology do have consequences 
for class relations. Thus he says that in class societies ‘ideology is 
the relay whereby . . .  the relation between men and their conditions 
of existence is settled to the profit of the ruling class’ (1969, pp. 
235-6). As with Habermas, Althusser has to explain how ideology 
produced ‘objectively’, independently of specific class interests, 
comes to have consequences for those interests. Part of an answer 
is provided by his essay ‘Ideology and ideological state apparatuses’ 
(1977).

In this essay Althusser starts from the common-sense position 
that every economic system must make provision for its own 
reproduction over time. This involves the reproduction of both the



T H E O R I E S  OF THE D O M I N A N T  I D E O L O G Y 23

relations of production and the productive forces. The reproduction 
of the latter involves not only the replacement of physical means 
of production such as machinery or buildings, but also the reproduc
tion of labour-power. In turn, the reproduction of labour-power is 
a function, not only of the provision of food, clothing, shelter, and 
so on, but also of skill. In contemporary capitalism, the labour- 
force has to be educated and trained, usually in schools and colleges, 
and training of this kind frequently has to be renewed. However, 
‘the reproduction of labour power requires not only a reproduction 
of its skills, but also, at the same time, a reproduction of its sub
mission to the rules of the established order, i.e. a reproduction of 
submission to the ruling ideology for the workers, and a reproduc
tion of the ability to manipulate the ruling ideology correctly for 
the agents of exploitation and repression, so that they, too, will 
provide for the domination of the ruling class “ in words” ’ 
(Althusser, 1977, pp. 127-8).

The reproduction of the relations of production and of skills and 
the submission to the ruling ideology is secured by the ‘legal-political 
and ideological superstructure’. In particular, it is secured by the 
institutions of the Repressive State Apparatus (RSA) and the 
Ideological State Apparatus (ISA). These two apparatuses of the 
state are defined essentially by the institutions of which they are 
composed. Thus the RSA consists of the government, the civil 
service, the army, the police, the judiciary and the prisons. The 
ISA is made up of religious and educational institutions, the 
apparatuses of political parties and trade unions, radio, television 
and the press, artistic and recreational institutions and the family. 
Properly speaking, there is only one RSA, whose elements are 
centrally organised by the state, but a multiplicity of ISAs, which 
are relatively autonomous of one another. ISAs do, however, 
acquire some unity by virtue of the fact that they all discharge the 
same function ‘beneath the ruling ideology’. This unity is to some 
extent threatened by the fact that ISAs, unlike the RSA, are the 
site of class struggle.

Societies will differ from one another in the relationships between 
RSA and ISAs and in the kinds of ISA present. For example, in 
the pre-capitalist period there was one dominant ISA, namely, the 
church, which included within its functions educational and 
cultural elements which have since become separated out into other 
ISAs. In capitalist societies, however, the educational system is the 
overwhelmingly dominant ISA. ‘It takes children from every class 
at infant-school age, and then for years . . .  it drums into them . . . 
a certain amount of “know-how” wrapped in the ruling ideology’ 
(1977, p. 147).
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Although ISAs function largely by ideology, they will also use 
repression in certain circumstances as when, for example, the 
church or the school uses punishment, or the press uses censorship. 
Similarly the RSA functions primarily by repression, although it 
also can use ideology, as when the police or army require ideological 
cohesion.

It is clear from Althusser’s account that ideology is of crucial 
significance in the reproduction of the relations of production. In 
capitalism, it is the ISAs which ‘largely secure the reproduction 
specifically of the relations of production behind a “shield” provided 
by the repressive state apparatus. It is here that the role of the rul
ing ideology is heavily concentrated . . .’ (1977, p. 142). Indeed, in 
his essay ‘Ideology and ideological state apparatuses’ Althusser is 
moving to the conventional statement of the dominant ideology 
thesis. Thus he refers to the way that the bourgeoisie provides a 
dominant ideology via the ISAs (1977, p. 145), and to the way that 
subordinate classes absorb it in such a way that the current relations 
of production are preserved (1977, p. 147). This position is sum
marised well in Althusser’s own words: ‘To my knowledge, no class 
can hold State power over a long period without at the same time 
exercising its hegemony over and in the State Ideological Appar
atuses' (1977, p. 139, original emphasis).

The Dominant Ideology and the Dominant Class

In the passage in which the dominant ideology thesis receives its 
classic statement, Marx says: ‘The ideas of the ruling class are in 
every epoch the ruling ideas: i.e., the class which is the ruling 
material force of society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual 
force’ (Marx and Engels, 1965, p. 61, original emphasis). We have 
argued that this sentiment has been interpreted strongly as suggest
ing that the ideological incorporation of subordinate classes is one 
of the major causes of working-class political quiescence. In an 
extreme form, proponents of a dominant ideology thesis will argue 
that a ruling class generates a form of belief which it imposes on 
other classes. This carries with it the suggestion that ideology is an 
instrument in the hands of the ruling class. Such an instrumentalist 
theory has important similarities with instrumentalist theories of 
the state. Miliband (1969, p. 265), for example, argues that there 
is, in contemporary capitalism, an ‘economically dominant class’ 
which is also dominant in politics.

The most important political fact about advanced capitalist
societies . . .  is the continued existence in them of private and
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ever more concentrated economic power. As a result of that 
power, the men -  owners and controllers -  in whose hands it lies 
enjoy a massive preponderance in society, in the political system, 
and in the determination of the state’s policies and actions.

The result is that the state is a political instrument which advances 
and protects the dominant economic interests: ‘Its “real” purpose 
and mission is to ensure their continued predominance, not to prevent 
it’ (1969, pp. 265-6). The superiority of these dominant economic 
interests is primarily maintained by ideological control, a form of 
control intended to ‘foster acceptance of a capitalist social order’. The 
processes involved here are so profound that Miliband refers to 
them as ‘massive indoctrination’. Furthermore, the dominant classes 
use cultural control on purpose to preserve their overall economic 
dominance.

Miliband’s account of the role of ideology in capitalist societies 
is too instrumentalist. In effect, he is describing the mechanism by 
which a dominant ideology achieves its effect as one class indoc
trinating another. Weaker formulations might try to avoid the 
instrumentalism, while still retaining the idea that the stability of 
capitalist societies is largely due to the ideological incorporation of 
the working class. In either form, the dominant ideology thesis is 
based on the assumption that classes are the origins of knowledge, 
belief or ideology. The same assumption is at the root of conven
tional Mannheimian sociology of knowledge, which claims that 
social classes constitute the origins of ideology in the sense that 
they form the environment in which beliefs are acquired. Beliefs 
are formulated in accordance with class interests and, generally, the 
sociologist analyses systems of belief by showing to which class (or 
social group) they are appropriate. This ‘class-theoretical’ method of 
analysing ideology is one that informs many accounts of dominant 
ideologies (Abercrombie, 1980).

A number of more recent theories of ideology attempt to avoid 
tying ideologies to class formations directly by arguing that ideo
logies arise out of the structure of capitalist social relations and not 
out of the activities of identifiable groups of social actors. As we 
have demonstrated, this is an important aspect of Althusser’s 
earlier work in which he suggests that ideology serves a necessary 
function in relating men to their conditions of existence. However, 
he has been accused of thereby neglecting what for many Marxists 
are the central issues of the role of classes and class struggle. His 
essay ‘Ideology and ideological state apparatuses’ can be read as an 
attempt to correct this neglect by providing some account of the 
mechanisms by which ideology is produced and by which it relates
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to both dominant and dominated classes. However, in solving this 
problem Althusser comes very close to providing an instrumentalist 
theory of the dominant ideology. Indeed, he almost returns to the 
economism of which he is so critical. In Hirst’s judgement, 
‘Althusser’s position in the ISAs represents a failure to break with 
economism and essentialism’ (Hirst, 1976, p. 387).

Similar problems attend the work of Poulantzas who in many 
essential respects follows Althusser. For Poulantzas (1973), ideo
logy’s function is to ensure that individuals perform their tasks in 
supporting the social structure. Its general function is therefore to 
provide cohesion, which is achieved ‘by establishing at the level of 
agents’ experience relations which are obvious but false’ (1973, p. 
207^. However, this function of ideology does not derive from ‘some 
kind of genetic relation to a class-subject and its class-consciousness’ 
(1973, p. 207). Instead it is derived from, or rather is part of, the 
structure of social relations, which is not deducible from the 
activities of social actors.

Such a position poses a difficulty for Poulantzas for he still has to 
answer the crucial question which is endemic in discussions of this 
issue: if one cannot conceive of social classes as the origin of 
ideology, what is the relationship between class and ideology? The 
problem is all the more acute for Poulantzas since he insists that 
there are dominant classes and that ideology is one of the mech
anisms by which their dominance is assured. Furthermore, he 
continuously employs the category of ‘dominant ideology’. Thus a 
way of rephrasing the crucial question is to ask what is the relation 
of ideology, as a form of social cement, to dominant ideology, which 
has crucial functions for relationships between classes.

Poulantzas is clearly aware of this problem (1973, p. 209).

The correspondence between the dominant ideology and the 
politically dominant class is not due . . .  to some kind of historico- 
genetic relation. It is due to the fact that the ideological (i.e. a 
given ideology) is constituted as a regional instance within the 
unity of the structure; and this structure has the domination of 
a given class as its effect in the field of the class struggle. The 
dominant ideology, by assuring the practical insertion of agents 
in the social structure, aims at the maintenance (the cohesion) of 
this structure, and this means above all class domination and 
exploitation.

Disappointingly, however, this proposal is really no more than a 
restatement of the problem. We still have no idea of the specific 
character of the dominant ideology. More important, by making the



dominance of a class the effect of the structure, we have no 
adequate account of the generation of appropriate ideology.

The Althusserian account of ideology and its effects depends on 
the notion of ‘inserting agents into their places’. There is another 
type of theory that also argues that the dominant ideology arises 
from the structure of capitalist social relations and not from the 
specific interest of social classes, but at the same time does not 
trade on the conception of the insertion of agents. This is the theory 
of commodity fetishism, largely derived from Marx’s comments in 
Volume 1 of Capital (see also Geras, 1971; Mepham, 1972; Rose, 
1977).

The conventional theory of commodity fetishism depends on the 
notion of commodity employed by Marx in Capital. A man can 
produce, by his own labour, certain objects for his own use; these 
objects have a use-value. Such objects are defined as commodities, 
however, when they are produced for exchange, for use by other 
people, in which case they have exchange-value. As soon as com
modities are being produced for exchange, the labour-power involved 
assumes a social character. But since the producers do not come 
into contact with each other until they actually exchange their 
products, the social character of each producer’s labour only shows 
itself in the act of exchange. Therefore ‘the social character of 
men’s labour appears to them as an objective character stamped 
upon the product of that labour; because the relation of the 
producers to the sum total of their own labour is presented to them 
as a social relation, existing not between themselves, but between 
the products of their labour . . . There it is a definite social relation 
between men, that assumes, in their eyes, the fantastic form of a 
relation between things’ (Marx, 1970, p. 72). Men’s thinking about 
the social relations involved in their work is characterised by a 
fetishism whereby beliefs about the physical products of labour 
and their exchange substitute for, and mask the social relations 
themselves. Since the tendency to fetishistic thinking only arises 
when objects are produced for exchange, the more a society is 
dominated by commodity production, the more it will be character
ised by fetishism.

The theory is actually a good deal more complex than our simple 
presentation allows (Abercrombie, 1980) and there are three further 
points that we should make. First, the theory is effectively based 
on the limiting assumption that societies are comprised of indepen
dent producers who do exchange commodities with each other. It 
is not clear how it would apply to contemporary capitalist societies 
in which the more usual situation involves workers selling their 
labour-power to an employer. Secondly, it is important to be clear
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that Marx does not see commodity fetishism as representing an 
illusion. For him capitalism is an exchange of things, of commodi
ties. Thus he says: ‘The relations connecting the labour of one 
individual with that of the rest appear, not as direct social relations 
between individuals at work, but as what they really are, material 
relations between persons and social relations between things’ 
(Marx, 1970, p. 73). However, although fetishism is not exactly 
illusory, it does nevertheless conceal, for the thing-like character 
of exchanges in capitalism masks the exploitative nature of capitalist 
social relations. Thirdly, the theory of fetishism does avoid the 
notion of ideological domination as ‘one class doing something to 
another’. Fetishism is not an ideological form imposed by one class 
on another, although it does have the effect of concealing real social 
relations. Instead, it arises out of a relation, the exchange relation 
characteristic of capitalist societies.

In our opinion, the theory of commodity fetishism has a number 
of faults and its advantages as a theory of ideology are greatly 
exaggerated. From the point of view of the immediate argument, 
however, what is of interest is the relationship between commodity 
fetishism as a form which arises out of the structure of capitalist 
relations of exchange on the one hand, and social classes on the 
other. There is a critical theoretical gap between class domination 
and the generation of fetishistic forms. A number of specific ques
tions arise out of this. For example, there is a great deal of 
difference between the relatively specific claim that commodity 
fetishism arises out of the production of goods for exchange and 
the more general assertion that fetishistic thinking is characteristic 
of society as a whole. To move from one to the other requires some 
explanation of how fetishism is distributed or amplified. For 
example, one needs to know how it is that those not involved in 
the production of commodities are nevertheless enmeshed in 
fetishised forms.

We have argued in this chapter that there is a tension, which is 
only occasionally recognised, between two positions in recent 
theories of the way that ideology conceals real social relations. On 
the one hand, there is a wish to avoid instrumentalism and to 
ground ideology in structures of relations rather than in class sub
jects. This position tends to a teleological mode of explanation in 
which ideology produces itself, and generally fails to specify the 
institutional mechanisms involved. On the other hand, in order to 
avoid the difficulties of the first position, one can restore the con
cepts of class and class struggle to the centre of theory about the 
dominant ideology. In turn, this introduces the danger of instrumen
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talism. The task is, then, to explain the origin of a dominant 
ideology while showing that it has determinate effects on class 
relations, without lapsing into instrumentalist explanations which 
reduce dominant ideology to a form of indoctrination generated 
within the dominant class.

Our argument is that there has been an increased emphasis on 
the autonomy and causal efficacy of superstructural elements, and 
of ideology in particular, in modern Marxism. One of the main 
reasons for this tendency has been the perceived stability of 
capitalism. If capitalism does not collapse because of its economic 
contradictions, then it must be stabilised by its superstructure, and 
ideology has a significant role in this process. This emphasis on 
ideology amounts to advocacy of what we have called the domi
nant ideology thesis. The main elements of this thesis are as follows:

(1) There is a dominant ideology, the precise content of which is 
not always carefully specified. Neither is it clear what scientific 
procedures would establish whether any given ideology is 
dominant.

(2) Dominant classes ‘benefit’ from the effects of the dominant 
ideology, although not necessarily through their own deliberate 
activities. There is generally little investigation of the impact 
of the dominant ideology on the dominant classes.

(3) The dominant ideology does incorporate the subordinate classes, 
making them politically quiescent, though there is considerable 
disagreement as to the degree of incorporation and the conse
quent degree of social stability. The effect of ideology is to 
conceal social relations.

(4) The mechanisms by which ideology is transmitted have to be 
powerful enough to overcome the contradictions within the 
structure of capitalist society.

There is not, of course, a uniform presentation of the thesis 
within modern Marxism. On the question of the incorporation of 
subordinate classes, for example, Gramsci emphasises the role of 
class struggle and working-class resistance more than either 
Habermas or Althusser does. Despite these undoubtedly important 
differences, versions of the dominant ideology thesis, whether their 
inspiration lies in the doctrine of commodity fetishism or in the 
class-theoretical theses of the German Ideology, dominate Marxist 
discussion of capitalist societies.



Chapter 2

Theories of 
the Common Culture

In Chapter 1 we established that modern Marxism advances a 
dominant ideology thesis. Our argument in this chapter is that, 
within classical sociology, similar theoretical assumptions are made 
about the role of ideology, values, knowledge and culture. One 
group of sociological theories, namely, the sociology of knowledge 
tradition of Weber and Mannheim, attempts to show how beliefs 
can be reduced to social groups. A second position explains social 
order by reference to common values and culture, particularly the 
case in the work of Parsons and other structural-functionalists.

There are a number of grounds for supposing that the distinctive
ness of sociological and Marxist analyses has been greatly over
drawn. In the first place, the sociology of knowledge which tries to 
develop a non-Marxist theory of ideology in fact arrives at similar 
class-theoretical conclusions to the dominant ideology tradition 
within Marxism. Secondly, the sociology of common culture and 
beliefs, although it provides a different account of the subject- 
matter, does not surmount the difficulty that the dominant ideology 
thesis faces in establishing that there is a pervasive, dominant 
ideology which has the function of incorporation, which in this case 
takes the form of a difficulty in demonstrating the presence of a. 
common culture which functions to integrate the social system. 
There are, indeed, significant points of similarity in the structure of 
the dominant ideology and common culture arguments. For 
example, there is a parallel between the notion that ritual practices 
embody the beliefs of a given society and the argument in 
Poulantzas that ideology can only be properly understood as 
ideological practice. The agencies of socialisation and internalisa
tion of dominant values are sociologically parallel to the ideological 
state apparatus in Althusserian Marxism. The sociology of beliefs, 
therefore, is not an obvious alternative to Marxism because the 
concepts of ‘dominant culture’ or ‘shared value system’ are dupli
cated by those of ‘hegemonic culture’ or ‘dominant ideology’. Neither
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ARTICLES 

SHEILA FITZPATRICK 

Stalin and the Making of a New Elite, 1928-1939 

"Cadres decide everything," Stalin proclaimed in 1935.1 The slogan is familiar, 
as is the image of Stalin as a politician skilled in the selection and deployment 
of personnel. But who zvere his cadres? The literature on the prewar Stalin 
period tells us little even about his closest political associates, let alone those one 
step down the political hierarchy-Central Committee members, people's com- 
missars and their deputies, obkom secretaries-or in key industrial posts. Only 
the Old Bolsheviks and the military leaders seem to emerge as individuals. The 
rest are relegated to that servile and faceless bureaucracy about which Trotsky 
wrote from afar.2 Their very anonymity (which might also be described as our 
-and Trotsky's-ignorance) has become part of a sociological generalization. 

The same generalization has often governed discussion of Stalin's criteria 
in the selection of cadres. Virtually the only criteria suggested in the literature 
are unconditional loyalty to Stalin and lack of individual distinction.3 Because 
these qualities are attributed both to cadres before the Great Purge (except the 
Old Bolsheviks and the military) and to cadres after it, the unhappy fate of the 
first group is difficult to explain. Paranoia and permanent purge4 are two possi- 
bilities, but historians are likely to be somewhat dissatisfied with both types of 
explanation. The question has been frequently discussed, and the focus of atten- 
tion has always been on the victims of the purge rather than on its beneficiaries. 
The assumption has been that Stalin had an overpowering desire to get rid of 
the old cadres, but no special interest in the new ones. 

The thesis of this article is that Stalin did have a special interest in the 
new cadres. He believed them to possess specific qualifications which were essen- 
tial for Soviet leadership, and he also believed that the old cadres' lack of such 
qualifications exposed the regime to manipulation by its present and potential 
enemies. During the First Five-Year Plan, Stalin initiated a program through 
which over one hundred thousand workers and Communists from the factories 
and apparats were mobilized and sent to hligher technical schools. As a result of 
the Great Purge, this group received dramatic promotions into positions of 
industrial, government, and party leadership. It has remained a core group in 
the Soviet political leadership up to the present day. 

1. I. V. Stalin, "Rech' na vypuske akademikov Krasnoi Armii" (May 4, 1935), in I. V. 
Stalin, Sochineniia, ed. Robert H. McNeal, 3 vols. (Stanford, 1967), 1(14) :61. 

2. Leon Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed (London, 1937), chapter 5. 
3. See, for example, Robert C. Tucker's discussion of the new "serving class," in Rob- 

ert C. Tucker, ed., Stalin-isn (New York, 1977), pp. 99-100. 
4. On the concept of permanent purge, see Zbigniew K. Brzezinski, The Permanent 

Purge: Politics in Soviet Totalitarianism (Cambridge, Mass., 1956). 
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My starting point, like Stalin's, is the dlichlotomy between "Red" and "expert" 
wlhich existed in the Soviet Union oil the eve of the First Five-Year Plan ilndus- 
trialization drive. In 1917, the Bolsheviks had little expertise of their own to 
(Iraw on, and ten years later the situation remained basically unchanged. In 1927, 
less than 1 percent (8,396) of Commlluinists had completed higher education,5 
but even this small group was of limlited practical use in providing technical 
expertise. Almost half of its memnbei-s were working in tlle spheres of hlealth, 
education, and welfare (nmainly as administrators),6 and only 7.8 pel-cent had 
received their degrees from technical sChools.7 According to Molotov, a grand 
total of 138 Communist engineers worked in Soviet industrial enterprises in 
1928.8 This meant that the overwhelming majority of experts-from plant 
engineers and chief accountants to consultants and senior officials in government 
commissariats-were non-Communists and, in Soviet terminology, "bourgeois." 
Most were subordinate to Commniunist dlirectors, ofteln former workers with little 
education and no knowledge of the fieldl they had been sent to administer. This 
arrangement sometimes produced frictioni, but it was equally likely to lead to a 
comfortable working relationship in which the experts made the decisions and 
the Conmmunists signed, the papers ancl attended the meetings. Vesenkha (the 
Supreme Council for the National Economy of the USSR) had a nonparty 
expert on its presidium, and its key metallurgical industry administration was 
effectively run by another expert who had been director and shareholder in two 
of the biggest plants before the Revolution.9 Experts of this status attended 
meetings of the highest government bodies-Sovnarkom alnd STO-and were 
occasiolnally even invited to Politburo meetings. But they were employed only 
in the government sector, not in that of the party. The Central Committee Secre- 
tariat, small in the 1920s, had no expertise and did not normally intervene in 
policy decisions requiring technical expertise. 

There was little reason in 1927 to expect a basic change in the diclhotomy 
between Reds and experts. The low educational level of Communist Party miem- 
bers reflected the working-class and peasant origins of the majority of party 
members (in 1927, 56 percent of Conmmunists had been workers by occupation 
when they entered the party'0). But the leaderslhip showed no intention of chang- 
ing the recruitmeht pattern established with the "Lenin levy" of workers in 1924 
and, indeed, continued to place more alnd more emphasis on the working-class 
nature of the party. The cadres-tlhat is, Colniiiitiinists in responsible adiministra- 
tive positions-did not differ substantially in class origin and education from 
the party as a whole. About twenty thousanld Conmnmunists left the factory bench 
each year for white-collar and administrative positionis, further education, and 

5. Sotsia1'nyi i natsional'nYi sostav VKP(b): Itogi vsesoiuwnoi partuinoi perepisi 1927 g. 
(Moscow, 1928), p. 41. 

6. Data for thirty-two gubernii of the RSFSR can be found in Kommiunisty v sostave 
apparata gosuchrezhden.ii i obshchestvennykh organiizatsii: Itogi vsesoiuznoi partiinoi perepisi 
1927 g. (Moscow, 1929), p. 15. 

7. Partiinaia zhizn', 1977, no. 21, p. 30. 
8. V. Molotov, "Podgotovka novykh spetsialistov," Krasnioe stutdenchestvo, 1928-29, 

no. 1 (October 1, 1928), p. 21. 
9. The nonparty expert on the presidium was A. N. Dolgov, the dominant expert in 

the metallurgical administration was S. A. Khrennikov. 
10. Sotsial'nyi i natsional'nyi sostav VKP(b), p. 41. 
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the army," and in 1927, 44 percent of cadres were former workers.'2 The cadres 
as a whole averaged four-five years of schooling,13 or not much more than 
primary education. 

Under prevailing recruitment rules, bourgeois experts had little chance of 
joining the Communist Party even if they wanted to. In institutes of higher 
education-the training ground f or f uture experts-working-class and Com- 
munist students remained a minority, despite admissions discrimination in their 
favor.14 Only ten thousand Communists graduated f rom higher educational 
institutes during the first decade of Soviet power, and almost all of them came 
from white-collar and professional families,'5 a fact that made them somewhat 
suspect in the eyes of the majority of party members who came from lower-class 
backgrounds. The indications were that the next generation of experts would be 
as "bourgeois" as the present one, although the impending industrialization 
drive was likely to increase Soviet reliance on their expertise. 

The party leadership as a whole seemed unperturbed by the situation (in 
fact, Lenin had said that it was unavoidable for the foreseeable future), and 
the government commissariats had clearly accepted it completely and could 
imagine no other way of functioning. During NEP, the institution which had 
shown the most uneasiness over the Red/expert dichotomy was the Central 
Committee Secretariat, and this concern must have increased when its statistical 
department (one of the few functioning centers of Communist expertise) ana- 
lyzed the results of the 1927 party census and saw how little expertise and educa- 
tion party members possessed. Of the party leaders, Stalin and Molotov were 
the most closely associated with the Secretariat and cadres. 

A radical change of policy toward the bourgeois experts was signaled by 
the state prosecutor's announcement early in 1928 that a large group of mining 
engineers from the Shakhty regioni of the Donbass was to be tried in Moscow 
for sabotage and conspiracy with foreign powers.16 The announcement was 
quickly followed by public discussion of the broader implications of the trial, 
indicating that the bourgeois intelligentsia as a group was now under suspicion. 
But senior government and industrial spokesmen were simultaneously trying 
to reassure the experts (and perhaps also themselves). Reading the news during 
a business trip in Europe, two experts in higlh positions in the Donbass coal 
administration of Vesenkha concluded that the storm would not touch them and 
returned to Moscow,17 whereupon they were arrested as members of a "Moscow 

11. I. N. Iudin, Sotsial'naia baZa rosta KPSS (Moscow, 1973), p. 129. 
12. Koinnutniiisty v sostave apparata, p. 25. The figure relates to Communists "on lead- 

ing work" in thirty-two gubernii of the RSFSR. 
13. Ibid., p. 12. 
14. In 1927-28, 26.5 percenit of students in Soviet higher schools (excluding party and 

military schools) were classified as Nworking-class, while 17.1 percent were full or candidate 
members of the Communist Party (see Bol'shaia sovetskaia. entsiklopediia, 1st ed., vol. 16 
[Moscow, 1929], p. 34). 

15. The total figure for graduations is taken from ludin, Sotsial'niaia baza rosta KPSS, 
p. 181. Of the 8,396 Communists with higher education in January 1927, 91 percent had 
entered the party as white-collar workers (see Sotsial'nyi i natsional'nyi sostav VKP[b], 
p. 41). 

16. Pravda, March 10, 1928, p. 1. 
17. The officials were S. P. Bratanovskii and N. I. Skorutto (see Bratanovskii's 

confession, quoted in Ekonoiichleskaia konltrrevoliutsiia v Dontbasse [Itogi Shakhtinskogo 
dela] [Moscow, 1928], pp. 268-69). 
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center" of the colnspiracy. At the trial, held in Moscow in May and June 1928, 
testimony on Vesenkha and its coal administration was heard in closed session.18 
The new policy, it appeared, threatened not only bourgeois experts but also the 
Communist administrators who had worked with them. 

Stalin is reported to have taken the initiative in staging the Shakhty trial, 
possibly without prior consultation with other members of the leadership.'9 He 
certainly took the initiative in explaining the political significance of the Shakhty 
affair, and unlike other leadership spokesmen, he did not limit his discussion to 
the bourgeois experts. In Stalin's account, the incompetence of Communist 
administrators was scarcely less disturbing than the experts' treachery. The 
threat from the experts was grave, Stalin said. By virtue of their class position, 
they were potential pawns in the unremitting struggle of the capitalist powers 
to overthrow the Soviet regime. Hitherto the capitalists had put their faith in 
military intervention. With the inauguration of the First Five-Year Plan, how- 
ever, their efforts would be concentrated on sabotagilng the Soviet industrializa- 
tion drive. But, according to Stalin, the experts had been able to commit acts of 
sabotage because they, not the Communist adniinistrators, were effectively in 
charge. Lacking education and technical expertise, the Communists had allowed 
themselves to be dominated and hoodwinked by their nominal subordinates. Thus, 
there was only one solution: Communists must acquiire technical expertise, and the 
old dichotomy between Red and expert nmust be abolished.20 

Obviously, it was no simple matter for Communist cadres-men perhaps 
in their late thirties, ill-educated, and burdened with administrative responsibili- 
ties-to acquire technical expertise. Stalin expressed his confidence that they 
could do so: 

People say that it is impossible for Commulnists, especially for working- 
class Communist industrial administrators [kh oziaistve nniiki], to master 
chemical formulas and technical knowledge in general. That is not true, 
comrades. There are no fortresses in the worldl which the toilers, the Bol- 
sheviks, cannot storm.21 

But his exhortations were often combined with reproaches for past failings or 
implicit threats of demotion for those who refused to educate themselves: 

Bolsheviks must master technology. It is time for Bolsheviks themselves 
to become specialists. In the recolnstruction period, technology decides 
everything. And the industrial administrator who does not want to study 
technology, who does not want to master technology, is a joke and not an 
administrator.22 

To the younger generation of Communists, Komsomols, and workers, Stalin 
presented the mastery of technology as a challenge. In 1928 he told the Eightl 
Komsomol Congress: 

18. Ibid., p. 209. 
19. See the account in A. Avtorkhanov, Stalini anid the Soviet Commnunist Party) (Lon- 

don, 1959), p. 29. 
20. I. Stalin, "O rabotakh aprel'skogo ob"edinennogo plenuimia TsK i TsKK" (April 13, 

1928), in I. V. Stalin, Sochineniia, 13 vols. (Moscow, 1949-51), 11:53-54, 57-59. 
21. Ibid., p. 58. 
22. Stalin, "O zadachakh khoziaistvennikov" (February 4, 1931), Sochinieiiia, 13:41. 
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In or-der to build you need knowledge, you need to master science. And to 
get that knowledge, you need to study. To study patiently and stubbornly. 
To learn from everybody-from enemies alnd friends, especially from ene- 
mies. To learn with clenched teeth, not fearing that our enemies will laugh 
at us, at our ignorance and backwardness.23 

But for those who met the challenge, Stalin seemed to promise great rewards 
and future leadership. Educated youth could become "a builder of the new life, 

a real replacement of the old guard."24 
Stalin's statements certainly contain a hint of the possibility of premature 

retirement for the old cadres, but we should be careful not to exaggerate its 
significance. Mastery of technology was only one of the characteristics that Stalin 
demanded of cadres. An even more important characteristic, judging both by 
Stalin's statements and the actual policies of the First Five-Year Plan period, 
was working-class background. And the old cadres in key administrative spheres 
could hardly be criticized on this criter-ion. Almost two-thirds of the cadres in 
industry and just under half of those working in the party apparat in 1927 were 
former workers.25 Moreover, the Communist in the top position was more likely 
to be a former worker than the Communlists immediately subordinate to him.26 

In emphasizing the criterion of working-class background, Stalin was follow- 
ing a Bolshevik practice established during the first years of Soviet power. The 
lractice had never been given a real theoretical justification, probably because 
it simply seemed obvious that the proletarian dictatorship should draw cadres 
from the proletariat. But the Bolsheviks also had some inhibitions about discuss- 
ing cadres in terms of general principle, because their principles did not really 
admit the possibility of a permanent and professional Soviet administrative elite. 
The cadres, of course, already constituted such aln elite in the 1920s, but the Bol- 
sheviks had not yet found aln acceptable way of admitting it. 

Stalin made two changes in the established practice of recruiting cadres 
from the working class. In the first place, he dramatized it by calling on the 
proletariat to repel the counterrevolutionary threat from the bourgeois special- 
ists. In the second place, he greatly increased the rate of recruitment. But per- 
haps the most interesting change was in the realm of theory. By using the word 
"intelligentsia" for the administrative and specialist elite, Stalin was able to 
articulate a principle which had long guided Bolshevik practice-that the Soviet 
regime, like any other, needed its own elite, and that this elite should be recruited 
primarily from the working class: 

Not a single ruling class has managed without its own intelligentsia. ... 
We do not need just any kind of commanding and engineering-technical 
cadres. We need commanlding and engineering-teclhnical cadres capable of 
understanding the policies of the working class of our country, capable of 
mastering those policies and prepared to carry them out conscientiously. 
What does that mean? It means that our country has entered the phase of 
development when the working class must create its own productive-tech- 

23. Stalin, "Rech' na VIII s"ezde VLKSM" (May 16, 1928), Sochinteniia, 11:76-77. 
24. Ibid. 
25. Kouninunisty v sostave apparata, p. 25. 
26. This is inferred from the educational levels shown in ibid., p. 12. 
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nical intelligentsia, capable of standling up for its own interests in produc- 
tion, as the interests of the working class.27 

The outlines of a new cadres policy began to emerge at the Central Com- 
mittee plenums of April and July 1928, tlhough in a rather confused form that 
reflected disagreements within the leadlership. First, the bourgeois specialists as 
a group were under suspicion and would be subject to harassment. Second, Com- 
munist administrators working with bourgeois specialists had shown insufficient 
vigilance and competence. They needed technical training, which would be sup- 
plied either by part-time courses or study in the new industrial academies,28 
created for the specific purpose of retraining cadres who had already held respon- 
sible jobs. Third, the administrative apparats had to be purged of unreliable 
"bourgeois elements" and strengthened by the pronmotion of workers from the 
bench.29 Fourth, it was imperative to begin training a new generation of cadres 
who would be both Red and expert. The normal higher education system, espe- 
cially the engineering schools, would provide the training. This meant curriculum 
changes and a new admissions policy which would discriminate strongly in favor 
of working-class and Communist applicants, even if tlheir educational prepara- 
tion was poor. To ensure an adequate supply of working-class and Communist 
students, party and trade-union organizations wouldl have the responsibility of 
selecting candidates from among their members.30 

Despite the fact that Stalin was the chief advocate of the new policy, it 
provoked sharp controversy within the leadership. This in fact may have been 
Stalin's intention, since it would certainly have been possible to have avoided 
controversy over the new training programs had they not been explicitly linked 
with the Shakhty trial. But Stalin was already in conflict with the emerging Right 
Opposition in the Politburo over the handling of the grain procurements crisis, 
and more trouble was brewing in regard to the targets of the First Five-Year 
Plan's industrialization drive. His new cadres policy-essentially anti-intelli- 
gentsia and proworker-was likely to be popular with the Commnunist rank and 
file. Politically, he could only profit froml putting hiis opponents in the position of 
being proexpert-that is, soft on the bourgeoisie. 

The Right attempted to circumvent this dlalnger by basing its argument on 
Leninist principles. At the April 1928 plenulmi of the Central Committee and 
Central Control Commission, Rykov quoted Leniin's statements that the party 
h-ad no alternative to cooperationl witlh bourgeois experts, since, for the foresee- 
able future, it could not replace theimi, and therefore slhould avoid harassing 

27. Stalin, "Novaia obstanovka-novye zadachi khoziaistvennogo stroitel'stva" (June 23, 
1931), Sochinteniiia., 13:66-67. 

28. On the industrial academies, see P. M. Mikhailov, "Jz istorii deiatel'nosti Kommu- 
nisticheskoi partii po podgotovke rukovodiashclhiklh kadrov proinyshleimiosti v period sotsia- 
listicheskoi rekonstruktsii lnarodniogo khoziaistva," Voprosv istorii KPSS, 1976, no. 10, pp. 
79-86. 

29. See Central Commiiiiittee resolution of November 1928, "O verbovke rabochikh i 
regulirovanii rosta partii," in KPSS v re soliutsiiakh i reslieiiiakh s"ezdov, konferentsii i 
plcminov TsK, vol. 4 (Moscow, 1970), p. 143. A weaker statement is contained in the 
Central Committee and Central Control Commissioni resolution of April 1928, "Shakhtinskoe 
delo i prakticheskie zadachi v dele bor'by s nedostatkami klhoziaistvennogo stroitel'stva," 
in ibid., p. 91. 

30. Central Committee resolution of July 1928, "Ob uluchslhenii podgotovki novykh 
spetsialistov," in ibid., pp. 111-18. The April plenumii's resolution contained a weaker and 
somewhat contradictory recommendation (see "Shakhtinskoe delo," pp. 88-90). 
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them or showing "Communist conceit." He also produced documentation to 
demonstrate that the experts were still irreplaceable and that the industrialization 
drive would fail without their support,31 and he suggested that "the class issue" 
(increased recruitment of workers and Communists) be kept out of the discussion 
of the training of specialists.32 The last two arguments brought Rykov onto 
delicate ground as far as the public debate was concerned,33 though many leaders 
not linked with the Right may have silently agreed with him. Any Communist 
who had run a large bureaucracy was likely to feel that a good expert was worth 
his weight in gold, that young Communist graduates were generally inexperi- 
enced, cocky, and quarrelsome, and that workers promoted from the bench to 
apparat jobs were simply a nuisance. Stalin's new policy was obviously bound 
to cause trouble for industry (which stood to lose engineers to the GPU and 
skilled workers to the engineering schools and apparat work), and it could 
destroy the educational system. On top of that, it would cost money when the 
budget was already strained to capacity by the industrialization drive. 

But the political atmosphere of 1928 made it extremely difficult to oppose 
a proworker and antiexpert policy on practical grouinds, let alone on the "bureau- 
cratic" grounds of administrative and financial rationality. Uglanov, a future 
Rightist, discovered this as early as January 1928, when his remarks to the 
Moscow party committee on orderly administrative procedures were interrupted 
by a shout from the floor-"What about vydvi1heiicIcestvo [worker promotion 
into the apparat] ?" Having briefly characterized worker promotion as a way of 
swelling the bureaucracy and probably "holding back the tempo of our con- 
struction effort by 30 percent," Uglanov recommended the promotion of persons 
with real qualifications, such as college graduates. This provoked another inter- 
jection: "But of the graduates we ought to take those who are from the factory, 
from the worker's bench !"34 

By July, when the crucial decision on training of Red experts was made at 
the Central Committee plenum, the Right had evidently come to the conclusion 
that it was useless to fight on the central issue of large-scale recruitment of 
workers and Communists into higher education. But it was not an outright vic- 
tory for Stalin and Molotov. The Right fought on a relatively peripheral issue 
(whether the educational or industrial authorities should control the higher tech- 
nical schools) and forced a compromise resolution.35 This means that even 
Stalin's supporters may have beeni lukewarm about the cadres policy, and the 
impression is reinforced by the absence of enithusiastic advocacy of any part of 
the policy by any leader other than Stalin, i\[olotov, and Kaganovich.36 

31. Reported by Ordzhonikidze in XVI s"ccd Vsesoiwlnioi Kommuinisticheskoi partii: 
Stenlograficheskii otclict, part 1 (Moscow, 1931), p. 568. 

32. Quoted in Voprosy istorii KPSS, 1966, no. 2, p. 33. 
33. The entire controversy was kept out of the press, but it was known to all Com- 

munists because of the practice (apparently discontiniued in the early 1930s) of circulating 
verbatim reports of Central Committee meetings to local party organizations. 

34. Vtoroi plemnum MK VKP (b), 31 ianivaria-2 fevralia 1928: Doklady i rezoliuttsii 
(Moscow, 1928), p. 43. 

35. For a detailed discussion of this episode, see Sheila Fitzpatrick, Education and 
Social Mobility in the Soviet Uniont, 1921-1934 (London and New York, 1979), pp. 127-29. 

36. The Central Committee's resolution, "Ob uluchshenii podgotovki novykh spetsia- 
listov" (July 1928), was based on a report by Molotov (see M. Savelev and A. Poskrebyshev, 
Direktivy VKP[b] po khoziaistvennymi voprosaini [Moscow-Leningrad, 1931], p. 466). Its 
later resolution, "O kadrakh narodnogo khoziaistva" (November 1929), calling for further 
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The most important plank of the new policy-large-scale recruitment of 
adult workers and Comnmunists into the engineerinig schools to "master tech- 
nology"-was also, on the face of it, the most dlifficult. The Russian education 
commissariat was uncooperative, even with Vyshinskii (the presiding judge in 
the Shakhty trial), who was sent to strengthen its resolve.37 It took more than 
a year to prod the trade-union leadership into real acceptance of the unions' new 
role in selecting workers for higher education and putting them through pre- 
paratory courses.38 The unions argued with industry about who should pay the 
worker-students while they were in college, and the industrial and educational 
authorities argued about who should run the engineering schools. In the colleges 
themselves, the professors were resentful, the new students had trouble adjust- 
ing to the classroom again, and work was repeatedly disrupted by administrative 
reorganizations and changes in curriculum. Local party organizations often mis- 
directed their energies into purging "bourgeois" students who then simply trans- 
ferred to another college. 

Despite these difficulties, the party mobilized almost ten thousand Com- 
munists to engineering and other colleges in the years 1928-31, and an additional 
eight thousand Communists to higher military schools in 1931-32.39 The trade 
unions mobilized another five-six thousand Communist workers and almost four 
thousand workers who were not party members.40 These students-the "Thou- 
sanders"-were the most highly publicized of the First Five-Year Plan vydvi- 
zhentsy, but the success of Stalin's policy did not depend on them alone. The real 
question was whether Communists and workers who were not selected as Thou- 
sanders would decide to answer the call to higher education. It promised, no 
doubt, advancement in the future, but, in the short term, it meant surviving on 
a student stipend, living in overcrowdedI dormitories away from one's family, 
struggling with unfamiliar book work, and entering a strange and in some 
respects hostile environment. Sheer admiinistrative pressure could not make the 

expansion of higher and technical education and increased educational recruitment of Com- 
munists and workers, was based on a report by Kaganovich (see text of resolution in KPSS 
v rezoliu*tsiiakh, vol. 4, pp. 334-45;. identification of the rapporteur is found in EZheiiedel'nik 
Narodnogo koujissariata prosveshclieniiia. RSFSR, no. 50 [1929], p. 3). For other statements 
by Molotov and Kaganovich, see notes 45-47 below. 

37. Vyshinskii was appointed head of Narkompros's administration of technical educa- 
cation in the summer or early fall of 1928 (see Pravda, September 25, 1928, p. 6). 

38. In early 1929, the Central Counicil of Trade Unions (VTsSPS) responded quite 
skeptically to Vyshinskii's report on recruitment of workers into higher education: speakers 
said the mobilization of the first trade-union "Thousand" had been a chaotic last-minute 
effort, and 'some feared massive dropouts of worker-students. By December 1930, the union- 
ists' attitude had changed completely. They now referred to the vydviZ2hentsy as the cream 
of the working class, abused Vesenkha for delaying college admission of some thousands of 
graduates of trade-union preparatory courses and other faults of educational administration, 
and in general expressed an officiously proprietorial attitude toward the higher technical 
schools (see Tsentral'nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Oktiabr'skoi revoliutsii i sotsialisticheskogo 
stroitel'stva SSSR [TsGAOR], fond 5451, opis' 13, delo 14, pp. 188-92, and f. 5451, op. 13, 
d. 15, pp. 125-34, stenographic reports of meetings of VTsSPS, January 11, 1929 and De- 
cember 8, 1930). 

39. Data from S. Fediukin, Sovetskaia vlast' i bzir-hita2-nye spetsialisty (Moscow, 1965) 
p. 243; and B. S. Telpukhovskii in Voprosy istorii KPSS, 1976, no. 8, p. 93. 

40. TsGAOR, f. 5451, op. 15, d. 785, p. 65, VTsSPS, Sector of Industrial Cadres. 
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policy succeed, if only because of the possibility of mass dropout by the new 
students. A spontaneous entry of Communists and working-class adults into 
college was necessary, with every ambitious twenty-five-year-old in the country 
wondering if he could afford to be left out. 

The winter of 1929-30 seems to have been the turning point and the begin- 
ning of a mass influx into technical edlucation. This was partly because new 
colleges opened and more places became available. But for adults-the majority 
of the new students-other factors were probably equally important: college 
may suddenly have seemed a more desirable option when the alternatives might 
be mobilization to the countryside for collectivization or pressure to transfer to a 
distant industrial construction site like Magniitogorsk. In any case, wlhatever the 
reasons for their choices, young Communists and working-class adults streamed 
into hiigher and secondary technical schools dItiring the years 1930-32. By the 
beginning of 1933, two hundred thirty-three thousand Communists-the equiva- 
lent of almost a quarter of the party's total membership at the end of 1927-were 
full-time students in some type of educational institution. One hundred six 
thousand of the Communist students were in institutes of higher education 
(excluding higher party and military schools and industrial academies), and 
almost two-thirds of this group was studying engineering.4' 

The number of former workers among college students at the end of the 
First Five-Year Plan cannot be ascertained exactly because of deficiencies in 
the statistics: it was probably in the vicinity of ninety to one hundred thousand, 
somewhat over half of whom were Communists.42 This gives a total group of 
about one hundred fifty thousand Communist and worker vydvizhentsy. But 
perhaps a clearer sense of the vydvizhenie can emerge by considering a few 
individual biographies. The following examples-all men who later rose to very 
high positions in the party and government leadership-are from the cream of 
the group and tend to have a more solid precollege education than the average: 

Brezhnev, Leonid Il'ich, born 1906 in family of Kamenskoe (Dneprodzer- 
zhinsk) factory worker. Graduated from agricultural tekhnikumn and worked 
as land surveyor in 1920s, rising to deputy head of Urals Department of 
Agriculture. Candidate member of party 1929, full member 1931. In 1930, 
entered Timiriazev Agricultural Academy in Moscow, but left in same year 
and returned with wife and child to his home town, taking job as worker 
at Dneprodzerzhinsk Metallurgical Plant and simultaneously enrolling as 
student in local metallurgical institute, from which he graduated in 1935. 

Kosygin, Aleksei Nikolaevich, born 1904 in family of Petersburg worker. 
Fought in civil war, then graduated from tekhnikumn and worked in Siberian 
consumer-cooperative network. Party member from 1927. Entered Lenin- 
grad Textile Institute in 1930. 

Ustinov, Dmitrii Fedorovich, born 1908 in family of Samara worker. 
Trained and worked as fitter and machinist before entering Moscow Mili- 
tary-Mechanical Institute circa 1930. Party member from 1927. 

41. Data from Iudin, Sotsial'naia baza rosta KPSS, p. 180; Sotsialisticheskoe stroitel'stvo 
SSSR: Statisticheskii ezhegodnik (Moscow, 1934), p. 410; and Nicholas de Witt, Educa- 
tion and Professional Employmnent in the USSR (Washington, D.C., 1961), pp. 638-39. 

42. For the calculation on which this estimate is based, see Fitzpatrick, Education and 
Social Mobility, p. 187. 
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Malyshev, Viacheslav Aleksandrovich, born 1902 in family of provincial 
teacher. Graduated from railroad teklnikitmt and subsequently worked on 
railroads, rising to locomotive driver. Party member from 1926. Entered 
Bauman Mechanical-Mathematical Institute, M\oscow, as Party Thousander 
in 1930. 

Patolichev, Nikolai Semenovich, born 1908 in peasant family (father, who 
had remained in tsarist army after conscription in 1902, died fighting with 
Red Army in civil war). Incomplete primiary education in village school. 
From age sixteen, worked at Chernoreclh'e Chemical Plant and studied at 
its apprenticeship school. Became secretary of plant's Komsomol organiza- 
tion; mobilized for collectivization in 1930. Party member from 1928. In 
1931, entered Mendeleev Chemical-Techniological Institute in Moscow (this 
institute was quickly split into a number of separate schools, one of which 
was the Military-Chemical Academy from which 'Patolichev later gradu- 
ated). 

Chuianov, Aleksei Semnenovich, born 1905, both parents laborers at grain 
collection point in southern Russia. Completed seven-year general school, 
then worked in Komsomol apparat. Joined party in 1925. After an unsuc- 
cessful effort to enter a rabfak in 1927, selected in 1929 as a Party Thou- 
sander and sent to Lomonosov Mechanical Institute in Moscow (this insti- 
tute was also split up in the early 1930s: the school from which Chuianov 
later graduated was the Moscow Chemical-Technological Institute of the 
Meat Industry).43 

The one hundred fifty thousand Communist and worker vydvizhentsy into 
hiigher education-most of them due to graduate only in 1935-37--constituted 
a very large investment in future cadres. But there were also immediate needs, 
met to a large extent by direct promotion of persons without educational qualifi- 
cations but untainted by "bourgeois" origins or service under the old regime. In 
1928-33, some 140,638 workers from the bench were promoted to responsible 
administrative and specialist positions, the majority being trained on the job as 
plant technicians, engineers, and managers in industry. Over half of this group 
did not belong to the party.44 A much larger group moved upward from manual 
to white-collar occupations of all types. According to one Soviet source, in 1930- 
33 alone, 666,000 Communist workers left the factory for white-collar employ- 
ment and full-time study.45 No simiiilar figures are available for nonparty workers, 
but if we assume that Communists were at least as likely as non-Communists to 

43. Biographical data from Borys Levytsky, The Soviet Political Elite (Munich, 1969) 
and Ezahegodnik Bol'shoi sovetskoi enitsiklopedii 1971 (Moscow, 1971). Additional data on 
Brezhnev from John Dornberg, Brelztnev, The Masks of Potwer (New York, 1974), pp. 54- 
55; and Leoni.id I. Bre-zhnev: Pages Fra11t His Life (New York, 1978), pp. 26-32; data on 
Malyshev from Pravda, November 22, 1937, p. 2; on Patolichev from N. S. Patolichev, 
Ispytan.ie nta grelost' (Moscow, 1977), passim; and on Chuianov from A. S. Chuianov, 
Na strevZinne veka: Zapiski sekretaria obkonia. (Moscow, 1976), passim. 

44. Sostav rutkovodiashchikh rabotnikov i spetsialistov Soiiza SSR (Moscow, 1936), 
pp. 8-11. The figures are based on a survey of leading cadres taken in November 1933. The 
group numbered over eight hundred thousand and constituted about one-tenth of all white- 
collar workers at that time. Cadres working in the military, security, and party apparats 
were excluded. 

45. Komninuniiiisticheskaia partiia-Uini, chest' i sovest' ntashei epokhi (Moscow, 1969), 
pp. 221-22. 
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be promoted into responsible positions (a classification covering about one-tenth 
of all white-collar jobs in 1933), 666,000 appears to be a minimum estimate for 
the direct promotion of nonparty workers. The total number of workers moving 
out of manual occupations and into white-collar and administrative positions and 
full-time study in this period was probably at least one and a half million. 

However, neither direct promotion of new cadres nor the training of quali- 
fied cadres for the future solved the immediate problem which Stalin had noted 
in 1928: the existing Red cadres still lacked technical expertise. This fundamental 
point was sometimes overlooked in the enthusiastic reports of proletarian promo- 
tions characteristic of the First Five-Year Plan period. Yet the frequent 
announcements of new conspiracies and wrecking by the bourgeois specialists 
implied that the old cadres were still being hoodwinked by their subordinates. 
This theme dropped out of public view after Stalin's first commentaries on the 
Shakhty affair. Consequently, it is all the more striking to find it emphasized in 
leadership discussions conducted in camera. 

Speaking to a closed party audience in 1929, Molotov warned that the 
Shakhty trial "was an enormous lesson for all of us, but especially for the Com- 
munists in the industrial leadership; yet to this day the lesson has been seriously 
pondered by far from all our comrades."46 Kaganovich spoke more blulntly in his 
private meetings with trade-union leaders, whose obsession with the old struggle 
of labor and management, he thought, blinded them to real political dangers: 

You reduce everything to the industrialists, but the fact is that it's not the 
industrialists who make the decisions. Take the director of some plant, say 
the Tomskii or Rykov plants in the Donbass-he's a pawn, he's powerless 
on his ownl, he runs around and rushes from place to place, but he himself 
can do nothing. The technical personnel makes the decisions.47 

And again, a few weeks later, Kaganovich warned: 

You are wrong- in thinking that it's the Presidium of Vesenkha that matters, 
that it controls the economy. It's not the Presidium of Vesenkha that will 
be doing that. When it comes to firing heads of departments, the majority 
of people who will be doing that are nonparty.48 

At the Sixteenth Party Congress in mid-1930, Ordzhonikidze-then head 
of the party's Central Control Commission-presented a report highly critical 
of Vesenkha's direction of industry. But the real sting was not in Ordzhonikidze's 
report (at least in its published form) but in the supporting materials circulated 
in numbered copies to Congress delegates. These contained extracts from the 
interrogations of experts f ormerly employed in the industrial and transport 
administrations and currently under arrest for wrecking. The experts said almost 
nothing in the extracts about the bizarre conspiracies to which some of them 

46. V. Molotov report ("The Construction of Socialism and the Contradictions of 
Growth"), in Pervaia in oskovskaia oblastitaia kontferenttsiia Vsesoiuznzoi Komtlmunisticheskoi 
partii (bol'shevikov): Steniograficheskii otchet, vol. 1 (Moscow, 1929), p. 42. 

47. TsGAOR, f. 5451, op. 13, d. 14, p. 23, stenographic report of meeting of VTsSPS 
January 2, 1929. 

48. Ibid., p. 51, stenographic report of meeting of VTsSPS, January 25, 1929. 
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later confessed in show trials like that of the "Industrial Party" late in 1930. 
They mainly described how the apparats really functioned and what they thought 
of their Communist bosses. One may, of course, doubt testimony given under 
duress (though one of the remarkable features of the confessions is the passion 
with which many experts def ended their positions on old policy conflicts, often 
explaining that they had been "too timid" to engage in the blatant sabotage of 
those experts who had taken the opposing side). But the very fact that such 
materials were circulated at the Congress indicates that Ordzhonikidze, and 
presumably also Stalin, thought that the experts were saying something of value, 
and the message could hardly have brouglht joy to the industrialists. 

Though of tenl sympathetic to their Communist directors, the experts strongly 
emphasized their bosses' lack of techlnical expertise. According to S. A. Khren- 
nikov (formerly a powerful figure in Vesenkha), "the man in charge of metal- 
lurgy [in 1925-26]-Comrade Berezin, a Communist-was completely un- 
acquainted with the field, and any wrecking act could be got past him,"49 and 
I. V. Kosior found it "hard to get a grasp of things" when lhe was transferred 
from the oil industry to Ukrainialn steel.50 The former chief engineer of Vesen- 
kha's Rifle and Machine Gun Trust testified that G. I. Bruno, chairman of the 
trust, "could not understand technical matters at all (he was a railroad technician, 
never worked at defense plants, and did not know the field)" and that Mirza- 
khanov, another Communist leader of the trust, performed better but could still 
be fooled by the experts.51 

I. N. Strizhev, formerly a senior official in Vesenkha's fuel administration 
and earlier a manager of Nobel's Dagestani oil fields, explained why the Com- 
munists were less effective than prerevolutionary managers: 

The Communist industrialists mainly did not know how to do the work 
and were only learnilng. . . . Wheni I was a maniager of oil enterprises be- 
f ore the Revolution, I went round the works every day, . . . I knew each 
worker and each employee. The preselnt adminiistrators of the oil fields 
do not penetrate so deeply. Tlhey were [sic] surrounded by papers and red- 
tape, bureaucratism, and millions of meetings. They had no time to do the 
work.52 

But in some cases, according to the experts, Comlmiunists actually saw it as their 
function to cope with bureaucratic andl political impediments, while the experts 
handled the business. According to the confessioln of V. A. Domenov, former 
technical director of the trust,53 when G. I. Lomov-who had the misfortune to 
head the Donbass coal administration in 1928-was in charge of the Urals Plati- 
num Trust in the early 1920s, he "was busy with the Urals soviet, and actually 
I had all the responsibility." This was confirmedl by the trust's former chief 
mechanic, who added that Lomov "described himself as a battering ram, making 
a breach in the wall so that in the future the path would be smooth, without big 
obstructions. 

49. Materiazly k otchetut TsKK VKP (b) XVI s"ezdu VKP (b) (Moscow, 1930), p. 50. 
50. Ibid. 
51. Ibid., pp. 44-45. 
52. Ibid., p. 49. 
53. Ibid., p. 39. 
54. Ibid., p. 40. 
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Many of the experts said that they had had a close relationship with their 
Communist bosses-so close that the bosses would not hesitate to defend them 
from outside criticism, and seemed to put institutional interest above their duty 
as party members to observe the confidentiality of communications from higher 
party and security organs. When Miklhailov, the Old Bolshevik chairman of the 
Leningrad Machine Building Trust, received a "completely secret memorandum" 
from the GPU criticizing the trust's policy of cutting back defense production 
in certain Leningrad plants, he handed it over to a nonparty engineer, Dukelskii, 
who was one of the main targets of GPU criticism. On Mikhailov's instruc- 
tions, Dukelskii drafted the trust's reply "in an obviously improper manner, 
dragging in facts which were meant to justify the Machine Trust's actions and 
my own."55 

An even more distressing report came f rom Khabarov, f ormerly chief 
engineer in one of the electrotechnical trusts and a strong supporter of the 
Erikson automatic telephone system which the trust had decided to install in 
several cities. On receiving a GPU objection to the choice of the Erikson system 
over the competing system of the German Sienmens firm, the trust's Communist 
chairman, I. P. Zhukov, handed it over to Khabarov and (using the familiar 
form of address) asked if he had enemies who might have taken a complaint 
to the GPU. Khabarov suggested a few experts in the field, evidently supporters 
of the Siemens system, but Zhukov quickly rejected one of them: "It can hardly 
be Vilner, because he's getting a work-over himself." Khabarov, of course, com- 
posed the trust's answer to the GPU, but he still felt the need to consolidate 
the pro-Erikson position against attack from the Siemens supporters (both firms 
were foreign, but there was no apparent suggestion that they had been involved 
in a sinister way, or that there was more to the conflict than a difference of pro- 
fessional judgment). Therefore, he mentioned the problem to his friend V. A. 
Sergievskii, another future wrecker, who published the technical case for the 
Erikson system in the journal of the Commissariat of Posts and Telegraph, in 
the hope that this would dispose of the professional opposition, despite its ag- 
gressive tactics in enlisting GPU support.56 

The entire document must have caused quite a stir at the Sixteenth Party 
Congress, because some of the Communist names mentioned were highly re- 
spected, including those of two of Kuibyshev's deputy commissars at Vesenkha, 
Mezhlauk and I. V. Kosior. It is not surprising that Kuibyshev, Vesenkha's 
chairman and a Politburo member, returned from this session of the Congress in 
a state of deep shock.57 A few months later, he was replaced as chairman of 
Vesenkha by Ordzhonikidze, who was to remain at the head of Soviet industry- 
first as chairman of Vesenkha, then from 1932 as commissar of heavy industry- 
until February 1937, when he committed suicide a few weeks after his deputy, 
Piatakov, was sentenced to death. 

Ordzhonikidze entered Vesenkha in mid-November 1930 with a mandate 
to purge and raise the quality of the industrial cadres. With the trial of the 
"Industrial Party" experts in progress, among his first actions were the appoint- 
ment of a commission "for liquidation of the consequences Qf wrecking" (headed 

55. Ibid., p. 53. 
56. Ibid., pp. 54-55. 
57. A. F. Khavin, U rulia industrii (Moscow, 1968), p. 82. 
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by an official who was probably seconded from the OGPU58) and a thunderous 
denunciation of "traitors and enemies of Soviet power" formerly associated with 
Vesenkha and now implicated in the Industrial Party affair.59 But punitive purg- 
ing was not Ordzhonikidze's style. Even as Central Control Commission chair- 
man he had seemed skeptical of Molotov's accusations against the bourgeois 
experts60 and maintained cordial personal relations with party Oppositionists 
even at the height of the struggle against them.61 Within a few months of his 
arrival at Vesenkha, he was expressing confidence in the future loyalty of the 
experts62 and, according to one report, recommending the release of those who 
had been arrested.63 His dealings with major party Oppositionists in the Ve- 
senkha apparat were similarly conciliatory. Bukharin's authority in the scientific- 
technical sector was reinforced, and the Left Oppositionist Piatakov was restored 
to his pre-1928 position as deputy commissar.64 

Stalin, in his famous "Six Conditions" speech of June 1931, announced 
major policy changes, including the rehabilitation of the bourgeois experts, which 
the industrialists had been advocatilng for the past six months.65 His speech also 
foreshadowed the end of large-scale vydvizhenie of workers and Communists 
into full-time higher education, although it was lnot until the college reorganiza- 
tion of 1933 (in which Ordzhonikidze's commissariat played a leading part) that 

58. The official was G. E. Prokofiev, probably the same G. E. Prokofiev who attended 
the Seventeenth Party Congress in 1934 as an OGPU delegate. He was appointed head of 
the temporary group for the liquidation of the consequences of wrecking in November 1930, 
moved to head of Vesenkha's control (proverka ispolineijiia) section in January, and released 
from the Vesenkha presidium in August 1931 (see Tsentral'nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv 
narodnogo khoziaistva SSSR [TsGANKh], f. 3429, op. 1, d. 5233, p. 150; and f. 3429, 
op. 1, d. 5251, p. 31; f. 3429, op. 1, d. 5259, p. 227, orders [prika2vy] of Vesenkha USSR). 

59. Order no. 6 (January 4, 1931), signed by Ordzhonikidze, expelling from Vesenkha 
A. M. Ginzburg, Kafengauz, Ramzin, Sokolovskii, Slhein, and Khrennikov (TsGANKh, 
f. 3421, op. 1, d. 5251, p. 12). 

60. Ordzhonikidze, making a late appearance at the conferenice at which Molotov had 
reported (see note 45 above), said that he considered the Gosplan "wrecker" Groman "a 
man who could not be bought," although his ideology made Ihim dangerous (Pervaia inoskoZv- 
skaia oblastntaia koiiferentsiia, p. 181). 

61. At a mid-1927 meeting of the Central Control Commlillissionl, for example, the Op- 
positionist Muralov had difficulty getting a hearinig in an extremely tense atmosphere. 
Muralov nevertheless made a friendly reference to Ordzlhonikidze, wlho responded later with 
a bantering and distinctly nonhostile interjection (see VI Pleuii7( TsKK sostaza XIV 
s"ezda VKP[b] 26-27 iiul/ia 1927 g. [stenographic report for limited circulation] [Moscow, 
1927], pp. 99 and 102). 

62. Speech to Conferenice of Industrialists, in Za industriaii2atsiiu, February 2, 1931, 
p. 2. 

63. Memoir by I. S. Peskin, in Byli indutstrial'nyc: Ocherki i vospowiilaiiiia (Moscow, 
1970), p. 183. 

64. In May 1931, Ordzlhoinikidze gave warm approval to Bukharin's proposal for a con- 
ference on scientific planning, whiclh turned out to be a big step forward on Bukharill's road 
to political rehabilitation. In October, he entrusted the reorganization of Vesenkha's plan- 
ning sector-an important task, which might well lhave been assigned to one of the trusted 
colleagues Ordzhonikidze hlad brought witlh him from TsKK-to Piatakov (see TsGANKh, 
f. 3429, op. 1, d. 5244, p. 243, file of the Ukrainian Vesenkha containing central instructions 
for 1931; and f. 3429, op. 1, d. 5262, p. 26, order of Vesenkha USSR, no. 705). 

65. Stalin, "Novaia obstanovka-novye zadachi," pp. 51-80. 
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the policy came into full operation. It is possible that Stalin felt that he had 
suffered a defeat with these policy changes,66 or at least that Ordzhonikidze had 
preempted the initiative. But the educational vydvizlheniie had earlier been de- 
scribed as a short-termn measure, and for practical reasons it could hardly have 
been otherwise. Stalin took full credit for the "Six Conditions"-in fact, the 
publicity surrounding them pushed the Stalin cult to new heights-and the new 
policies announced in his speech remained in force for the rest of the Stalin era. 
Ordzhonikidze was no less concerned about the quality of industrial cadres. 
Appointments and transfers came under Ordzhonikidze's personal control at 
Vesenkha,67 and the Central Committee Secretariat, whose confirmation was 
required for all appointments of Communists, apparently simply rubber-stamped 
Ordzhonikidze's orders.68 

Ordzhonikidze's cadres, as they emerged in the early 1930s, were essentially 
a different group from the Red directors of the 1920s.69 Although many of the 
old Red directors were reduced to relatively minor positions (the former defense 
industry leader G. I. Bruno, for example, was appointed head of the Fifth 
Industrial Construction Trust in 193170), Ordzhonikidze vastly enhanced the 
authority of plant directors and appointed new cadres to these positions. Many 
of these cadres had previously held high positions in the central apparat, and a 
few were recent graduates of the engineering schools, having entered higher 
education during, NEP. But there was no single or predominant recruiting ground 
for Ordzhonikidze's cadres. His strategy was bold promotion and lavish reward 
for anyone with a good performance record or, in the case of the young, signs of 
practical initiative and energy. 

Most contemporaries admired Ordzhonikidze's achievements with regard to 
the industrial cadres. But the problem of technical expertise remained, since, no 
matter how he juggled them, there were simply too few qualified cadres for the 
jobs that needed to be filled. The annual output of the engineering schools was 
increasing rapidly during the first half of the 1930s, but Ordzhonikidze did not 

66. This is argued in Kendall E. Bailes, Tech;iology anld Society un der Lenin anld Stalini 
(Princeton, 1978), chapter 7. A somewhat different view is presented in Fitzpatrick, Edluca- 
tiont and Social Mobility, chapter 10. 

67. Virtually all orders on appointments and personnel matters in Vesenkha and later 
in the Commissariat of Heavy Industry were signed personally by Ordzhonikidze as well as 
by the head of his cadres sector, I. M. Moskvin (the majority of orders on other types of 
questions were signed by one of the deputy commissars). Breaking with the practice of his 
predecessor, Kuibyshev, on December 3, 1930 Ordzhonikidze ordered that the cadres sector 
be directly subordinated to the Vesenkha chairman (TsGANKhi, f. 3429, op. 1, d. 5233, 
p. 250, order no. 2,373). 

68. See Chuianov, Na streoinine zeka, p. 41. Soon after his appointment to the industrial 
section of the Central Committee department of leading party organs, Chuianov uninten- 
tionally caused confusion by flouting this unwritten rule. 

69. On the various generations of khoz0iaistvemniiki, see A. F. Khavin's firsthand account 
in A. F. Khavin, "Kapitany sovetskoi industrii 1926-1940 gody," Voprosy istorii, 1966, no. 5, 
pp. 3-14. 

70. TsGANKh, f. 3429, op. 1, d. 5251, p. 15. Not all the industrialists named with Bruno 
in the document circulated at the Sixteenth Party Congress were demoted by Ordzhonikidze. 
Of those mentioned earlier in this article, Lomov was transferred to Gosplan in 1931, but 
I. P. Zhukov and Mirzakhanov prospered in their respective fields, and Ordzhonikidze re- 
stored Mezhlauk and I. V. Kosior to the status of deputy commissar shortly after his arrival 
at Vesenkha. 
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consider the majority of new gradtuates ready for immedliate promiotion to respon- 
sible positions.71 A few thousanid cadres emiiergedl each year froml the industrial 
academies, and Ordzhonikidze sent quite large numbers of his industrialists on 
trips to the capitalist West, especially to America, to study modern technology in 
action. These measures, however, ha(l relatively little impact on the lower level 
of cadres, whose training remainied a preoccupation of the leading party organs. 

In 1932, the Central Conmmlittee noted the pool results and "extraordinarily 
slow tempo" of the campaign to educate industrial cadres,72 and, in 1934, the 
Seventeenth Party Congress decreed that all industrial cadres should be required 
to pass a "technical minimum" examination.73 In heavy industry, 2,386 cadres 
passed this examinationi the following year, and by miid-1935 a total of 6,320 
were enrolled in the courses.74 It is difficult to judge how muclh real effect this 
kind of training lhad. Many must have been in the position of the slhop head, 
promoted from the bench in 1930, whose formal education had ended in primary 
school thirty-four years earlier. After taking the technical minimiium course, they 
could follow technical discussions at the plant, but they were still far from the 
level of specialists or even technicians.75 

In the spring of 1935, Stalin indicated that he remained dissatisfied with the 
speed at which the cadres were mastering techlnology. The Soviet Union, he said, 
had acquired teclhnology but lacked the trained personniel to make ftill use of it. 
The old slogan "Technology [tekhln)ika] decides everythilng" must be replaced by 
a new slogan-"Cadres decide everything": 

Technology, without the people who have mastered that teclhnology, is dead. 
Technology, directed by people who have mastered that technology, can 
and must produce miracles. If there were enough cadres capable of instal- 
ling that technology in our best plants and factories, in our state farms and 
collective farms, and in the Red Army, the country would get two or three 
times the benefit that it gets now. That is why we must put the stress on 
people, on cadres, on personnel with a mastery of technology.76 

This speech, addressed to graduates of the Red Army Academy, was clearly an 
appeal to the whole cohort of rising young specialists and First Five-Year Plan 

71. In his speech to the Central Committee plenum of January 1933, Ordzhonikidze 
warned against overly rapid promotion for the more than twenty thousanld engilleers who had 
graduated from higher schools between 1929 and 1932: "At all costs, we must make sure 
that the engineer graduating from higher technical school does not immediately become a 
big boss [bol'shi1i n1achal'stvo01l] at the plant. Let him go and Nork for the time being as 
an assistant foreman and he can begin to rise upwNards from there . . ." (Materialy 
ob"edinenrnogo plenuwiiiia TsK i TsKK VKP (b), 7-12 ianvaria 1933 goda [Doklady, reclhi, 
rezoliiutsii] [Moscow, 1933], p. 127). 

72. "O tekhnicheskom obuchenii khoziaistvenniikov, professionali'nykh i partiinykh 
kadrov" (January 17, 1932), in Resheniiia partii i prazitel'stva po khoziaistvennyni voprosanm, 
vol. 2 (Moscow, 1967), pp. 371-73. 

73. Resolution of the Seventeenth Party Congress on organizational questions (Feb- 
ruary 1934) and resolution of TsK and Sovnarkoni USSR, "Ob organizatsionnykh 
meropriiatiiakh v oblasti sovetskogo i khoziaistvennogo stroitel'stva" (March 15, 1934), in 
ibid., pp. 466-67, 468. 

74. S. Ia. Andelman, ed., God uchebY kehofiaistvcn nikov (MoscoN-Leningrad, 1935), 
pp. 9 and 14. 

75. Ibid., pp. 40-42. 
76. Stalin, "Rech' na vypuske akademikov Krasnoi Armii," p. 61. 
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vydvizhenztsy to challenge their elders and lead the country forward. But one 
young Stakhanovite worker, Ivan Gudov, believed that Stalin was talking about 
people like him-workers who challenged the plant managers and engineers by 
showing that the current production norms underestimated the real capacity of 
the plants.77 This may not have been a correct analysis, but it was a good f ore- 
cast. By the end of the year, Stalin was using the Stakhanovite movement to 
launch a new attack on the industrial cadres. 

The Stakhanovites, Stalin told the first Stakhanovite meeting in November 
1935, 

are free from the conservatism and inertia of some engineers, technicians, 
and industrialists. They go boldly forward, breaking outmoded technical 
norms and creating new and higher ones. They introduce corrections into 
the projected capacity and economic plans composed by the leaders of our 
industry; they often supplement and correct the engineers and technicians; 
frequently they teach them and give them a push forward.78 

Stalin suspected that plant managers and engineers were intentionally keeping 
the norms low so that they could show high figures of plan fulfillment. From his 
standpoint, the merits of the Stakhanovites lay not only in their ability to break 
production records but also in their tendency to cause trouble at the plants and 
shake up the bosses' cozy mutual protection arrangements. (The early Stakhanov- 
ites were not quite the ideal Soviet citizens represented in the literature: those 
who risked the hostility of fellow workers as well as management by vastly over- 
fulfilling norms were often natural loners of quarrelsome disposition.) 

When trouble broke out between plant managers and would-be Stakhanov- 
ites in 1936, local press and party organizations were encouraged to take the 
side of the Stakhanovites. In the spring of that year, a number of plant and mine 
directors were fired, and some were arrested for sabotage as a result of such 
conflicts.79 Although Ordzhonikidze made every effort to demonstrate his com- 
missariat's support for the Stakhanovites, the campaign for higher norms was 
politically damaging to him. After the summer of 1936, when Piatakov was 
arrested as a Trotskyite wrecker, it was clear that worse was to come.80 

For the Soviet public and the outside world, the unfolding of the Great 
Purge was closely linked with three dramatic show trials of Old Bolsheviks (the 
Zinoviev-Kamenev trial in the summer of 1936, the Piatakov-Radek trial in the 
beginning of 1937, and the Bukharin trial early in 1938). The Piatakov trial, 
involving no former party leader of the first rank, might at first glance seem the 
least interesting. Nevertheless, it was the Piatakov trial, together with Stalin's 
and Molotov's commentaries on it at the February-March 1937 plenum of the 
Central Committee, that gave the signal for mass demotions and arrests of the 

77. Ivan Gudov, Sud'ba rabochego, 2nd ed. (Moscow, 1974), p. 60. 
78. Stalin, "Rech' na pervom vsesoiuznom soveshchanii stakhanovtsev" (November 17, 

1935), Sochineniia, ed. Robert H. McNeal, 1(14):84-85. 
79. Sovet pri Narodntomi kowiiissare tiazheloi promnyshleimosti SSSR 25-29 iiun?ia 1936 

g.: Stenograficheskii otchet (Moscow, 1936), pp. 38, 92-93, 390. 
80. On the arrest and the reaction of industrialists, including Ordzhonikidze, see Gudov, 

Sud'ba rabochego, pp. 102-4. 
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Soviet political and managerial elite. The timinig suggests that it was not merely 
one of the Great Purge trials, but the crucial one. 

Piatakov and the group of Old Bolsheviks and industrialists on trial with 
him were described as saboteurs who had conspired both with the exiled Trotsky 
and with intelligence agents of foreign powers. The scenario was obviously quite 
similar to those used in the show trials of bourgeois experts during the First 
Five-Year Plan. But what is more interesting is that Stalin and Molotov insisted 
that there was a continuity in policy between the Shakhty trial of 1928 and the 
Piatakov trial of 1937. In 1928, they said, the state had been threatened by the 
sabotage of a group of technical experts who were not Communists, while in 
1937 the threat came from Communists who were not technical experts (accord- 
ing to Stalin, Piatakov and his like were "simiply loud-mouths and improvisers 
from the point of view of technical training'"81). Stalin and Molotov reminded 
the Central Committee that the Shaklhty wreckers had unwittingly provided 
the stimulus for a major cadres training program during the First Five-Year 
Plan. As a result, "during the time between the Shakhty period and the present 
we have produced tens of thousands of Bolshevik cadres who are genuinely 
tempered in a technical sense. . In technical respects, our people are better 
qualified than the Trotskyites, the present wreckers."82 

Stalin made it clear that the reason for the continuity of this policy was 
the party leadership's concern that Bolshevik cadres had not yet mastered tech- 
nology. Ignoring the substantial personlnel chaniges that had taken place under 
Ordzhonikidze, he equated the industrial cadres of 1937 with those who had 
been content with "the role of inept commissars under the bourgeois specialists" 
in 1928. He claimed that they had refused or been unable to acquire technical 
expertise: 

You must remember how unwilliingly our industrial cadres then recognized 
their mistakes, how unwillingly they acknowledged their technical back- 
wardness, and how sluggishly they grasped the slogan "Master technology." 
And what happened? The facts showed that the slogan "Master technology" 
had its effect and gave good results. Now we have tens and hundreds of 
thousands of marvelous industrial cadres who have already mastered tech- 
nology and are moving our industry forward. But we would not have those 
cadres now if the party had yielded to the stubbornness of the industrialists 
who did not wish to confess their technical backwardness, if the party had 
not recognized their mistakes and corrected them in time.83 

Nobody could have doubted that this was an indictment of a whole group rather 
than of individual Trotskyite wreckers. This impression- was reinforced by the 
press campaign of the first months of 1937 which criticized the industrialists 
for a series of faults that had nothing to do with Trotskyite conspiracy, including 
conservative resistance to innovation, unwillingness to promote promising young 

81. Stalin, "O nedostatkakh partiinQi raboty i merakh likvidatsii trotskistskikh i inykh 
dvurushnikov" (speech to Central Committee plenum, March 3, 1937), Sochineiija, ed. 
Robert H. McNeal, 1(14): 203. 

82. V. M. Molotov, "Uroki vreditel'stva, diversii i shpionazha iapono-nemetsko- 
trotskistskikh agentov" (edited version of speech to Central Committee plenum), Bol'shevik, 
1937, no. 8 (April 15, 1937), pp. 24-26. 

83. Stalin, "O nedostatkakh partiinoi raboty," p. 203. 
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engineers and workers, mutual protection arrangements, self-aggrandizement, 
and alienation f rom the masses.84 

Yet Stalin had referred to the "tens and hundreds of thousands of marvel- 
ous industrial cadres" at the nation's disposal. Who were they? A group of prom- 
inent Donbass industrialists, undoubtedly hoping that an engineering degree 
would guarantee membership in the favored group, hastened to complete their 
part-timie studies in mid-1937 and announced this to the press,85 but, as it turned 
out, this did not save them from being purged. Others concluded that the prime 
characteristic of "marvelous industrial cadres" was youth. When Mirzakhanov, 
an Old Bolshevik director of a big defense industry plant, accompanied one of 
his junior engineers to Moscow (knowing that the younger man was to replace 
him as director), he broke his morose silence during the journey only once: 

"How old are you ?" 
"I will soon be 33." 
"A good age," he remarked.86 

But there were distinctions to be made even among the young and techni- 
cally trained. In the spring of 1937, the industrial newspaper carried an article 
criticizing a group of young engineers, probably graduates of the late 1920s, 
who had been sent abroad to study American technology in the early 1930s and 
had held high positions in an important plant since their return. Despite their 
youth, the paper charged that these men had become conservative opponents of 
change: "Although in the past they boldly defended new technology, they have 
succumbed to slavish veneration of ten-year-old blueprints and tracings, for the 
sole reason that they come from abroad."87 The writer seemed to suggest that, 
in addition to the dubious American connection, they were disqualified by having 
already achieved the status of leading cadres. In the plant, they were holding 
back the promotion of real innovators-engineers of almost their own age, but 
who had graduated more recently, men who had "been around" and had good 
rapport with the workers, in short, vydvizhenitsy sent to college during the First 
Five-Year Plan. The leader of the group challenging the "young graybeards" in 
charge of the plant was a former Party Thousander. 

However, the conclusions of the article were unusual for the time in which 
it was written. The speeches of Stalin and Molotov at the February-March 
plenum had not been immediately published, and even when they appeared, the 
press seemed uncertain about what commentary to offer. For Central Committee 
members, the drama of the plenum lay in Stalin's and Molotov's attacks on ob- 

84. See, for examlple, Za iidustriaiizatsihi, March 9, 1937, p. 3, March 14, 1937, p. 3, and 
March 22, 1937, p. 2; and editorial in Pravda, February 14, 1937, p. 1. 

85. Za industrializatsii, July 5, 1937, p. 4. Included in the group were Radin, director of 
the Il'ich plant at Mariupol, and Gugel, director of the Ordzhonikidze metallurgical com- 
bine (Azovstal'). 

86. Memoir by N. E. Nosovskii (Mirzakhanov's replacement) in Byli industrial'nye, 
p. 124. 

87. S. Koff, "O tekhnicheskom progresse i chesti inzhenerskogo mundira," Za in- 
dustrializatsiiu, March 9, 1937, p. 3. Koff, an experienced industrial journalist with con- 
siderable technical expertise, may well have been flying his own trial balloon with this 
article. It would not have been read as an authoritative political statement, although it al- 
most certainly led to trouble for the Moscow transformer plant, which was the butt of the 
article's criticism. 
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kom secretaries and the attempts by a few members of the leadership to forestall 
a thorough purge of party organizations.88 These attempts had failed, the cam- 
paign to broaden the base of party democracy had been approved by the plenum, 
and all party committees and officers were up for reelection by secret ballot.89 
The elections were desiglned to bring new leaders "up fronm the ranks." The rheto- 
ric of this period was strongly antielitist and, in 1nany instances, proworker. 

Reinforcing this theme, in October Stalin appealed to the "humble people" 
to help get rid of the bosses as a group: "The people's trust is a big thing, com- 
rades. Leaders come and go, but the people [narod] remain. Only the people are 
eternal. All the rest is transient."90 Againi, he referred specifically to the indus- 
trial cadres, but this time without touching on the issue of technlical qualifications. 
The press concluded that, as far as industry was concerned, the right note to 
strike was that of good workers and corrupt managemnent. There were many 
exhortations to promote Stakhanovite workers into nmanagerial positions.9' 

But by the early months of 1938, the quasi-populist aspect of the Great 
Purge was already receding. Official spokesmen began to emphasize the need for 
qualified cadres and to call for a realization of the huge investment put into 
higher and secondary technical education since 1928. Even in the mnidst of the 
Bukharin trial, the allocation of the most recent group of graduates (12,520 
students who received their degrees in the last quarter of 1937, 57 percent of 
whom were engineers) appeared on the fronlt pages of newspapers: in an un- 
precedented act, the party Cenltral Committee and government had chosen to de- 
cide this question at the highest level.92 Over 2,000 graduates, almost all engi- 
neers, were appointed directly to extremely responsible positions in the industrial, 
government, party, and educational apparats.93 

The graduates in question had entered higlher education in 1931 and 1932 
and were thus part of the last large class of First Five-Year Plan vydvizhentsy. 
By the beginning of 1938, vydvizhentsy of earlier classes were already experi- 
encing rapid promotion, in common with other qualified anlid unlqualified persons 
in industry and the lower ranks of the apparats. But it was not until the resolu- 
tion of the Central Committee and government that this cohort became widely 
identified as a group peculiarly suited for leadership, or that large numbers of 
vydvizhentsy-engineers began to move out of the plants into purely admiinis- 

88. See Khrushchev's secret speech to the Twentieth Party Congress, in N. S. Khru- 
shchev, Khriushchev Reinmevibers, trans. Strobe Talbott (Boston and Toronto, 1970), p. 577. 

89. See Central Committee resolution, "Podgotovka partiinykh organizatsii k vyboram 
v Verkhovnyi Sovet SSSR po novoi izbiratel'noi sistenme i sootvetstvuiushchaia perestroika 
partiino-politicheskoi raboty," in KPSS v rezoliiutsiiakhl i resheniiakli s"e-dov, ko)tferentsii i 
plenumiov TsK, vol. 5 (Moscow, 1977), pp. 286-89. 

90. Stalin, "Rech' na prierne rukovodiashchikh rabotnikov i stakhalnovtsev metallurgi- 
cheskoi i ugol'noi pronmyshlennosti rukovoditelianm partii i pravitel'stva" (October 29, 1937), 
Sochineniia, ed. Robert H. McNeal, 1(14):254. 

91. See, for example, editorial in Pravda, June 9, 1937, p. 1. 
92. Resolution of Sovnarkom USSR and the party Central Committee, "O raspredelenii 

okonchivshikh vysshie uchebnye zavedeniia v IV kvartale 1937 g.," published in Pravda, 
March 6, 1938, p. 1; also in Intdustriia, March 6, 1938, p. 1, and elsewlhere. 

93. Of the total, 482 graduates were to be appointed directors, chief engineers, and their 
deputies in industrial enterprises; 507 were to go to the central governnment commissariats 
as heads and deputy heads of departments and as inspectors; 116 were to become directors 
and deputy directors of educational institutions; and 131 were to be sent to leadinlg work 
(that is, as chairmen, secretaries, or departnment heads) in the regional and republican 
soviets and party committees. 
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trative positions. Although Stalin had earlier said that Bolsheviks-not just 
Bolshevik industrialists-should master technology, his slogan had often been 
given a narrower definition. From the spring of 1938, however, a new theme 
appeared in the press coverage of the rebuilding of the apparats. Young engineer- 
ing graduates, it turned out, were particularly successful in bringing a new 
style of practical leadership to party organizations.94 

This was a time of extraordinary opportunities for the First Five-Year 
Plan vydvizhentsy, and there is no shortage of success stories. Of the six whose 
precollege careers were outlined earlier in this article, Brezhnev's promotions 
were the least outstanding, though in any other context they would have been 
remarkable. Graduating in 1935, he worked briefly as an engineer and put in a 
year's military service before becoming deptity chairman of the Dneprodzerzhinsk 
soviet in 1937. Two years later, at the age of thirty-three, he was appointed 
second or third obkom secretary in Dnepropetrovsk, a major industrial center. 
Two other members of the group reached even higher positions in the party 
apparat. Patolichev, who graduated only in 1937, worked as an engineer for a 
few months, then moved to the Central Commiittee Secretariat as an instructor, 
and in August 1938 he was sent as party organizer for the Central Committee 
to the Iaroslavl' rubber combine, which had been completely disrupted by a suc- 
cession of purges. He took the risk of protesting the continuation of the local 
purges, and it paid off. In 1939, not yet thirty-one years old, he was appointed 
first secretary of the Iaroslavl' obkorin. Chuianov, a 1934 graduate, had time to 
do some research work onl refrigeration problems before receiving an appoint- 
ment to the Central Committee Secretariat. For him, as for Patolichev and 
many other younger Communists working there, this position was a stepping 
stone to higher things. In 1938, when he was thirty-three, he was appointed 
first secretary of the Stalingrad obkom, departing on the same day to a city he 
had never seen, in a new suit supplied by Party Secretary Andreev. (Two of his 
friends, colleagues, and fellow vydvizhentsy left the Secretariat about the same 
time-Ponomarenko as first secretary of the Belorussian Communist Party and 
Kaftanov as head of the all-Union administration- of higller education.) In the 
space of a few years, Kosygin, Ustinov, and Malyshev all rose from plant 
engineers to government ministers (people's conmmissars). Two years after his 
graduation in 1935, Kosygin was made director of a major textile plant, and 
in 1939, at tlhe age of thirty-five, he was appointed commissar of the textile 
industry of the USSR. Ustinov similarly headed a major plant in the defense 
industry before his appointment in 1941, when he was only thirty-three years 
old, as cornmissar of armaments of the USSR. Malyshev's rise, unlike that of 
the other five, was accompanied by a great deal of press publicity, many public 
speeches, and election to the Supreme Soviet. Chief engineer at the big Kolomna 
Machine Building Plant in 1937 and director of the plant in 1938, he became 
commissar of heavy machine building of the USSR in 1939, at the age of 
thirty-seven.95 

94. See, for example, Industriia, April 8, 1938, p. 3, and April 21, 1938, p. 3 (about 
G. I. Khabarov's experience in a Stalingrad raikom), and Pravda, May 10, 1938, p. 3 (re- 
garding A. Aksenov's work in the Stalinsk gorkom). 

95. Biographical data from Levytsky, The Soviet Political Elite; Ezhegodnik Bol'shoi 
sovetskoi entsiklopedii, 1971; Leonid I. Brezhnev: Pages Frotmt His Life; Chuianov, Na 
stremnine veka; Patolichev, Ispytanie na zrelost'. 
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But these, of course, are the success stories. Not all the First Five-Year Plan 
vydvizhentsy were able to rise as fast or as far, and it might be assumed that 
the cohort provided its share of victims as well as beneficiaries of the Great 
Purge. This does not seem to have been the case, however. In January 1941, 
Gosplan made a survey of "leading cadres and specialists" in the Soviet Union 
which included data on the number of college graduates and their year of gradu- 
ation. In 1928-32, 152,000 leading cadres had graduated and 266,000 had gradu- 
ated in 1933-37.96 Other sources (published before the 1941 survey, which was 
purely for internal governament use) provide the total number of graduates from 
all higher educational institutions, except military ones, over the same periods. 
For 1928-32, the total number of graduates was 170,000, and for 1933-37, 
370,000.97 Thus, 89 percent of all First Five-Year Plan graduates were leading 
cadres in 1941, and, because the survey did not include the military, security, 
and party apparats, one must assume that the percentage surviving and holding 
responsible jobs was actually much higher. Of the Second Five-Year Plan gradu- 
ates, 72 percent were leading cadres in 1941. But this figure must reflect a sub- 
stantial rate of army call-up and continuation in graduate school, as well as the 
simple fact that even in this generation not all graduates. could expect jobs in 
the "leading cadres" category within four or five years of graduation. 

Undoubtedly, there were Purge victims among the graduates of 1928-37, 
especially among the relatively small group in leading positions before the Purge, 
and there could have been any number of short-term arrests followed by release 
and promotion. But the conclusion that must be drawn from these data is that 
the great majority of the group survived the Purge and, in fact, benefited from 
it through rapid promotion. 

At the Eighteenth Party Congress, held early in 1939, Zhdanov stated that 
the party's method of mass purging had produced "excesses" and would not be 
used in the future.98 For many of those present, this was undoubtedly the most 
important statement made at the Congress, for it implied a repudiation of the 
mass arrests that took place in 1937-38 and of the mass purging of the party 
(through membership reviews anid reregistration) in 1933-36. But Stalin, who 
scarcely mentioned the excesses, lhad a different notion of priorities. One of the 
great achievements of the past five years, he stated, was the creation of a new 
intelligentsia (that is, a new administrative and specialist elite): 

96. The survey was first published (in abbreviate(d form) from the material in Soviet 
archives in Industrializatsiia SSSR 1938-1941 gg.: Dokuu-iiientv i materialy (Moscow, 1973), 
pp. 269-76 ("Iz dokladnoi zapiski TsSU SSSR v Prezidium Gosplana SSSR ob itogakh 
ucheta rukovodiashchikh kadrov i spetsialistov na 1 ianvaria 1941 g.," March 29, 1941). 
Conceivably it was inaccurate or inconmplete, but there seems to be no other reason to question 
a document produced not for publication but for interlnal government use. 

97. Data taken from the statistical lhandbook Kuil'tufrnioe stroitel'stvo SSSR (Moscow, 
1940), p. 112. This is among the miiost professional of the comlpilations of educational statistics 
published in the prewar period: in some areas, the statisticians have checked and lowered 
exaggerated figures I)ublished in earlier handbooks, atnd they are unusually scrupulous in 
defining categories. Because the educational authorities had some interest in overstating 
them, it is still possible, however, that the graduation figures are too high. This would mean 
that a lower proportion of 1928-37 graduates were missing from the 1941 cadres survey. 

98. XVIII s"ezd Vsesoiztznoi Konununiiiiiistichleskoi partii (b): Steniograficheskii otchet 
(Moscow, 1939), pp. 519-24. 
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Hundreds of thousands of young people, offspring ot the working class, the 
peasantry, and the toiling intelligentsia, went to higher schools and tekhni- 
kuuils and, returning from the schools, filled the depleted ranks of the intelli- 
gentsia. They poured new blood into the intelligentsia and revitalized it in 
a new Soviet way. They radically changed the contours of the intelligentsia, 
remaking it in their own image. The remnants of the old intelligentsia were 
dissolved in the body of a new, Soviet, people's [narodnaia] intelligentsia. 
Thus was created a new Soviet intelligentsia, firmly linked with the people 
and ready en masse to give it true and faithful service.99 

If the new intelligentsia or elite was, in Zhdanov's words, "yesterday's 
workers and peasants and sons of workers and peasants promoted to command 
positions,"lqoo it was clearly inappropriate to continue past practices of discrimi- 
nation against the intelligentsia and in favor of the working class. Many discrimi- 
natory policies had already been dropped, but the rules governing party admis- 
sion still gave preference to workers by occupation over former workers pro- 
moted to white-collar jobs, causing "confusion and bitterness among comrades 
whose only 'fault' is that they rose upward."'101 Henceforth, the party would 
not give preference to any one social group in Soviet society, but would try to 
recruit "the best people." This phrase may have been, as many scholars have sug- 
gested, a euphemism for "intelligentsia," but it does not seem that the old (for- 
merly "bourgeois") intelligentsia was the group which the party most desired to 
attract. Judging by speeches at the Eighteenth Party Congress, the very best 
people were those who had recently risen from the lower classes into the elite. 

The creation of a new Soviet intelligentsia, merging the separate adminis- 
trative and specialist elites of the 1920s, had been described by Stalin as the chief 
aim of the First Five-Year Plan cadres policy. Once the result was achieved- 
as he clearly believed it had been by 1939-Stalin's attitude toward the working 
class changed. Workers (the majority of whom were in fact yesterday's peas- 
ants) were no longer the regime's main source of social support, and their anti- 
intellectual and antielite feelings were no longer politically useful. In his speech 
to the Congress, Stalin stated that the party would ultimately make all workers 
and peasants "cultured and educated." Until that time came, however, they 
should respect those who had already received culture and education. The new 
elite members had not betrayed their class origins (as some unenlightened work- 
ing-class Communists believed), but had shown how to rise above them.102 

The second objective of Stalin's First Five-Year Plan cadres policy had 
been to educate the party and, in particular, the cadres. According to spokes- 
men at the Congress, dramatic gains had been made. Of the three hundred and 
thirty-three regional and republican party secretaries, ninety-six now had higher 
education. Almost all of this group had graduated from engineering and other 
higher schools between 1934 and 1938, and one-third of them had been appointed 

99. Stalin, "Otchetnyi doklad na XVIII s"ezde partii" (March 10, 1939), Sochineniia, 
ed. Robert H. McNeal, 1(14) :398. 

100. Zhdanov first used the phrase in a speech to a Komsomol audience on October 29, 
1938 (see Partiinoe stroitel'stvo, 1938, no. 21 [November 1, 1938], p. 18). It was subse- 
quently incorporated into the resolution of the Eighteenth Party Congress, "Izmeneniia v 
ustave VKP(b)" (March 20, 1939), based on Zhdanov's report (see XVIII s"ezd, p. 667). 

101. Zhdanov, XVIII s"ezd, p. 515. 
102. Stalin, "Otchetnyi doklad," p. 399. 
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to their positions directly after graduation. Almost six thousand Communists 
with higher education were working as secretaries in the party organization as 
a whole. Among voting delegates to the Congress-close to 40 percent of whom 
had risen to the status of leading cadres since the Seventeenth Party Congress 
in 1934-26.5 percent (four hundred eighteen delegates) had completed higher 
education, as opposed to 10 percent of Seventeenth Party Congress delegates.103 

These figures certainly indicate a substantial increase in the number of 
party cadres with higher education, although they also suggest that the process of 
educating the cadres still had some way to go. Probably more significant in terms 
of Stalin's original objectives was the entry of the First Five-Year Plan cohort 
into the top political leadership. In the new Central Committee elected by the 
Eighteenth Party Congress in 1939, at least twenty of the one hundred thirty- 
eight full and candidate members were vydvi4he'ntsy, sent to higher education 
as adults during the First Five-Year Plan.104 In the next Central Commlittee, 
elected by the Nineteenth Party Congress in 1952, the proportion of vydviz2lentsy 
was substantially higher-36 percent of full members on whom educational data 
are available.105 

The First Five-Year Plan vydvizlientsy were even more prominent in the 
Soviet government of 1952, primarily because engineering graduates from this 
cohort tended to dominate the large number of industrial ministries represented 
in the Council of Ministers of the USSR. Of one hundred fifteen ministers and 
deputy ministers for whom educational data are available, 50 percent had entered 
institutes of higher education as adults during the First Five-Year Plan. Of 
this group (a total of fifty-seven), 65 percent were either of working-class origin 
or had at some time been workers by occupation, and 74 percent had been trained 
as engineers. About half had been workers by occupation immediately before 
entering higher education, and about a quarter had been employed in apparat 
jobs (these proportions were almost exactly reversed in the 1952 Central Com- 
mittee membership). The majority of the engineering graduates had worked for 
a few years after graduation as plant engineers before being promoted to mana- 
gerial or government positions in the late 1930s or the beginning of the 1940s.106 

103. Data from speeches of Andreev, Zhdanov, and Malenkov in XVIII s"ezd, pp. 106, 
529, 148. 

104. The twenty were full members Andrianov, Zverev, Khrushchev, Kosygin, Malyshev, 
Sedin, and Ponomarenko, and candidate members Samokhvalov, Gorkiin, Zhavoronkov, 
Patolichev, Chuianov, Popkov, Popov, Proniin, Kaftanov, Khokhlov, Makarov, Maslennikov, 
and Sosnin. This list is based on biographical data on Central Committee members and 
candidates collected from a variety of biographical sources, memoirs, and contemporary press 
accounts, and supplemented by information provided by Professor Jerry F. Hough (Duke 
University) and Professor Seweryn Bialer (Columbia University). I have included those 
who were sent to industrial academies as well as regular higlher educational institutions in 
the years 1928-32, but excluded those wrlho-were sent to trade-uniion higher school (Serdiuk) 
or Marxism-Leninism courses under the Central Committee (Korotchenko). Also excluded 
are those like Pegov and F. A. Merkulov who entered higher education during the Second 
Five-Year Plan. 

105. I am indebted to Jerry F. Hough for the biographical card files on the party and 
government leadership of 1952 on which this analysis is based. 

106. See note 105 above. 
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Both Khrushchev and Brezhnev, the two leaders who successively emerged 
in the post-Stalin period, were members of the First Five-Year Plan cohort, 
Khrushchev a 1931 graduate of the Stalin Industrial Academy in Moscow. In 
the present (1979) Soviet Politburo, exactly half of the full members (Brezhnev, 
Kosygin, Kirilenko, Ustinov, Gromyko, Kunaev, and Pelshe) entered higher 
education as adults during the First Five-Year Plan. All but Gromyko and Pelshe 
were trained as engineers, and all but Kunaev (a Kazakh from a white-collar 
family) came from working-class or peasant backgrounds.107 

This article could, no doubt, have been entitled "The Training of the Bre- 
zhnev Generation," since a particular interest attaches to the First Five-Year Plan 
vydvizhentsy who rose so abruptly into political proominence and have remained 
in power for so long. But for historians, now just beginning serious study of the 
Stalin period, the phenomenon of First Five-Year Plan vydvizhenie has other 
important implications as well. In the first place, it requires examination of the 
Great Purge from a rather unfamiliar angle. The Purge had beneficiaries, and 
among the foremost of these were meni whom Stalin had sent to be trained as 
future leaders during the First Five-Year Plan. This does not mean that Stalin 
was inexorably carrying out a master plan conceived in 1928, since no politician 
can have total control over events or foresee the future. It might mean, however, 
that one of the possible contingencies envisaged by Stalin in 1928 was a future 
radical turnover of elite personnel. 

Moreover, the successful implementation of Stalin's First Five-Year Plan 
policy of vydvizhenie had implications of its own. The fact that the vydvizhentsy 
were becoming available for cadre positions in the second half of the 1930s made 
mass purging of the elite a much mor-e viable policy than it would have been, 
say, five years earlier. At the same time, the emergence of the vydvizJhentsy from 
institutes of higher education created a potential problem: the vydvizhentsv, bet- 
ter qualified than the old cadres, were on the average only about ten years young- 
er. In the natural course of things, they would probably have had to wait a very 
long time for the top jobs. 

Judgment of competence and even qualifications tends to be subjective, and 
we need not necessarily accept Stalin's opinion on the relative merits of the pre- 
Purge cadres and their successors. However, the performance of the successors 
during World War II and the postwar reconstruction period does suggest a much 
higher degree of competence than many would have predicted in 1938. The First 
Five-Year Plan vydvizhenie supplied only a part of the post-Purge elite, but it 
may have provided a much larger portion of its competence. 

The second important point that emerges is that Stalin made the decision 
to train future leading cadres as engineers. There were no precedents for such 
a decision, and it went against the traditional Bolshevik assumption that future 
leaders should be trained in Marxist social science. In terms of political recruit- 
ment, it pushed the Soviet Union in a direction quite different from most West- 
ern countries (and also from such developing nations as India), where the basic 
path into political life has been through training and practice in law. Stalin repre- 

107. Biographical data from Levytsky, The Soviet Political Elite; Ezhegodnik Bol'shoi 
sovetskoi entsiklopedii, 1971; and Deputaty Verkhovnogo Soveta SSSR (Moscow, 1966). 
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sented this as a decision flowing from Soviet commitment to modernization and 
rapid industrialization. Because Stalin's Russia is seen more often as a police 
state than as a modernizing one, this explanation may not be readily accepted. 
But it is certainly arguable that Soviet politics of the 1930s should be viewed 
as a conflict between policemen (those like Molotov whose primary concern was 
internal security and control) and industrializers (the Ordzhonikidze type), with 
Stalin normally standing above the conflict but combining the characteristics of 
both groups. If we accept this dual image of Stalin, we may see Stalin the 
industrializer training the First Five-Year Plan cadres and Stalin the policeman 
later solving the problem of their promotion. 

Finally, the story of Stalin and the making of a new elite brings us back 
to an old problem-the relationship of the Bolsheviks' "proletarian dictatorship" 
to the proletariat. It was Stalin who, in 1936-39, abandoned the concept of prole- 
tarian dictatorship and revised the formal status of the intelligentsia (or elite). 
But it was also Stalin who, during the First Five-Year Plan period, seemed to 
be trying to give substance to the dictatorship of the proletariat through his poli- 
cies of proletarian vydvizhenie. This is less contradictory than it seems. Stalin 
used Marxist language, but his real interest was in a process which is almost 
completely ignored in Marxist theory-social mobility. As he said in 1931, the 
Soviet regime did not need "just any kind" of elite, and he might have added 
that he was not interested in "just any kind" of worker. The elite that he wanted 
had to be created through upward mobility from the working class and peasantry, 
and the workers he was interested in were those with the potential for promotion. 

The industrialization of the 1930s would inevitably have produced large-scale 
upward mobility, with or without Stalin's encouragement. But Stalin's vydvi- 
zhenie policies dramatized the phenomenon and, in effect, took credit for it in ad- 
vance. It seems likely that in Stalin's Russia, as in the United States at an earlier 
period, large segments of the population linked upward mobility with their own 
particular form of government. And such a perception might well be a major 
factor in the legitimization of the regime. Amoong new elite members, the pride 
of self-made men must surely have been combined witlh a sense of indebtedness. 
It was the Revolution (or Stalin) that had given them the opportunity to rise. 
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The Gorbachev Revolution: the Role of the 
Political Elite in Regime Disintegration’ 

DAVID LANE 
Emmanual College, Cambridge 

On the basis of personal interviews with 116 members of the political elite of the 
USSR in its terminal period. conclusions are drawn about influence on political 
power and reasons for the breakdown of the political system. Unlike democratic 
transitions grounded on negotiation. the collapse of the USSR was a consequence of 
a fragmented and highly divided political elite lacking in political and moral 
cohesion. The driving forces of political change came from within the Party leader- 
ship which believed the system to be fundamentally flawed whereas other groups in 
the ruling elite consider4 !t to be essentially sound. In the absence of a firm political 
base for radical reform. foreign Western leaders are shown to have been sought as  
allies for change. In turn their perceived influence exacerbated elite dissension. 

Political sociology of the 1960s and 1970s focused on the socio-economic 
preconditions of democracy in explaining the evolution of parliamentary 
democracies.? It was confidently predicted that state socialist societies would 
inevitably follow democratic and pluralist ones, converging on the political and 
economic system of the West. These studies rightly drew attention to some of 
the underlying causes of political value change, particularly the consequences of 
the rise of new social strata (such as intellectuals) and classes (the bourgeoisie 
and proletariat). Parkin, following Lipset’s social mobilization theory, argued 
that the maturation of such societies would lead to the ripening of an ‘ascendant 
class’ formed from the ‘scientific, economic and creative forces [which was] 
indispensable to the quest for modernity and social progres~’ .~ Such develop- 
ments would lead to social transformation and to democracy. This ‘moderniz- 
ing’ paradigm was. however, unable to explain the durability of the state 
socialist regimes in the 1970s and 1980s. Not only did most of the ‘developing’ 
societies adopt authoritarian political structures, but the state socialist societies 

’ This work was financed by the British Economic and Social Research Council under its East- 
West Initiative. I am happy to acknowledge the comments of the following on earlier drafts: Archie 
Brown. Richard Rose, Michael MccGwire and two anonymous referees. ’ See for example. William Kornhauser, The Politics of Mass Society (London, Routledge, 1960), 
especially p. 231, where industrialization and per capita income are shown to be linked to liberal 
democracy. S. M. Lipset, ‘Some social requisites for democracy: economic development and 
political legitimacy’, American Political Science Review,. 53 (1959) 69-105; and his influential, The 
First New Nation (New York, Basic, 1959). Gabriel Almond and Sydney Verba, The Civic Culture 
(Princeton. Princeton University Press, 1963). Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing 
Societies (New Haven, Yale University Press, 1968). 

F Parkin, ‘System contradiction and political transformation’, European Journal of Socrofogy, 
13 (1972), 46-56. 
( Political Studies Assomation 1996 F’ublirhd by Blackwcll Publishers. 108 Cowley Road. Oxford OX4 IJF. UK and 238 Main 
Street, Cambndgc. MA 02142. USA 
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appeared to be maturing along quite different lines. This led other sociologists 
and political scientists to postulate a major divide between ‘totalitarian’ and 
‘democratic’ types of ind~strialism,~ the former being characterized by the 
political domination of society through the Party - aptly summed up by Rigby 
as ‘mono-organizational so~ial ism’~ or the ‘partocracy’. So strong was this 
control that any major political change was precluded; in Bauman’s terms, state 
socialist societies were ‘revolution proof’.6 And yet, despite this impressive 
volume of thought both schools were incapable of understanding the collapse of 
the system in the late 1980s and early 1990s. 

How then may one explain the breakdown of the communist system? A 
comprehensive account of the collapse of state socialism would have to include: 
the role of insurgents’ mobilized on pre-communist traditional ethnic or 
national identities; the maturation of new social groups and forces (such as the 
intelligentsia);8 mass opinion and systemic crises in the economy and polity;’ 
and the consequences of hostile Western, particularly American, foreign 
policy.’o In this paper attention is limited to the study of the Soviet political 
elites. Their views are examined to determine: what they believed influenced 
decision making; to explore their perceptions of the causes of regime collapse; 
and to study their own views on the need to replace or improve state socialism. 
On the basis of interviews of a carefully selected group of the Gorbachev 
political leadership. consensus and division within the elite may be distin- 
guished. Here I follow the work of Higley and others” who have argued that 
‘democratic transitions and breakdown can best be understood by changes in 
the internal relations of national elites’.I2 The growing literature on elite 
structures in transitional societies, however, has little, if any, analysis of the 
political elite as an agent of transition under state s~cial ism.’~ Higley and 

‘ F. Feher, A. Heller and G. Markus, Dictatorship over Needs (Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1983). 
Paul Hollander, Sovie/ and American Society (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1973). Anthony 
Giddens, The Class Structures of the Advanced Societies (London, Hutchinson, 1973). 

T. H.  Rigby. Political Elites in the USSR: Central Leaders and Local Cadresfrom Lenin to 
Gorbachev (Aldershot and Vermont, Edward Elgar, 1990) especially ch. 1. ‘ 2. Bauman, ‘Social dissent in the East European political system’, European Journal of 
Sociology, 12 (1971) 25-51 see p. 26. ’ Most popular interpretations have taken this position, notably, Timothy Garton Ash, We the 
People: the Revolution of89 (London. Granta. 1990). This work is concerned with Eastern Europe 
rather than the USSR. 

* Thomas F. Remington ‘Regime transition in communist systems: the Soviet case’, Sovier 
Economy, 6, no. 21 (1990) 16&90 distinguishes between optimists (predicting democratization) and 
‘pessimists’ (anticipating internal destruction). 

Remington has a useful account of the different approaches to systemic change under state 
socialism, see his ‘Regime transition in communist systems’. No attempt is made here to show elite 
divisions or to detail the pressures on the political elite. 

lo See the argument stressing the role of American foreign policy as a catalyst of col\apse in 
Richard Pipes, ‘Misinterpreting the Cold War: the hardliners had it right’, Foreign Afiiirs 74, No. I 
(1995) 154-60. 

See, for instance, John Higley and Michael G. Burton, ‘The elite variable in democratic 
transitions and breakdowns’, American Sociological Review, 54 (1 989) 17-32. 

I 2  Higley and Burton, ‘The elite variable in democratic breakdown’, p. 17 
l 3  See, for example, Jacek Wasilewski, ‘The patterns of bureaucratic elite recruitment in Poland 

in the 1970s and 1980s’, Sovier Studies, 42, no. 4 (l990), 743-57. Wasilewski defines and outlines the 
recruitment of elites and their attitudes to the basis of recruitment. Unlike the present study he 
concludes that in Poland there was a high level of moral integration of the elite (see p. 753). No 
previous studies have analysed, on the basis of attitudes to policy and social change, the extent of 
elite dissension under state socialism. On the evidence of biographical analysis, Lane and Ross 
CJ Political Studies Association, 1996 
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Burton exclude 'Russian and its European satellites' from their analysis of elite 
t ran~format ion . '~  They define the USSR as having had an 'ideologically 
unified' elite in the period 1921-1988 and see its origin in the period 1917- 
1921 . I 5  How was this 'unified elite' turned into a leadership of transformation 
and did i t  become 'divided' when presiding over the transformation which took 
place between 1985 and 1991? O'Donnell and Schmitter emphasize that rulers 
in 'negotiated transitions' conclude pacts in which the dominant elite shares (or 
surrenders) power to ascendant elites.I6 

The present paper shows that the Soviet Union in its terminal period was 
characterized by severe ruling elite disunity. Rather than a 'negotiated settle- 
ment' which would have been possible through an elite compact, breakdown 
ensued from intra-elite conflict. Based on the analysis of the opinions and 
experience of the political elite under Gorbachev, i t  will be established that: 

( I )  transformation of the regime from communism to pl~ral ism'~-was led by 
a faction of the political elite closely allied to the leader, Gorbachev; 

( 2 )  the driving forces of political change under Gorbachev came from groups 
within the Party political leadership of which a critical mass believed that 
the Soviet system was fundamentally flawed: 

(3) the reforming elite did not have a powerful political base and sought sup- 
port for change from the West. which in turn exacerbated elite dissension; 

(4) the political elite as a whole was fragmented and lacked moral cohesion.Ix 
Such division led to regime instability: 

(5)  a significant part of the political elite cast in doubt the legitimacy of the 
structures of state socialism and thereby undermined their own authority. 

The paper attempts systematically. through the analysis of interviews of the 
top political leadership, to distinguish the different foci of interests and division 
and to outline those political interests and forces instrumental in policy change. 
The respondents' answers provide a record not only of the various factors 
which influenced strategy during the terminal period of the USSR but also 
indicate divisions within the political leadership. Of course, other studies and 
methods ~ in depth interviews, the study of documentary sources - are also 
necessary to complete the picture. We are concerned with the precipitants of 
change rather than the underlying crescive structural forces such as occupa- 
tional status or educational levels." The study presents a body of elite opinion 

illustrate elite systemic difierences between the party and government elites. See: David Lane and 
Cameron Ross. 'Limitations of Party control: the government bureaucracy in the USSR', 
Communist and Po~/-contmunis/ Studies. 27 ( I )  (1994). 19-3R. 

' 4  Lane and Ross, 'Limitations of Party control'. p. 27. 
I s  Lane and Ross. 'Limitations of Party control'. Table 1.  p. 22. 

G. O'Donnell and P. C .  Schmitter. Trunsitiom from Au/horitarian Rule; Tentalive Conc1usion.r 
(Baltimore and London. Johns Hopkins. 1986). 
" These terms are not intended to have any nonnative content here, they refer to the admin- 

istered polity and economy of state socialism contrasted with the more market oriented, mixed 
economy. multiple party and interest group polity with contested elections of the transition period. 

I' In the definition of a 'solidary elite' writers such as Giddens have stressed the dominant role of 
the Party in ensuring 'a high degree of both moral and social integration between elite groups'. See 
A. Giddens. 'Elites in the British class structure' in P. Stanworth and A. Giddens (eds). Elires and 
Power in British Society (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1974). p. 6. 

l9 1 consider the underlying structural changes in D.  Lane. 'The roots of political reform: the 
changing structure of the USSR' in C. Merridale and C. Ward (eds). Pc,resrroiko: /he Historicul 
Perspective (London. Edward Arnold. I99 I ). pp. 85- I 15. 
1 Polilicdl Studies Asswmuon. 1996 
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which is not only important in posing questions for further research but is also a 
record of the attitudes of the political elites - attitudes which themselves 
contributed to the breakdown of state socialism. 

The purpose of the article is threefold: first, to utilize the knowledge of the 
respondents to analyse the different sources of influences on political decision 
making during the latter period of perestroika; second, to indicate which 
institutions and people contributed to the break-up of the USSR, and third, to 
generalize about the transition from communism to post-communism. 

Elite Characteristics 
The present study, conducted in Moscow in the autumn of 1993,20 is based on 
interviews with 116 people who occupied top positions, or were believed to have 
been influential. from the time Gorbachev became General Secretary of the 
Party to the attempted coup in August 1991. Defining the political elite is a 
complex problem in any society: in the USSR, in its terminal stage, such 
problems of definition assumed new proportions as the political institutions of 
interest aggregation and cohesion (the party-state) were being destroyed. The 
research strategy was to define the political elite in terms of institutional 
positions and ‘reputation’ - those people authoritatively believed to have been 
influential. Two main sets of institutional power-holders were defined: the 
government elite, delineated as those holding the position of Minister or 
equivalent between 1984 and 1991 (230 in all); and the Party elite - those with 
posts as Secretaries to the Central Committee of the CPSU, or heads or deputy 
heads of its departments, 1985-1991 (85 in all). In order to define influential 
people outside the positional tlite, two sets of interviews with prominent people 
were conducted a year before the main survey under the direction of the author. 
Thus the persons interviewed contained a sample from incumbents in two 
sectors of the political elite: 59 members of the Soviet government elite; 24 of 
the Party elite; and 33 ‘influentials’, including members of the Supreme Soviet, 
who had been defined on the basis of their ‘reputation’ as having influence. (For 
further details see the Appendix.) 

As to their background,2’ at the time the interviews took place, the 
respondents were middle-aged: the average age for both the Party and govern- 
ment klite was 61 years 4 months (for the others it was 55 years 9 months).?’ 
Only six women were interviewed one had been a government official, two 
had been Party functionaries and there were three in the ‘influential’ category. 
While rather small, this group is comparable to other elite constituencies: in the 
total government elite between 1984 and 1990, there were only three women, 
and in the party elite for the same period there were only two. Hence the 

2o The questionnaire was devised by the author, the interviews were organized and carried out 
under the supervision of Elena Bashkirova and Vera Voynova of ROMIR. Rossiyskoe obshchesf- 
vennoe mnenie i issledovanie rynka. 

2 ’  The following biographical material was mostly collected from published biographical 
sources, supplemented with data given at the interviews. 1 acknowledge the work of Julie Hemment, 
who entered many of the following data, Rachel Clogg also helped with this work. Data pertaining 
to the early Gorbachev period was collected by Sheila Marnie, mainly derived from the sources of 
Radio Liberty archive, Munich ~ thanks again to Alexander Rahr for access to his own files. 

22 Age calculated as at 1 July 1991. As a comparison the average age of the total constituency 
(230) of government ministers was 63.8 years (some of these, of course, had already died before the 
interviews took place). 
f r j  Political Studies Association. 1996 
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sample over-represents women. All members of the sample had received higher 
education: 51 (out of 109 known locations) in institutions in Moscow and 16 in 
Leningrad.’j By social origin, the respondents were predominantly middle 
class: 62 had fathers with non-manual backgrounds (professionals and other 
non-manuals), 25 were the children of manual workers and 1 I of peasants and 
collective farmers. Of the mothers, 56 had been non-manual workers and 34 
housewives, 14 peasants or collective farmers and 1 1  had manual occupations. 

The political elite, then, was university educated, male, and well into middle 
age. In these respects the Gorbachev political elite in the terminal period of the 
USSR is strikingly similar to those in Western Europe and the USA. Two main 
differences, however, may be detected: there were more leaders from working 
class and peasant backgrounds than among Western leaders, and the educa- 
tional background in engineering was also strikingly di~tinctive.’~ 

Elite Attitudes 
The strength of ‘reputational’ analysis is that i t  draws on informed insiders; the 
weakness is that it relies on assertive statements by observers who may not have 
been close to the policy makers and whose testimony may be based on hearsay. 
The research strategy adopted was to ask questions about a specific range of 
issues. To uncover different influences on decision making in the crucial period 
of major policy change, questions were asked covering different areas of 
strategy: relations with other states, internal politics and economic policy. On 
international relations, the respondents were asked about the withdrawal of 
Soviet troops from Eastern Europe. On an economic issue they were asked 
about the introduction of ‘cooperatives’ (private enterprise) and the market. On 
an internal security topic they were asked about the relations between the 
republics and regions in the formation of the Union Agreement (Soyuxp 
dogovor). The fourth and fifth questions were directly on the disintegration of 
the USSR: on institutions and groups causing the breakup and on the nature of 
the economic and political situation inherited by Gorbachev when he assumed 
power. In the light of an earlier study by the author, responses were limited to 
specified political forces and interests known to be important, defined below as 
‘political  agent^'.'^ In addition, open questions were added in which the 
respondents were invited to make other comments. Aggregating the views of 
different sectors of the political elite enables us to create a matrix of political 
agencies which influenced the decision-making process. 

’’ Of these, 19 studied at Moscow State University. 6 at the Moscow State Institute of Inter- 
national Relations (MGIMO) and 5 at Leningrad University. By subject of study, the single largest 
group was made up of engineering graduates (421, followed by journalism (10). 8 had studied 
politics and law. 5 each economics and education. 

l4 For instance. in Putnam’s comparative survey of senior civil servants. 98 per cent of British 
and Americans were male. 20 per cent of British and 28 per cent of American had had a scientific or 
technical education, in both Britain and the USA only 18 per cent of the top civil servants 
originated from manual families (defined by occupation of father). See Robert D. Putman. ‘The 
political attitudes of senior civil servants in Western Europe: a preliminary report’, British Journal 
of Poliricol Science 3 (1973). especially Table 2. pp. 26&7. These data of course refer only to top 
civil servants, whereas my data also include politicians and other persons. such as journalists, with 
reputed political influence. ’’ This study is described in D. Lane. ‘Political elites under Gorbachev and Yeltsin in the early 
period of transition: a reputational and analytical study’ in Tim Colton and Robert C. Tucker 
(eds). Parrerns in Posr-Sovier Leadership (Oxford. Westview. 1995). 
? Political Studies Association. 1996 
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TABLE 1 .  Influences on Soviet Foreign Policy in Eastern Europe: Frequency Distribution 
of Responses 

Responses 

Political Agents Mean 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 

Western political leaders 1.7 50 51 12 1 2 116 
Gorbachev’s advisory staff 2.1 37 53 15 2 9 116 
Military leaders 2.6 9 43 46 18 0 116 
Ministers of the USSR Govt 2.8 2 36 56 21 1 116 
Leaders of the political 3 4 34 38 38 2 116 

Members of Supreme Soviet 3.1 1 14 66 34 1 116 
Business/economic interests 3.3 0 15 45 55 1 116 
Trade union organisations 3.8 0 1 27 86 2 116 

Question: 
I’d like you to think back to the period between 1986 and 1991 when Gorbachev was 
trying to formulate new policy initiatives. We are interested in your views on the kinds of 
institutions which influenced him on various kinds of policy. 

In the area of foreign strategy, for instance, under the leadership of Gorbachev, the 
USSR pursued a policy of withdrawal from Eastern Europe. The Eastern European 
states become independent and Soviet influence there ended. Considering this area of 
foreign policy as a whole between 1986 and 1991, in your experience, which of the 
following had [key to responses]: 
I .  A great deal of influence 
2. Some influence 
3. A little influence 
4. No influence at all 
5. Don’t know. no answer 

opposition movement 

Withdrawal from E stern Europe 
The decision to recall Soviet armed forces from Eastern Europe signalled a 
major change in policy. We asked, on a four point scale, which ‘political agents’ 
influenced policy to withdraw. The results are shown in Table 1. In the second 
column the mean score gives an index of the weighting in terms of a four point 
scale given by the respondents. This gives a ranking of the importance of the 
item. (The lower the score, the greater the importance of the variable; for 
example, if all the respondents indicated ‘a great deal of influence’ the mean 
would be 1.) 

The influence of Western political leaders appears overwhelming: nearly half 
(50) of the respondents thought that they had ‘a great deal of influence’ and 
another 51 considered that they had ‘some influence’. Gorbachev’s own 
advisers are the second most influential group. Established Soviet political 
institutions, even the revived Supreme Soviet, are given little weight, as are also 
leaders of the political opposition. As far as the testimony of the political elite is 
concerned, the crucial decision to leave Eastern Europe appears to have been 
determined by those in Gorbachev’s immediate circle influenced by Western 
political leaders. The military were a very poor third in this ranking, only nine 
in the sample giving them a great deal of influence. A tentative conclusion here 
Q Political Studies Association, 1996 
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TABLE 2. Influence of Western Leaders - by Type of Respondent: Frequency 
Distribution of Responses 

Responses 

Respondents N Mean 1 2 3 4 

Members of Supreme Sov 15 I .3 7 8 0 0 
Party Leaders 23 1.6 11  8 4 0 
Advisers to Gorbachev 10 1.6 5 4 1 0 
Government Ministers 59 1.7 2.5 26 6 0 
Intelligentsia 44 1.8 14 22 7 I 

Key to responses, see Table I .  
Residuals (Don’t know, no answer) omitted from table. 
Chi square of cols 1-4 = 0.75. 
Not significant at 0.05 level. 

then is that the policy of the Western powers did have a significant, even 
decisive influence. 

I t  might be objected, however, that the sample included people in the political 
elite not particularly concerned with the policy issues considered here and that 
their views are conflated with those of the top decision makers. Members of the 
Politburo, it might be assumed, were closer to the sources of power than say 
leading members of the intelligentsia. How far then did the different groups of 
respondents share similar views about the salience of political influence? 

In order to delineate the views of different groups of constituents, the 
responses were analysed (as shown in Table 2) in terms of five major groups in 
the sample described above: 10 advisers to Gorbachev (AdvGo), 59 Govern- 
ment ministers (GovMin), 23 Party executives (PtyLds) and 15 members of the 
Supreme Soviet (MemSS). Between the last three groups here there was no 
overlapping membership. The fifth group (composed of 44 professionals, Intels) 
and the first group above (of Gorbachev advisers) did overlap with the other 
groups. (‘Advisers’ were the Party and government chiefs, and for all elite 
positions Gorbachev recruited from academic and research institutes.) 

As indicated by the mean score, there was relatively little difference between 
the views of these five groups. The exercise was extended to all the political 
agents listed above (advisers to Gorbachev, military leaders, the government of 
the USSR, leaders of the political opposition, the Supreme Soviet, business and 
economic interests and trade unions) and similar results were obtained. All 
groups of respondents shared similar views about sources of the major political 
influences. 

This degree of elite agreement about ‘who was making the decisions’ was 
somewhat surprising, so the responses were reanalysed and people close to the 
centre of power were grouped into a ‘core political leadership’. This group was 
selected from: Gorbachev’s Presidential advisers (10 in the sample), members of 
the Politburo (8), First Secretaries of the CPSU (9) and members of the 
Presidium of the Council of Ministers (1 1). Occupants of some of these posts, of 
course, overlapped, giving a total of 28 people. Their responses to the question 
are shown on Table 3. Here again the analysis confirms the preferences above. 
The ranking and density of preferences were similar to the earlier analysis: top 
1 Political Studies Asaocldllon. 1996 
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place was given to Western political leaders followed by the advisers to 
Gorbachev. 

In the foregoing analysis, we derived rankings by using the sums of the counts 
of the responses. Another way is to ask the respondents themselves whom they 
thought were the most influential. Hence we asked: 'give the name of just one of 
those leaders whom you think was especially important'. Those receiving four 
or more 'votes' are in rank order as follows: 

Iakovlev, Alexandr Nikolaevich, 77 
(Central Committee media executive, previously Ambassador to Canada, a member 
of the Politburo, a secretary of the Central Committee and head of its Idealogy 
Department, member of Gorbachev's Presidential Council). 

Thatcher, Margaret. 31 
(Prime Minister of Britain) 
Shevardnadze, Edward Amvrosievich, 26 
(Member of the Politburo, Minister of Foreign Affairs) 

Reagan, Ronald 18 
(President of the USA) 

Bush, George 7 
(President of the USA) 

Kohl, Helmut 7 
(Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany) 

Medvedev, Vadim Andreevich 5 
(Secretary of CPSU, Member of the Politburo, member of the Presidential Council, 
adviser of the President) 
Ligachev, Egor Kuzmich, 4 
(Member of the Politburo and Secretary of the CPSU, Chair of Commission on 
Foreign Affairs of Supreme Soviet USSR) 
Mitterrand, Francois 4 
(President of France) 

Sakharov, Andrey Dmitrievich 4 
(Academic, Political Activist and Political Writer).I6 

The positions held by these persons confirm conclusively that the policy to 
pull ,Jut of Eastern Europe was largely determined by Gorbachev himself, aided 
by his self-chosen advisers in response to advice from the leaders of the West. 
Curiously perhaps for those nurtured on the traditional view of the Soviet type 

26 Others mentioned were: Primakov, Evgenii Maksimovich 3 (Member of Politburo, and 
leading academic in the field of International Relations); Arbatov, Georgii Arkadevich 2 (leading 
academic in the field of American and Canadian studies); Brandt, Willi 2 (Chancellor of Western 
Germany); Cherniaev, Anatolii Segeevich 2 (close confidant of Gorbachev and Presidential 
adviser); Eltsin, Boris Nikolaevich 2 (Member of Politburo, Party Secretary, President of Russian 
Federation); Ryzhkov, Nikolai Ivanovich 2 (Member of Presidential Council, Member of 
Politburo, Prime Minister of USSR government): Shakhnazarov, Georgii Khosroevich 2 (political 
scientist in CPSU apparat and Vice President of IPSA, advisor to Gorbachev). 
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TABLE 3 .  Core Political Leadership: on Withdrawal from Eastern Europe: Frequency 
Distribution of Responses 

Responses 

PolAgents Mean 1 9 3 4 5 Total 

WesPolLd 1.78 11 12 5 0 0 28 
AdvGorb 2.25 9 9 7 0 3 28 
GovUSSR 2.67 0 13 1 1  4 0 28 
MilLdr 2.71 0 13 10 5 0 28 

supsov 3.14 I 3 15 9 0 28 
BusEcon 3.42 0 2 12 14 0 28 
TrUns 3.57 0 0 12 16 0 28 

LdsPolOp 2.82 1 10 10 7 0 28 

Key to responses, see Table 1. 
Key to Political Agents: 
(A) [SupSov] members of the Supreme Soviet, 
(B) [GovUSSR] ministers of the USSR government. 
( C )  [Nomenkl] interests within the rionieriklururu system (such as Komsomol. Party. 
MVD and KGB or Directors of state enterprises). 
(D) [AdvGorb] Gorbachev's own advisers, 
(E) [LdsPolOp] leaders of the opposition movement outside parliament, 
(F) [TrUns] trade unions, 
(G) [BusEcon] business interests (leaders of enterprises. entrepreneurs-predprinimafeli), 
(H) [ExtOrgLd] direct influence of people or institutions outside the USSR (such as 
foreign leaders or the World Bank), 
( I )  [DemEft] as a response to the need to show Western leaders that the Gorbachev 
leadership was serious about economic reforms? 

societies. no mention is made either of the internal security forces (KGB) or the 
military. 

Move to Privatization and the Market 
The second topic examined the changes in the economy. Respondents were 
asked which interests they thought were influential in the decisions to extend 
private initiative and the role of the market. The results are shown on Table 4. 

The suggested responses were similar but not identical to those received on the 
first question. The final query [I] was added to elicit a response on the 
'demonstration effect' of Soviet policy: whether there was a desire on the part o f  
the leadership to show the West that they were serious about reform and hence 
to enhance their legitimacy abroad. Table 4 shows the importance of this 
'demonstration effect', as well as of Gorbachev's advisers and the influence of 
external political leaders and institutions. The responses of the 'core political 
leadership' (defined above) are shown in the last two columns. Examination o f  
the results shows once more that there is no significant difference between the 
core political elite and the total elite population. (Government ministers and 
leaders o f  the political opposition were ranked slightly higher, but not signifi- 
cantly so.) Again the data were reanalysed to see if any significant group could 
C Political Studies Arsociauon 1996 
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TABLE 4 .  Influences on Introduction of Private Enterprise and the Market: Frequency 
Distribution of Responses 

A N  Political Elite Core Leaders 

PolAgents Mean 1 2 3 4 5 Total Mean Tot 

DemEft 
AdvGorb 
Ex tOrgLd 
GovUSSR 
BusEcon 
Nomenkl 

LdsPolOp 
TrUns 

SupSov 

1.58 61 43 1 1  1 0  116 1.67 28 
1.78 50 52 7 3 4  116 1.82 28 
2.25 23 57 25 6 5  116 2.35 28 
2.37 12 64 26 13 1 116 2.07 28 
2.62 7 48 48 1 1  2 116 2.67 28 
2.62 16 35 48 14 3 116 2.75 28 
2.96 1 27 63 25 0 116 2.67 28 
3.06 9 33 36 30 8 116 2.67 28 
3.52 0 10 48 53 5 116 3.39 28 

Question: 
During the period after Gorbachev came to power until his downfall in August 1991, a 
number of initiatives were taken in the area of economic policy. For instance, Gorbachev 
allowed the extension of private initiative and a greater role to the market. How would 
you estimate the importance of the following in influencing the introduction of this policy? 
Key to responses see Table 1. 
Key to political agents see Table 3. 

account for the very large response in support of the ‘demonstration effect’. 
Once more this was not the case: all constituent groups gave a very high rating. 

Finally, the respondents were asked if there were any other interests or people 
not included in the list we offered, whom they believed to be significant. 
Gorbachev himself (mainly in terms of his deficiencies) had the highest number 
of mentions (13), followed by the crisis facing the country (11), Western 
institutions and leaders ( 1  0 - including Margaret Thatcher, who topped the 
politicians with two mentions), academics and groups of academics (9) and the 
higher Party leadership (9). Raisa Gorbachev came into the picture with 3 votes. 

National and Regional Policy 
One of the most important areas of internal turmoil in the terminal period of 
the Soviet Union concerned policy towards the republics and regions of the 
USSR. The respondents were asked to estimate the importance of various 
groups in the formation of nationalities’ policy. In addition to those mentioned 
above, two more choices were given: political leaders in the Republics 
[RegPlLds] and political movements in the Republics and regions themselves 
[RegP 1 Mov] . 

Table 5 shows the responses for all the persons surveyed and the mean for 
each political agent by the core political leaders. The only slight difference 
between the valuations of the former and the latter was that the leaders of the 
internal political opposition were ranked more highly by core leaders. The 
responses here introduced two new political forces: Republican and Regional 
leaders and Regional and Republican Movements. The former were the most 
important, with the latter following closely on the influence of Western political 
Q Pollllcal Studies Association. 1996 
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TABLE 5.  Influences on Gorbachev’s Nationality Policy: Frequency Distribution of 
Responses 

Total Political Elite CorePolLedrs 

PolAgents Mean 1 2 3 4 5 Total Mean Tot 

RegPILds 
WesPolLd 
RegPlMov 
AdvGorb 
LdsPolOp 

MilLds 
GovUSSR 
BusEcon 
TrUns 

supsov 

1.71 
1.92 
2.00 
2.19 
2.43 
2.45 
2.57 
2.14 
3.26 
3.60 

55 
49 
49 
32 
16 
7 

13 
8 
0 
0 

48 I I  
40 20 
48 12 
58 18 
56 30 
65 32 
49 35 
45 46 
14 62 

3 45 

0 
3 
1 
1 

1 1  
10 
14 
13 
37 
65 

2 1 I6 
4 1 I6 
6 1 I6 
1 I16 
3 1 I6 
2 1 I6 
5 1 I6 
4 116 
3 1 I6 
3 116 

1.82 28 
2.14 28 
2.64 28 
2.42 28 
2.21 28 
2.46 28 
2.15 28 
2.75 28 
3.51 28 
3.61 28 

Question: 
During the last few years of Gorbachev’s political leadership, the USSR experienced 
growing assertiveness of national/ethnic groups, for instance, in the Baltic and in the 
Caucasus, and in August 1991 Gorbachev formulated his policy in the proposed Union 
Agreement. 

On the formulation of nationalities policy in general, how would you estimate the 
importance of the following? 
Key to political agents see Table 3 above plus: 
[RegPlLds] political leaders in the Republics, 
[RegPIMov] political movements in the Republics and regions themselves. 

leaders. Advisers to Gorbachev were still prominent, but not as dominant as in 
other areas of policy. 

As there were many different political agents here, the respondents were 
asked to say which of the different political agents possessed the most 
influence.*’ The results confirm the analysis above: Western political leaders ( 3 3  
mentions) played a predominant role, followed by Political Leaders in the 
Republics and Regions (18), Political Movements in the Republics and Regions 
(15), and Advisers to Gorbachev (10). 

Finally, we asked once more to find unprompted influences. Few new forces 
were mentioned. The ‘Mafia’ received 3 votes. The most frequent unstructured 
response (1 5 )  was to Gorbachev himself - respondents spontaneously deplored 
his ambition, shortsightedness and feeble understanding. Other Soviet leaders 
mentioned, usually without comment, were Iakovlev (1 3), and Shevardnadze 
(10). Again at the bottom of the list of influences came the KGB with only two 
mentions and the military leadership with only one.28 

It is clear that the different constituencies forming the political elite (govern- 
ment advisers, party and government leaders, professionals and members of the 

’’ The question was ‘which of the above leaders or forces do you think was the mosf important?’ ’* Other mentions included the ‘Politburo’ with 7, foreign institutions 7 (these included financial 
circles I, Radio Liberty and Voice of America 1, the Zionist world lobby I). foreign leaders had 8 
references (Margaret Thatcher again came at the top with 5 mentions followed by Bush, Reagan 
and Mitterrand with I each). 
T Political Studies Association. 1996 
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Supreme Soviet) did not differ as such about the sources of influence.29 Again 
the separate analysis of the 'core political leaders' confirmed that a wide range 
of people in prominent positions in the USSR were in agreement about who was 
making policy. This may be due to the centralization of decision making and the 
recruitment of the political elite from a relatively restricted constituency which 
was connected by a common communication network - by contrast, for 
instance, with the pluralist type of recruitment and networking of more open 
market type societies. In other words, while members of the political elite 
differed in political outlook, they were grounded in common networks and were 
similar in age and political background. 

The Main Sources of Influence 
These responses help identify the major political influences shaping policy in the 
terminal period of the USSR - at least as far as these crucial issues were 
concerned. (Bear in mind that here not all the areas of policy making are 
disc~ssed).~' It is important to note that there was some variation in ascribed 
influence between the different issues. On the pull-out from Eastern Europe, the 
rank order was foreign leaders and institutions, then advisors to (and selected 
by) Gorbachev - giving to him considerable political power. An unexpected 
finding, at least in comparison to the location of political influence under 
previous Soviet rulers, was the role of Raisa Gorbachev. But the most 
ubiquitous form of influence was that from abroad, articulated by foreign 
politicians. The role of Margaret Thatcher is remarkable: she was sponta- 
neously mentioned as the top foreign political influence in every question 
answered. Her eminence was probably due to the fact that she was able to 
express her market-orientation in terms which had been constructed in opposi- 
tion to British welfare state philosophy - a philosophy with similarities in the 
USSR - and to her determination to pursue change in the face of resistance. 
Her clarity of exposition and the unswerving certainty of her beliefs in her own 
views also explain her high profile. (She made a powerful impact on Soviet TV, 
destroying her interviewers.) Western influence may have had a significant 
impact on the internal cohesion of the political elite. It was clear from the 
interviews that many thought that the West had an undue influence on Soviet 
affairs. (We return to this below.) 

Even on the internal policy of market reform, it was thought that Gorbachev 
was seeking to placate and impress the West. On nationality and regional issues, 
however. leaders and movements in the republics and regions were dominant. 
These were interests largely outside his cont1-01.~' This finding would suggest a 
lack of congruity between the political elites in the Republics and the centre - a 

29 All the 27 tables of these five groups of respondents were statistically analysed and in not one 
were the differences found to be significant at the 0.05 level - all showed a remarkably even 
distribution between the groups. A word of caution may be added here, many of the numbers were 
very small, even when the columns of the tables were combined, and hence are not amenable to the 
chi-squared tests. 

30 Felipe Gonzales, for instance, certainly influenced Gorbachev with respect to his general 
policy, see Andrei Grachev, Dal'she bez menia: ukhodprezidenfa (Moscow, 1994) p. 100. My thanks 
to Archie Brown for drawing attention to this reference. 

31 On the political elites of the Russian Republic (RSFSR), see David Lane and Cameron Ross, 
'The changing composition of the political elites', in David Lane (ed.), Russia in Transifion 
(London. Longman, 1995), pp. 52-75. 
'1.'' Political Studies Association, 1996 
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geographical segmentation of elites rather than confrontation between the 
rulers and counter-elites with a base in ‘society’.’’ Perhaps surprisingly, the 
institutions of Soviet power, even those introduced under Gorbachev, do not 
appear to have played dominant roles: the Supreme Soviet, the government 
ministries, business and economic interests and notably the nornenklatura are 
given little weight as decisive bodies. Remarkably, the respondents gave very 
little weight to the KGB and the military. These influences are quite different 
from those anticipated by the theorists discussed at the beginning of this paper. 
Segmented interests with local constituencies in the republics, and leaders and 
pressures external to the society, have to be given a prominent role in the 
systemic disintegration of state socialism. These, of course, acted in conjunction 
with other forces. The frequently supposed organic unity and dominant role of 
the political elite - the partocracy and nonierzklatura - is exposed as a myth, a 
myth concurrently held to legitimate state socialism by its supporters and to 
denigrate it by ideological opponents.33 

The Rulers’ Views on the Collapse of Soviet Power 
The discussion above focused on specific issues in policy making from which 
inferences were drawn concerning the locus of political power. Members of 
political elites - especially those who have lost power - have important views 
about the nature of internal political conflict and the reasons for political 
success and failure. Two questions were asked of the respondents concerning 
the causes of the breakdown of the USSR. The first generalized about the 
different political forces which precipitated its collapse. The second inquired 
about the effectiveness of the Soviet system at the time Gorbachev became 
General Secretary of the CPSU. This question probes the extent to which the 
elites were divided or in agreement about the need for change. 

We asked the respondents to estimate the influence of five different forces as 
shown on Table 6. The most common reason cited for the collapse was the 
leadership of Gorbachev. Seventy (60 per cent) of the respondents regarded his 
inadequacies as of great importance. As shown in the penultimate column, this 
view was also shared by the core political leadership (his advisers, members of 
the Politburo, First Party secretaries and members of the Presidium of the 
Supreme Soviet). At the bottom of the list came the dissident movement, 
trailing ‘public demands’ as an influence. Surprisingly perhaps, given the 
importance attributed to Western political leaders in other questions, they were 
only ranked after demands for internal political reforms from the Party and 
government. Of great importance here is the perception of the need for renewal 
and the inappropriateness of the structures of the command economy. 

This question was also followed by an open ended question inviting answers 
beyond those p r ~ m p t e d . ) ~  Table 7 shows the most frequently cited reason (22 
mentions) was again the deficiencies of Gorbachev as a leader - his 

32 This is in contrast to O’Donnell and Schmitter who in the democratic transition process 
envisage rulers negotiating pacts with counter-elites to ensure power-sharing. 

33 Z .  Bauman describes this as ‘partynomial authority’, see ‘Officialdom and class: bases of 
inequality in socialist society’ in Frank Parkin (ed.), The Social Anal,vsis of Class S/ruc/ure 
(London, Tavistock, 1974), especially pp, 1 3 6 4 0 .  

34 The wording was ‘were there any other factors, not mentioned above, which you think had a 
great deal of influence?’ 
C Political Studies Association. 1996 
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TABLE 6. Causes of Collapse of the USSR: Views of the Political Elite: Frequency 
Distribution of Responses 

Total Political Elite Core PolLdrs 

Cause of Mean 
Collapse 

InadGor 1.5 
Renewal 2.1 
IntPolRf 2.2 
WesPoLd 2.4 
PubDem 2.4 
DisMov 2.8 

Responses: 
Grt  Some Lit N o  Dkn Total 
Inf. Inf. Inf. Inf. NoAn 

70 37 7 I 1 116 
41 43 19 10 3 1 I6 
27 49 32 7 1 116 
25 39 38 12 2 116 
19 48 37 9 3 1 I6 
9 23 67 15 2 116 

Mean Total 

1.75 28 
2.39 28 
2.75 28 
2.71 28 
2.53 28 
2.85 28 

Question: 
‘In 1991, following the Declaration o f a  State of Emergency, the Soviet Union collapsed 
with the CPSU losing its political supremacy. We would like your opinion about why the 
old system collapsed’. 
‘In your experience of the developments in the USSR - in say the last ten years of its life 
(i.e. the period from late Brezhnev to the final collapse under Gorbachev) - what were 
the effects of the following on its final collapse? 
Which had: 1, a great deal of influence; 2, some influence; 3, a little influence; 4, no 
influence at  all. 
(A) The pressure of foreign governments and foreign political circles. WesPolLd] 
(B) Demands for change and reform from within, from the forces of the Party and 
government apparatus. [IntPolRf) 
(C) The influence of public dissatisfaction with economic and political conditions. 
[PubDem] 
(D) The influence of internal dissident movement. [DisMov] 
(E) The inappropriateness of the structures which had developed under Stalin to the 
conditions of contemporary life. [Renewal] 
(F) Inadequacies in the leadership of Gorbachev. [InadGor] 

TABLE 7. Open Ended Responses on Influences on Collapse of USSR 

Response No. of Mentions 

Gorbachev 22 
Regional and republican interests 19 
Party institutions (the apparat, central committee) 17 
Demands from society 15 
Leaders 13 
Policy (misguided, mistaken, ambiguous) 12 
Reponse to crisis situations 
Ideology 
Named people 
Western institutions (World Bank) 
Other answers 6 
No response 27 

0 Political Studies Ass~~iat ion.  1996 
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‘incompetence’. ‘hypocrisy’, ‘indecisiveness‘ and ‘lack of ~nderstanding’.)~ 
While the West may have influenced the political leadership of Gorbachev. i t  is 
assigned a relatively passive role in the collapse of the USSR: only 2 direct 
mentions were received, one being the ‘harmful activity of ‘spetssluzhby’ - 
foreign ‘special service’ operations conducted by the CIA (this point was most 
forcibly made by a former leading official of the security forces). 

Two points of general importance may be highlighted here. The first concerns 
the role of leadership by the General Secretary and President of the USSR. 
Whereas in revolutionary activity the positive role of political leadership is 
often emphasized, here is a case of deficient leadership. To paraphrase Bunce.’6 
political leaders do make a difference not only in government but in its collapse. 
The second is that the political leadership represented by our respondents 
clearly believed that there was a need for political reform. This was a view held, 
not by ‘young Turks’ but by Party and government leaders in their late middle 
age with a lifetime of work in the apparatus. Unlike the prognosis of theorists of 
state socialism who saw political change coming from below or from ascendant 
groups and classes, the conclusion to be drawn here is that the political 
leadership itself impelled reform leading to collapse. While social forces may 
have been underlying causes. they remained latent and do  not appear to have 
been directly influential. 

This becomes even clearer when we turn to the final question. in which we 
asked about the need for reform and the type of reform which was required. The 
four alternatives posed to the respondents are shown on Table 8. This question 
enables one to distinguish between piecemeal reformers among the political 
leadership and radical advocates of structural change. Forty-seven of the total 
upheld the fundamental soundness of the sbstein, whereas 69 believed it was 
basically flawed, 23 urged complete replacement. The percentages are shown in 
column A. A critical mass of the political leadership had lost confidence in the 
effectiveness of the regime. Clearly this is evidence of a significant loss of 
legitimacy by the institutions of state socialism. 

In the literature on transition, no actual survey data are cited to demonstrate 
the extent of elite unity/disunity. Higley and Burton, for example, rely on 
historical accounts and macro level interpretations.)’ The empirical research 
here is able to advance the study of elite disunity. ‘Stable democracies’. it is 
widely accepted, are characterized by political leaders who accept the basic 
parameters of the political/social system: its structures, laws, forms of property, 
and the legitimacy of its political outputs. The study of European politicians 
and civil servants by Aberbach. Putnam and Rockman show the extent to 
which European political elites were unified. In columns B and C of Table 8 
comparative data are derived from their cross national study of politicians and 

35 Other responses were regional and republican interests (19). the deficiencies of the Party and 
its apparat ( I  7), social demands and developments, which included ‘the experience of Russia’, ‘life 
demanded change’, ‘obedience to the leader’ and ‘secret (skrFmoe) influence’, ‘the history of Russia 
in the last one hundred years’. Individual leaders, particularly the heads of republics. such as 
Nazarbaev and Eltsin (under People, names), and also the inadequacies of various leaders 
(collected under ‘leaders‘) were also important. 

36 Valerie Bunce, Do New Lpuders Make u D%ference” Erecutiw Siiccessioti and Public Policy 
under Capitalism (Princeton NJ, Yale University Press, 1981). 

j7 See John Higley and Michael G .  Burton, ‘The elite variable in democratic transitions and 
breakdowns’. Arnericun Sociologicul Review. 54 (1989). especially Table I ,  p. 22. 
i Political Studies Association. 1996 
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TABLE 8. Soviet Elite Perceptions of the Soviet System and Type of Reform Required and 
Comparisons with European Political Elites 

Percentage response 

N A B c 
1 .  Fundamentally sound with little need 1 1 36 60 

for change. 

were necessary. 

been completely replaced. 

reforms could have been achieved 
within the existing framework. 

2. Fundamentally sound but some reforms 46 40 54 37 

3. Basically unsound and should have 23 19 2 0 

4. Basically flawed though significant 46 40 8 3 

I00 100 100 
N=116 116 456 420 

N and A: Gorbachev elite 
B: Aberbach et al. - European politicians’ elite 
C: Aberbach et al. - European bureaucrats’ elite 
Question: 
Looking back at the political and economic situation inherited by Gorbachev when he 
took over as General Secretary of the CPSU. d o  you think the political system at that 
time was: (see 1 4  in Table). 

bureaucrats in Europe.38 Study of the table shows the asymmetrical attitude to 
the existing political order by the political elites of Gorbachev compared to 
European politicians and civil servants. Fifty-nine percent of the Gorbachev 
elite believed their system to have been ‘basically flawed’, compared to only 10 
per cent of European politicians and only 3 per cent o f  bureaucrats who 
believed the same about their systems. The level of disunity is indicated by the 
fact that 41 per cent of the Soviet elite believed that the system was ‘funda- 
mentally sound’. 

Which parts of the elites were most critical of the system inherited by the 
reform leadership? The data were reanalysed to detect those people who had the 
most disparaging and the most positive responses - those who felt that the 
system should be ‘completely replaced’ (row 3) and those who felt i t  was 
‘fundamentally sound’ (rows 1 and 2) (see Table 9). Of the 23 responses in the 
former category, 3 were attributed to Gorbachev’s advisers (10 in the sample), 9 
to government ministers (59), 5 were from the party elite (23), and 3 from the 
members of the Supreme Soviet (1 5). 

As to those claiming that the system was ‘fundamentally sound’ we should 
note the disproportionate share of the government ministers (over half of the 
respondents in this group. including the only one who thought there was ‘little 
need for change’). The numbers fell considerably among the party elite (one 

38 Joel D. Aberbach. Robert D. Putnam and Bert A. Rockman, Bureaucrats and Poliriciuns in 
Wesrem Democracies (Cambridge MA, Harvard University Press. 1981), p. 195. Data refer to 
surveys in Britain, France, Germany, Italy and Sweden in the early 1970s. 
1 Political Studies Assoaauon, 1996 
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TABLE 9. Attitudes to Soviet System by Categories of Political Elite 

Elite Group Cotnplete1.r. Rcplucc Fundamentally Sound Total in Group 
(Row 3) (Row 1 +2) 

Advisers 
Govt mins 
Party elite 
Supr. Sov. 

Totals 

3 
9 
5 
3 

20 

2 
30 
8 
7 

37 

10 
59 
23 
15 

107 

third). and also among the advisers to Gorbachev and to the members of the 
Supreme Soviet (one fifth). The results here indicate that a wide spectrum of the 
elite supported radical (even revolutionary) reform. Members of the govern- 
ment ministerial elite, however, were more concentrated in the centre of the 
spectrum, accepted the existing system of state socialism. 

Table 9 also gives further insight into why change in the Soviet Union has led 
to a breakdown rather than a democratic transition. Its elites were completely 
‘disunified’ (to use Higley and Burton’s term) about whether reform or radical 
restructuring was required. All the major institutional elites - Party, govern- 
ment. Supreme Soviet, even Gorbachev’s advisers - were divided on whether 
the Soviet regime was ‘fundamentally sound’ or ‘basically flawed’. Whatever 
policy was adopted by the political leadership. there was sure to be opposition 
because the political elites were themselves split over the nature of the Soviet 
system. The most radical champions of change were to be found among 
Gorbachev’s advisers and among the Party elite - though even here Gorbachev 
had to contend with some who believed the system was ‘fundamentally sound’. 
On the other hand, among the government ministers, a solid block was opposed 
to radical reform -just  over half of the ministers believed the system to be 
‘fundamentally sound‘. Gorbachev tried to broker between these two groups, to 
steer a course between them or. less charitably. to zig-zag between different 
kinds of policies. The political space was too wide for compromise. 

These facts help to explain why Gorbachev was universally condemned by all 
sections of the political elite including its inner core -- and was regarded as a 
major cause of breakdown and ineffective policy: there was no agreement on 
what ’reform’ was supposed to reform. In the context of such internal strife, it 
seems likely that Gorbachev, in seeking external support from foreign 
leaders - who were not without their own agendas - may have been unduly 
influenced by them. The members of the political elite certainly thought this to 
be the case. 

Conclusions 
The systematic analysis of the opinion of the political elite in the terminal 
period of the USSR provides direct testimony of the elite’s views on dissension 
and political influence, an area of study curiously ignored by major elite 
theorists.39 The breakdown of the USSR was not a revolution driven by forces 

39 The classical theorists (Pareto. Mosca) no less than modern ones (Mills, Dornhoff, Scott) 
theorize on the basis of little data. Even empiricists, such as Dahl. have not probed the political elite 
on a national level. but consider lower level decisions. 
1 Polirical Studies Associalion. 1996 
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in society, it was a consequence of failed political reform, propelled from the 
top, essentially by Gorbachev and other colleagues within the elite of the CPSU. 
Unlike political elites in stable Western European countries, the Soviet elite was 
not only severely internally divided but also contained significant individuals, 
including the head of state, who were intent on total reconstitution of the 
regime. Rather than a unitary elite under state socialism, there were important 
divisions which were exacerbated by the policy of radical reform. Hence a 
negotiated settlement with ascendant elites pushing for reform and making 
‘pacts’ with the incumbent tlite - which is the typical scenario of ‘democratic 
transition’ - was not achieved. Elite dissension created a political vacuum 
which was filled by the democratic movement led by a fallen elite member, 
Eltsin. This was essentially a negative anti-communist movement rather than an 
organic outcome of the modernization process. 

Study of the views of the political elite leads one to conclude that in major 
policy matters in the terminal period of the USSR, demands ‘from society’ 
(epitomized in Poland by Solidarity) of the kind anticipated by writers such as 
Parkin and Giddens, appear to be minimal. The main agents anticipated by the 
Marxist view of revolutionary change - new economic institutions and the 
working class - were also minor actors.40 Such interests, of course, may have 
had latent effects in creating more amorphous demands shaping expectations 
but they did not impinge as direct political forces. Two political groups external 
to the political elite successfully promoted their interests: regional and 
nationalist leaders seeking to replace the centre with their own authority; and 
politically conservative and economically capitalist leaders of the leading 
Western nations advocating a policy of competitive markets in polity (parties 
and elections) and economy (privatized production for exchange). The radical 
reform leadership under Gorbachev, in its domestic disputes, sought a common 
interest with foreign world actors to further its policy politically and 
econ~mica l ly .~~ A consequence - in a state which had practised a relatively 
autarkic form of policy making - was to amplify klite dissension. Theoretical 
analysis of radical change and ‘transition politics’ therefore has to include the 
international linkages between regimes, especially the consequences of political 
dependence. Interaction between systems is as important as what happens 
within them. The ways this influence may be exercised have not been explored 
here: they include direct intervention, indirect pressure, ideological and cultural 
su b v e r ~ i o n . ~ ~  

Within-system reform, as contemplated by Gorbachev, could never have 
succeeded alongside political stability because the political elites were divided 
about the fundamental nature of the Soviet system. While members of the 
political elite universally attributed blame for the failure of reform and for the 

Undoubtedly the ‘intelligentsia’ promoted the reform movement. The author has shown that 
the intelligentsia as an influence on reform was ranked the highest of social groups and forces; my 
study confirms, however, that they were less frequently mentioned than interests in the apparat or 
nationalist movements. See ‘Gorbachev’s political tlite’, The Journal of Communist Studies and 
Transifion Polifics, 10, no. 1 March (1994). p. 113. 

4’ See discussion in Richard Rose, ‘Comparing forms of comparative analysis’, Polifical Studies. 
39, no. 3 (1991), 462. 

42 According to MccGwire, there were three aspects to American policy: ‘a sustained attempt to 
achieve military superiority . . . a general militarization of the international arena . . . [and] a 
massive “psychological” attack against the socialist community . . .‘ Michael MccGwire, 
Perestroika and Soviet Nufional Securify (Washington DC, Brookings, 1991). pp. 117-8. 
Q Political Studies Association. 1996 



collapse of the USSR to Gorbachev himself. collapse was also a consequence of 
major disagreements between the elite actors themselves about the nature of the 
Soviet system and the possibility for reform. Though many of the Party elite 
and elected legislators concluded that the system was basically flawed and 
favoured radical reform. a large number of leading government executives 
believed that the Soviet system was 'fundamentally sound'. The political space 
between the components of the political elite was too wide for a 'negotiated 
settlement' (associated with transition to democracy) and consequently the 
transition from state socialism involved systemic breakdown. An implication 
for elite theory is that the political preferences and alliances of incumbent 
political leaders are salient in understanding regime change. Moreover. 
demands on such leaders have to take into account the policy of dominant 
actors in the international arenad3 which. as Pipes'" has forcibly argued, can 
undermine an unstable dependent regime. In the case o f  the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. the reformers' identification with the policy interests of foreigners 
intensified elite instability and furthered collapse. 

Appendix: Defining the Political Elite 
The political status of the people in the sample may be illustrated by analysis of 
the positions held in the Party apparatus. the government (including the 
advisers to the President) and other positions during the period 1 January 1985 
and 31 December 1992. Those interviewed included the following from the 
Communist Party elite: 9 members of the Politburo. 9 secretaries of the Central 
Committee CPSU and 18 departmental heads. Other posts held by the Party 
elite included: 1st Dep. and Dep. Heads of All Union CC, 10: Obkom 
Secretaries, 12; lower level posts in CC Apparat. including personal secretaries 
and aides to Gorbachev. 10: all Republican Apparat, 8; local Party organiza- 
tions (CPSU). I .  The total is greater than 24 due to mobility between positions. 

The other major component of the Soviet structures of power was the 
Government apparatus to which. in the terminal period of the USSR. may be 
added the apparatus of the President. Our sample included 1 1  members of the 
Presidium of the Council of Ministers. 53 people with the status of Ministers or 
Chairs of state committees. 4 Ambassadors (or previous ambassadors) and 11 
Presidential advisers to Gorbachev. These numbers are greater than analysed in 
the paper because of movement hetween positions over time. while some people 
had joint positions in Party and government bureaucracy. To handle this 
problem, the person was allocated to the highest position or to the one held for 
the longest period of time or for which the person is best known. 

Though these people also held positions in the Supreme Soviet of the USSR 
(the Soviet Parliament'). other regional and republican elite members could not 
be systematically included in the research and hence the Supreme Soviet elite as 
such was not studied. The representatives from republics and regions had long 
departed from Russia, and it was impossible to contact them with the resources 
available. To define the 'inflentials'. in a prior study 68 people were 

'j Higley and Burton's seminal article is concerned with norionol i1iir.Y and ignores the 

@ Pipes. 'Misinterpreting the Cold War' (see reference 10). Pipes IS concerned more with 
international dimension. 

economic and military collapse consequent on American foreign policy. 
1 Political Studies Arsoaauon. 1996 
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interviewed - deputies to the Supreme Soviet, government officials. Party 
leaders. political advisers and journalists - to determine whom they thought 
were influential on certain issues. Later, advice was taken from specialists in 
public opinion research at ROMIR (a public opinion polling organization). 
These responses, of course, included people with positions as defined above in 
the Party and government elites as well as other influential people (such as 
journalists, writers, academics and politicians) outside the formal apparatus of 
power. The latter were the basis of the third constituency of the study forming 
the ‘reputational’ political elite. Six of the respondents held posts in inter- 
national organizations (such as UNESCO and Comecon). The largest group 
(36 people) were in research and higher educational institutions. Another 
important and related group of intellectuals were ‘political’ professionals - 
these were heads and professors in the Party’s and trade union higher 
educational institutions: here are included eight persons, in voluntary associa- 
tions (such as the Soviet Peace Committee) and trade union posts were 3 1 .  In 
the economic institutions of the former Soviet Union were 4 people and in new 
ones (associations linked to the emerging market sector) were 30. (Many of the 
ofice holders, of course, overlapped.) 

Fifty-nine members of the samples were deputies to the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR and 19 deputies to Supreme Soviets of the Republics, almost exclusively 
the Russian Republic (RSFSR). As these members overlapped with the party 
and political elites they are not analysed separately. We were unable to include a 
representative number of members of the Supreme Soviet elite, though in the 
analysis 15 of the samples who were exclusively members (i.e. they were not 
jointly in the government or Party elites) are placed in a ‘Supreme Soviet’ 
group. These should be considered as a Soviet Deputies constituency rather 
than a Supreme Soviet elite. 

The collapse of the USSR (from August 1991), when the project was being 
organized, led to numerous problems in interviewing elite members. Following 
the break-up of the Union, many leaders from the Republics and national areas 
returned there. The Communist Party was disbanded, its political elite scattered 
and a few were even imprisoned. Time and the momentous events of 1991 also 
took their toll on the elite members: many were over eighty years old in the late 
1980s and some had died by the time the interviews commenced in the Autumn 
of 1993. The events of that year - the storming of the Russian Parliament 
building and the death and imprisonment of some of its occupants - dimin- 
ished further the elite constituency. Thirty-six of our potential interviewees, for 
one reason or another, did not participate in the research, including some who 
were influenced by the psychological climate of late 1993 early 1994. Finally, the 
collapse of the Soviet administrative and political system made contacting 
many members of the elite impossible. 

(First submitted: 17 May 1995;$rzally accepted: 19 July 1995) 

11 Polltual Studies Association. 1996 
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REVOLUTION, CLASS AND
GLOBALISATION IN THE TRANSITION
FROM STATE SOCIALISM

David Lane
Faculty of Social and Political Sciences, Free School Lane, Cambridge CB2 3RQ, UK

ABSTRACT: With the disintegration of communist rule in central Europe and

the USSR, the social formation of state socialism ended. What has followed

is described in Western sociology and political science as a transformation or

a ‘transition’ to democracy, markets and capitalism. The paper considers

traditional Marxist approaches to the transition to capitalism and criticises

the model of state capitalism as well as the world system approach. In

contrast, it is contended that three social classes played a major role in the

fall of state socialism and a move to capitalism: endogenously �/ the
acquisition and administrative classes, and exogenously �/ the global

political class. The political leadership of Gorbachev was crucial in tilting

power away from the loyal administrative class. It is argued that different

combinations of these class groupings determine the type of social formation

which is evolving. The globalisation of capitalist companies and the direct

role of global economic forces had little importance under state socialism,

but have had more significance since 1989. With respect to the penetration

of transnational companies, important differences have developed between
the central European countries and those of the former USSR. Barriers limit

the spread of global capitalism: among these are disparities between the

interests of local domestic and export industries, the legacy of state

socialism and the continued presence of state ownership. In this context,

global capitalism is evolving in central Europe whereas in Russia and Ukraine

there is a hybrid social formation containing elements of state economic

control, national capitalism and global capitalism.

Key words: revolution; social class; globalisation; transition; state socialism;
Russia

The disintegration of state socialism and the move to something else is

usually now called ‘transformation’ to avoid the teleological use of

transition which presumes an end state. The academic discourse is
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overwhelmingly in terms of non-Marxist paradigms. The class paradigm

has had very little attention as an explanation of the collapse of state

socialism and the transition to capitalism. Writers are unclear as to

whether transition or transformation constitutes reform, revolution,

partial revolution or failed revolution.1

Systemic breakdown followed by system transfer is the most usual

explanation of the process of transition from communism in Eastern

Europe.2 State socialism had ‘major systemic incompatibilities caused by

the absence of both a market and a mechanism of conflict resolution . . .
Because institutional arrangements deprive state socialism of the capacity

to channel self-interested behavior into socially beneficial performance and

condition its survival on the base of direct coercion, the whole concept of a

politico-economic order is fundamentally flawed’.3 An implication of this

position, taken by many transitologists, is that if the coercive powers of the

totalitarian state are removed, a political and economic tabula rasa is

revealed on which Western institutions may be freely constructed.
However, a wide range of commentators in Western political science

insists that the post-communist countries have experienced a ‘compre-

hensive revolution’.4 Claus Offe muddies the water somewhat by claiming:

‘This upheaval is a revolution without a historical model and a revolution

without a revolutionary theory’.5 The East European revolutions, he

1. Klaus von Beyme suggests the term ‘system’s change’. He claims that the ‘process of

transformation was so unique that the old notions of revolution and reform tend to be

inappropriate’. ‘System’s change’, he contends, lacks ‘the connotation of violence and

civil war’, but recognises the far-reaching change of politics, society and economics.

Klaus von Beyme, Transition to Democracy in Eastern Europe . New York: Macmillan,

1996. pp. 18, 19.

2. This view is clearly put by Kornai. ‘The socialist system was a brief interlude, a

temporary aberration in the course of historical events . . . [T]here is no alternative to

the ‘‘capitalist system’’’. J. Kornai, From Socialism to Capitalism . London: The Social

Market Foundation, 1998. pp. 2, 40

3. B. Kaminski, The Collapse of State Socialism . Princeton, NJ: Princeton University

Press, 1991. pp. 16, 3.

4. Leslie Holmes, ‘Russia as a Post-Communist Country’, in Graeme Gill (ed.), Elites

and Leadership in Russian Politics . Basingstoke: Macmillan and New York: St. Martin’s

Press, 1998, pp. 167�/70. Leslie Holmes’s argument is that they have moved from one

party systems with command economies to multiparty ones with ‘increasingly

privatised and marketized economies’. The previous state ideology, he claims, ‘had in

all cases been dismantled. By any definition all this represented a rapid and

fundamental change of system , which is . . . the most basic and universal definition of . . .
revolution’. Leslie Holmes, Post-Communism : An Introduction. Cambridge: Polity

Press 1997. p. 131. Italics in original.

5. Claus Offer, Varieties of Transition , Cambridge: Polity Press 1996. p. 30.
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contends, lacked aims, and any ‘prescriptive ‘‘ex-ante’’ revolutionary
theory’.6 Jack A. Goldstone, like Holmes, conceives of the changes of
1989�/91 as ‘a major revolution’.7 His discussion is in terms of collapse
and dissolution of the Soviet regime (state breakdown) and the
reconstitution of new states and their elite structure. Valerie Bunce is
exceptional when she contends that ‘the revolutions that brought down
socialist dictatorships were remarkably similar to the classic revolutions of
the past’.8

But even in these ‘revolutionary’ accounts of transformation (and most
emphasise endogenous changes) one has no indication of what interests, or
social actors, are likely to pursue a policy of marketisation and
privatisation �/ common features of all the post-communist societies. In
contrast, one feature of the class paradigm is that it seeks to explain not
only the reasons for revolution but also to define the class interests which
promote and gain from it.

Offe and Bunce, who define the transformation as a revolution, do not
recognise class forces either as causes or consequences. It seems to be
suggested that massive shifts in the ownership and legitimation of private
property, the rise of a new configuration of politics both nationally and
internationally, and a new political elite can take place without the
involvement of class interests. The lack of any class analysis in these
theoretical accounts may be partly explained by the decline of class
analysis in scholarly activity in political science and sociology in the West
and partly because of the peculiar social and political structure of state
socialist society. The latter is our concern in this paper.

Following the proclaimed decline of class with respect to advanced
capitalism, a similar fate is declared for it in the East. Jan Pakulski and
Malcolm Waters, in The Death of Class, deny its analytical role both under
state socialism and in post-communist society. ‘. . . [P]ost-communist
politics cannot be usefully analyzed using the class paradigm’.9 Moreover,
it is asserted that national and ethnic cleavages underpin political
behaviour.10 Burton and Higley also contend that ‘a general shortcoming

6. Offer, ibid . p. 31.

7. Jack A. Goldstone, ‘The Soviet Union: Revolution and Transformation’, in Mattei

Dogan and John Higley, Elites, Crises and the Origins of Regimes , Rowman and

Littlefield, Lanham, 1998. pp. 95�/124, quotation p. 96.

8. Valerie Bunce, Subversive Institutions . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999.

p. 155.

9. Jan Pakulski and Malcolm Waters, The Death of Class , Sage: London and Thousand

Oaks, 1996. See pp. 58�/9 and 146�/7. Quotation p. 146.

10. Jan Pakulski and Malcolm Waters, The Death of Class , Sage: London and Thousand

Oaks, 1996. p. 147.
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of class-centred structural frameworks is that classes and other large
collectivities are never actors . . .’.11

It must be conceded that members of collectivities, classes and states,
are divided over many issues. However, this criticism also applies to elites,
nations, ethnic and gender groups, which are often put in the place of class
politics. Dogan and Higley, for instance, define the tsarist ruling elite in
Russia at the end of the eighteenth century to number nine thousand men
and the Germany political elite to be a ‘few thousand persons who head
the major institutions, organisations and political movements’.12 I contend
that members of these ‘elites’ do not interact, do not form a social group
and also may be said to be ‘never actors’.

The concept of class and class identity assumes that groups of people
are conditioned by the interests they derive and share from a common
economic position. Such interests define attitudes to other classes and to
social change (class based action), they also indicate levels of advantage
and inequality (class based inequalities) to other valued goods in society:
income, power and prestige.

Class and state capitalism

Traditional Marxist analysis has difficulty, not only in explaining the class
structure of former Soviet type societies but also in detecting the dynamics
of the transformation from state socialism. (I use the term ‘Soviet type’ as
a neutral description of regimes based on the model of the USSR).
Ownership of assets, giving rise to class interest, has been replaced by a
more politically geared concept of control over assets giving rise to the
extraction of surplus value. Resnich and Wolff13 follow a long line of
writers14 who contend that Soviet-type societies have always been on a
continuum of capitalist societies, sharing a statist economy similar to Nazi
Germany. In essence, a dominant (state) capitalist class extracted surplus
value, exploited the working class and redistributed the surplus product to

11. M. Burton and J. Higley, ‘Political Crises and Elite Settlements’, in M. Dogan and J.

Higley, Elites, Crises and the Origins of Regimes . Rowman and Littlefield, 1998, p. 66.

12. M. Dogan and J. Higley, ‘Elites, Crises and Regimes . . .’ loc. cit . p. 14.

13. S.A. Resnich and R.D. Wolff, Class Theory and History, New York and London:

Routledge, 2002 (Part 2).

14. M. Schachtman, The Bureaucratic Revolution , New York: The Donald Press, 1962;

T. Cliff, Russia: A Marxist Analysis . London: Socialist Review Publications, n.d. but

1964. Mike Haynes, ‘Class and Crisis �/ the Transition in Eastern Europe’,

International Socialism , Spring 1992, pp. 45�/104. See also its critics �/ L. Trotsky,

The Revolution Betrayed . London: Plough Press, 1957; Ernest Mandel, Marxist

Economic Theory. London: Merlin, 1958.
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different end users and itself. In this evaluation, control of the state
apparatus is a crucial pivot of class exploitation and domination, and class
analysis is moved to the political realm �/ to those who control the state. An
important consequence of this analysis is that the post 1989 transforma-
tions of the USSR and the Eastern European societies are not a
revolutionary process, but are more in keeping with the system change
accounts. As Alex Callinicos has put it, the transformations are a shift
between two types of capitalism15 (state to multinational) and the process
is not an example of a revolution in an analytical sense. ‘The transition
from state capitalism to multinational capitalism is neither a step forward
nor a step backwards, but a step sideways’.16 This approach leaves some
questions unanswered. If the ruling state capitalist class extracted surplus
value, then why was there a need to change from state capitalism to private
market capitalism? Another implication is that in the transformation
process, social structure and forms of class domination and exploitation
need not change from the previous one.

This approach departs significantly from a Marxist class analysis of
capitalism as a mode of production. Capitalism is distinguished by the
production of exchange value through markets, competition of capitals,
the necessity to make surplus and consequent labour exploitation, and the
continual accumulation of capital; class conflict is an in-built motor of
social change. Resnich and Wolff correctly contend that the extraction of
economic surplus is fundamental to the analysis of capitalism. However,
the dynamics of the system of production did not stem from competition
of capitals (as enterprises had no economic autonomy and were not profit
maximising), hence ‘administered values’ (occurring under state socialism)
do not have the same role as exchange values which distinguish modern
capitalism.17 There was no production of exchange value as there was
crucially no free market for commodities and assets18. Money as under-
stood in capitalism was non-existent and there were no financial
institutions or banks. Superstructural institutions (such as ideology and
a dominant communist party) are beyond the scope of this paper, but they
too were not supportive of capitalistic forms of exploitation and

15. A. Callinicos, The Revenge of History: Marxism and the East European Revolutions .

Cambridge: Polity Press 1991. p. 56.

16. Chris Harman, ‘The Storm Breaks’, International Socialism , no. 46 (Spring 1990), p.

82.

17. Resnich and Wolff, p. 88.

18. Others, such as Paresh Chattopadhyay and Neil Fernandez, Jacques Sapir have

argued that the economic relations even in the Soviet Union took market forms. See

discussion in Mike Haynes, ‘Marxism and the Russian Question in the Wake of the

Soviet Collapse’, Historical Materialism , No. XXX, pp. 338�/40. Haynes rightly

concludes that local enterprises were constrained by the centre.
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accumulation. Hence the context in which surplus value was extracted was
quite different from under modern capitalism. To equate fascism (as state
capitalism with an ‘inhuman face’) with Soviet type societies (state
capitalism with a ‘human face’)19 is to conflate two completely different
types of economy. Britain during the Second World War also had a state-
driven economy, presumably making its face even more human than Soviet
Russia �/ however, it did not have the same form of political economy.

Writers adopting the state capitalist perspective fail to identify an
ascendant class in Soviet type societies. The bourgeoisie could not be an
ascendant class, because it was already in power �/ as the ruling state
capitalist class. There could be no process of the ‘restoration’ of
capitalism, because capitalism was already in place.20 This position is
disputed in the present paper. The class structure of Adenauer’s Germany
was the same as Hitler’s and this explains why no major changes were
necessary in the ownership and control of German industry after World
War II. Following the fall of the former state socialist societies, however,
all had significant structural changes involving the introduction of markets
and privatisation of economic assets. This was a revolutionary change, not
just a change of ‘systems’ as described in current political science.

As to class antagonism between labour and capital, writers such as Hillel
Ticktin and the Critique school have a long history going back to Trotsky
in predicting that the working class would be the class bearers of any
political transformation.21 But there is no evidence to substantiate this
viewpoint in the history of the end of state socialism.22 As there was no
ascendant working class in place which had to be reconciled to the
capitalist system, this may explain why the movement for democracy has
been relatively weak �/ in Rueschemeyer’s terms. One of the main reasons
for this weakness is that the working class was atomised and was either
voluntarily or forcibly coopted into the regime.

Ivan Szelenyi and his associates, in recognising the absence of classes,
have also suggested a technocratic�/intellectual class approach.23 However,
their actors are ‘the technocracy’, ‘bureaucracy’ and intellectuals. What is

19. Resnich and Wolff, fn 20, p. 103.

20. This point is trenchantly put by Ernest Mandel, ‘A theory which has not withstood

the test of facts’, International Socialism , no. 49. (Winter 1990), pp. 43�/65.

21. In his essay on the working class, Hillel Ticktin claims that ‘The whole dynamic of

the [Soviet] system is toward its own demise and overthrow by the workers.’ Origins

of the Crisis in the USSR . New York and London: M.E. Sharpe, 1992, p. 67.

22. The only contender would be Solidarity in Poland, but this was a movement with

much more than a worker and trade union basis.

23. Gil Eyal, Ivan Szenenyi and E. R. Townsley, Making Capitalism without Capitalists:

Class Formation and Elite Struggles in Post-Communist Central Europe . New York and

London: Verso, 1998.
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striking about their account is the absence of any empirical research on
classes in post-communist society. ‘Class formation’ is ‘under way’ in neo-
liberal systems (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland), in ‘patrimonial
systems’ (Russia, Ukraine) there is a ‘dominant estate’ structure.24 In
their discussion of ‘classes and elites’, Eyal et al . make clear that they are
focusing on ‘intra class or more precisely inter-elite struggles’;25 the
concern is about how different types of elites make classes and there is no
empirical analysis of class identity, class conflict or a revolutionary
paradigm in this work. As the title of their book suggests, capitalism is
being made without capitalists.

International economic influences

An important component, in some versions of the state capitalist
argument, is to be found in the presence of interests created by the global
economic system of which, it is contended, the state socialist societies were
a part. Both the world system approach associated with Emmanuel
Wallerstein and the ‘state capitalist’ interpretation of Alex Callinicos and
others26 consider the state socialist countries to have been part of the
capitalist world economic system. The world system orientation attempts
to combine a Marxist capitalist ownership paradigm of capitalism with a
political-military state system. World system writers divide the world
economy into three sectors: the hegemonic core (the dominant ‘Western’
capitalist countries), the periphery (developing countries of the South) and
the semi-periphery �/ countries with industrial capacity and national
capital but not part of the capitalist core.

State socialist countries were part of the semi-periphery. There were no
‘socialist economies’. Wallerstein claims that the world capitalist economy
included the ‘entire world, including those states ideologically committed
to socialism’.27 State socialist systems, it is contended, were not socialist
modes of production, but interacted with the capitalist world economy.
The socialist state, which exhibited some features of socialism (e.g.
employment security, comprehensive welfare provision), nevertheless

24. See Table 1 in Lawrence P. King and Ivan Szelenyi, ‘The New Capitalism in Eastern

Europe: Towards a Comparative Political Economy of Postcommunist Capitalisms’

in Neil Smelser and Richard Swedberg (Eds), Handbook of Economic Sociology.

Second Edition. Draft copy dated 2001.

25. Gil Eyal et al ., p. 18. Italics added.

26. For an updated version, see Mike Haynes loc cit .

27. I. Wallerstein, The Capitalist World Economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 1979. p. 271. Socialist states he argues are socialist movements in power in

states that are part of a single capitalist world economy. Ibid. p. 280.
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became a major player in capitalist accumulation, which in turn provided a
basis for reintegration into the world capitalist system. An analogy is made
with socialist parties under capitalism: they are separate from, but part of,
capitalist economies; with time, trade unions have become functionally
integrated parts of modern capitalist societies.28

Christopher Chase-Dunn concedes that even if involvement in the
world market is low, other forms of integration in the capitalist world-
economy may be decisive. The Soviet Union, he argues, entered into the
interstate system in its military and political form of engagement and
particularly through commodity production for the world market which
led to primary production exports and Western capital goods imports.29

They concede that the extraction of surplus at the level of the enterprise is
not a dynamic for economic development, but is given by the need to
compete in the world economy. To survive, ‘. . . global military competi-
tion compelled the subordination of production within the USSR to the
goal of capital accumulation’.30 However, if peace had broken out in the
world arena before 1989, it seems unlikely that the Soviet Union, China
and the Eastern European societies would have stopped the accumulation
of capital. Indeed, China has managed a ‘detente’ with the West and has
achieved a remarkable economic growth.

These developments are considered by world system theorists to predate
the revolutions of 1989; the socialist states ‘never fully escaped the capitalist
world economy. Their political and economic development can only be
understood as a response to the threats and inducements of the larger
environment’.31 A process of ‘reintegration’, they contend, took place from
around the 1970s. Following the Second World War, international capital
had penetrated the socialist bloc and had undermined it.

There are two main arguments put forward in support of this thesis:
first, the increasing levels of imports and consequent high levels of
foreign debt �/ these developments created dependency on the Western
capitalist system; and second, the growth of communist transnational
corporations �/ which led to a direct internal dynamic. In my opinion,
these developments exaggerate economic dependence and did not amount
to the rise of capitalism. As I shall show later, the global factor was of
crucial importance, but it did not operate, as argued by some world system
theorists, to undermine economically the state socialist system.

28. Christopher K. Chase-Dunn, Socialist States in the World System . Beverly Hills, CA:

Sage. 1982. p. 39.

29. Chase-Dunn, p. 40�/7.

30. A. Callinicos, The Revenge of History. Oxford: Polity Press 1991, p. 25.

31. Terry Boswell and Christopher Chase-Dunn, The Spiral of Capitalism and Socialism ,

London and Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2000. p. 135.
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The scale of imports and their impact on the internal economies of the
state socialist societies was relatively modest before the reforms set in place
by Gorbachev. The total imports from capitalist countries in 1984 was only
1.39% of gross national product for the USSR, the comparable figures for
Hungary and Poland were much higher but only came to 4.2 and 2.1%,
respectively.32 The low dollar values of imports expressed as an average
per capita of the population are shown in Table 1.

A second development was the growth in debt to Western governments
and financial institutions. By 1975, gross indebtedness was $17.6 billion,
and European banks were owed (gross) $13,500 million.33 As shown in
Table 2, indebtedness rose steeply from 1971. By 1986, net debt for the
European socialist countries has risen greatly though it was distributed
very unevenly: of particular significance are Poland and Hungary. The
high level of imports, mentioned above, was financed through loans from
the West. The USSR, however, was not a large debtor and the Soviet
bloc’s total export earnings covered imports.

Taken as a whole, we might conclude (a) that by the mid 1980s the state
socialist societies were entering capitalist world trade though they were not
dependent on it, and (b) that the USSR was much less exposed to world
trade than the central European countries. While the state socialist
societies as a whole were in debt to the West, this debt was manageable,
Poland and Hungary however were exceptional cases.

A further criticism of dependency as a form of globalisation, in my view,
lies in the absence of the interpenetration of companies between the

TABLE 1. Imports from Non-Socialist Countries 1984, as proportion of GNP and per capita:
Hungary, Poland USSR

Imports ($)*
(mills)

% of
GDP

Population
(mills)

Imports
Per capita ($)

Hungary 3,257 4.2 10.6 307.2
Poland 4,838 2.1 37.4 129.3
USSR 27,392 1.39 280.2 97.7

*Value of commodities expressed in 1975 dollar prices.

Source: ‘Recent Changes in Europe’s Trade’, Economic Bulletin for Europe, Vol. 37, no. 4. 1985.

Population data, Statisticheski ezhegodnik 1988. (Moscow 1988) p. 16.

GNP data derived from: CIA, World Factbook 1986. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office,

1986. CIA calculations for per capita income in 1984 are: Hungary, $7,200; Poland, $6,190;

USSR, $7,120.

32. GNP data from CIA, The World Factbook 1986 . US Government Office,

Washington, DC. 1986. p. 227.

33. Data refer to USSR and Eastern Europe. ‘The European Economy in 1975’. United

Nations, Economic Survey of Europe in 1975 . New York: 1975. p. 144.
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capitalist and socialist economies. This becomes clear when we consider
the ways in which flows of investment took place.

It is true that investment occurred through outflows to Western
countries and also foreign investment inflows to socialist countries. Both
were small in scale before the collapse of state socialism. The loans
mentioned in Table 2 above were the financial side to the growth of east�/

west trade agreements which enabled the exchange of licenses and designs,
co-production ventures (usually Western firms providing key compo-
nents).34 But there were few transnational corporations in the socialist
countries. Of some 100 applications for FDI investment in the Soviet
Union in 1987, only three had been endorsed.35 Outward investment from
the state socialist countries to the advanced capitalist countries and in the
Third World took different forms. It included the setting up of offices of
companies abroad (such as airlines and banks) which were registered in the
host countries) as well as direct investment in host country companies.
Carl H. McMillan estimates that by 1983 some 500 companies in OECD
countries had equity participation from state companies in Comecon
countries: from the USSR were 116;36 followed by Hungary 107, Poland

TABLE 2. Debt of European Socialist Countries 1982�/1985

Convertible currency debt ($ billions)

1982 1983 1984 1985 1984 1985

Bulgaria 1.9 1.2 0.7 0.7 21.7 27.1
Czechoslovakia 3.0 2.6 2.1 2.1 42.7 44.0
GDR 10.7 8.4 7.0 5.3 76.5 65.8
Hungary 7.0 6.9 7.3 7.8 170.8 240.5
Poland 25.2 25.2 25.3 25.7 431.3 492.0
Romania 9.5 8.4 6.6 6.2 93.4 87.9
Total E. Europe 57.3 52.6 48.8 48.8 142.2 155
USSR and CMEA banks 18.4 16.0 14.3 18.5 25.4 42.9
Total E. Eur. and USSR 75.6 68.6 63.1 67.3 81.3 102.0

Economic Commission for Europe, Economic Survey of Europe in 1985�/6. New York: United

Nations, 1986. pp. 255�/6.

34. For details of the 1970s see, J. Wilczynsky, The Economics and Politics of East-West

Trade . London: Macmillan 1969, pp. 382�/3. See also the discussion in A. Gunder

Frank, Crisis: In the World Economy. London: Heinemann, 1980, pp. 194�/202.

35. Leslie Sklair, Globalisation: Capitalism and its Alternatives . Oxford 2002, p. 225.

36. The following companies had investments in foreign countries, after the collapse of

the socialist countries officials in these companies were well placed to procure and

deal in foreign assets. For instance, from the USSR Gosbank 20 investments,

Soyuznefteexport (18), Vneshtorgbank (20), Sovracht (23), Exportles (14),

Stankoimport (15), Mashpriborintorg (10), Soyuzchimexport (12). For a full list

see: McMillan, pp. 53�/5.
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102 and Bulgaria with 48. The most important host countries were West

Germany (83 companies), United Kingdom (68), France (46) and Austria

(44).37 The major goal of these companies was in support of the marketing

of exports from the home country; only 34 companies were concerned

with material production.38 The scale of such investment was small: a total

of only $550 million in 1983 and more than half of this was capital in banks

and financial companies.39

The Third World accounted for approximately a third of outward

investment which was directed to resource exploitation and was in

small local companies. Overall, the outward investment from the state

socialist countries was relatively meagre. Even relatively small TNCs

like Pepsi Cola had a greater share in the world stock of foreign

investment than did all the state socialist countries combined. In 1985,

the share of socialist countries (excluding China) in the world stock of

foreign direct investment was approximately between 0.1 and 0.2%,

whereas IBM alone had 3.32%. The state socialist countries’ foreign

holdings were low in capital value. As the CTC Reporter puts it: ‘. . . these

figures suggest that the economic impact of equity capital originating in

socialist countries on the market economies is negligible and that the role

of this capital in the international economy is insignificant �/ considerably

less significant than that of selected TNCs’.40 Moreover, one must take

into account the political factors. The economic corporations were

controlled by the home governments, they did not operate with the

freedom of capitalist firms and they exerted little pressure over

governments.
One might conclude that the inward and outward penetration of

capital was absent and therefore could have no direct part in the

early period of transformation. Global capital, it is true, brought

important but indirect consequences for the state socialist system �/ at

best a modicum of Western capitalist know-how concurrently with a

market ideology. There were, however, no capitalist enterprises; the

economic plan was not under threat. There was no internal capitalist

class �/ either state or private. They may be regarded as symbolic islands

in a centrally planned sea.

37. Carl H. McMillan, Multinationals from the Second World . London: Macmillan, 1987.

p. 34.

38. McMillan, p. 35.

39. McMillan, p. 43.

40. ‘Socialist Countries’ Enterprises Abroad: New Trends’, CTC Reporter, 24, Autumn

1987. p. 19.
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A Class Explanation of the Transition from State Socialism to Capitalism

It must be conceded that traditional class analysis is inadequate as an

approach to state socialist society and to explain the post-communist

transition. A paradigm of class has to take into account the ways in which

life chances were structured under state socialism and the global context in

which class interests were, and are, located. Such interests, I contend, were

(and remain) a dynamic factor in transforming state socialism.
The analysis of Soviet type societies as ‘transitional’ predates their

disintegration between 1989 and 1991. Trotsky in The Revolution Betrayed
(1945) defined the Soviet Union as a ‘contradictory society, halfway

between capitalism and socialism’.41 The ruling group has its basis of

privilege in control of the administration; it is bureaucratic, rather than

economic in character. It may be conceded that bureaucratic position gives

rise to economic privilege but it does not give the right to ownership of the

means of production and their class transmission through the family �/

which ensures the reproduction of capitalism.42 Such societies were not

state capitalist because they had no classes defined ‘by their position in the

social system of economy and primarily by their relation to the means of

production’.43

As Ernest Mandel44 has argued: Soviet type societies were not modes of

production but ‘transitional societies’ combining elements of capitalism

and communism. The form of ownership and direction of the economy

was socialist because there was no alienation of labour power, no

production of exchange value. But the system was ‘bourgeois’ in so far

as distribution was carried out through an imperfect market for

commodities and labour. There was then an ‘antagonistic logic’ between

markets of commodities and labour and the plan for the macro ordering

of the economy. The end stage of ‘transition’ for Mandel was

indeterminate �/ it could lead to socialism, or degeneration could result

in a capitalist restoration. From this point of view, and contrary to Harman

and Callinicos, any privatization of property under state socialism would

entail the creation of a bourgeois class with legal rights to property and

would be the basis of the restoration of capitalism.
The collapse of state socialism finally answered the dilemma of the

transition �/ the state socialist societies progressed towards capitalism.

41. L. Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed . (1945): 248.

42. Trotsky, 1945: 248�/9.

43. L.Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed . (1945): 248.

44. E. Mandel, ‘Once Again on the Trotskyist definition of the Social Nature of the

Soviet Union’, Critique , no. 12, 1980
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These critical Marxists, however, did not address the class dynamics of the
restoration of capitalism which is attempted here.

2.1. Class interests defined

A social class is defined as a group of people sharing the same life chances
which are determined by their relationship to the market.+ State socialism
was characterised by two major overlapping classes: one with adminis-
trative control of economic assets (an administrative class) and the other
constituted of individuals with personal skill assets (an acquisition class).
(A third class, which does not concern us here, was the mass of the
population engaged in manual and unskilled non-manual occupations). As
these economies were subject to state organisation and were autarchic and
(economically) independent from global capitalism, transnational corpo-
rate interests were not present. I contend, however, that the global
capitalist class, through the global political class, had a major effect on the
collapse and the direction of transition.

The administrative class was constituted of people with executive
control of the means of production and the institutions of reproduction
(such as education and science). The reform strategy of the administrative
class changed over time depending on the political possibilities for change.
Initially, it supported a move to a market within state socialism (similar to
the market reformers in China). One of the most important implications of
this position, I would suggest, is that the state would continue to own and
control economic assets, and would have no interest in furthering
representative (polyarchic type) institutions as they would challenge the
hegemony of the state through demands for individual property rights and
civil society. Coordination would be secured by the (renewed) state
apparatuses and Communist Party led institutions, operating through
subservient and limited markets. Other members of this class under state
socialism shared a latent radicalism and would support opportunities, if
they arose, for the extension of their administrative control of the means of
production to its ownership. They were thus in support of the weakening
of the Soviet state, particularly its centralised form of control and
planning. This was particularly the case in Poland and the other central

+ A social class is constituted from a group of people:

Sharing a similar economic position which determines their life chances; Reproducing

itself demographically; Having an actual or latent awareness of their position (life

chances, social claims and prospects for their achievement) in relation to those in other

social classes; Providing a basis for social and political action.
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European countries. Grzegorz Kolodko, for example, has shown that
groups within the opposition, favoured ‘reform’ which would lead to
economic deterioration ‘and ultimately lead to the end of the socialist
order’.45 It was a latent ascendent class. If this class was latent, which
group then precipitated radical reform?

As noted by Mandel, Soviet-type societies were bourgeois in the
distribution of commodities, this led to the rise of what I would define as
an ‘acquisition class’. This was a social class distinguished by its actual and
potential interest to enhance its position through the exploitation of
individual ‘skill assets’ through a market system. Educational qualifica-
tions and occupational skills are the major distinguishing features of this
class.

Following Weber, members of the ‘intelligentsia’ as well as skilled
workers were potentially privileged with respect to their market position.
Under state socialism, moreover, they were disadvantaged in that
they were dependent on the administrative class which controlled the
market for labour (i.e. occupational mobility was not competitive and
income differentials were administratively determined). Hence the
bourgeoisification of distribution was circumscribed. In the 1980s, the
intelligentsia was a stratum receptive to an alternative conception of
socialism in its social democratic form (which in practice embraced
many of the practices of contemporary capitalism), to a vision of a
future different from that of their parents. As Millar concludes from a
study of Soviet immigrants to the United States, ‘A long term
trend toward [personal] privatization is evident, which shows up not
only in the evasion of mobilization effort. . . but also in the economic
realm. The study reaffirms the pervasiveness of illegal as well as private
economic activity’.46 This study may be biased in its sample of Soviet
people, but it includes people from what concerns us here �/ the
acquisition class.

Field studies conducted in 1991 confirm that, on the part of the
intelligentsia in the post-communist countries, there was a significantly
negative attitude to socialist principles and a positive attitude to capitalist
ones. (i.e. opposition to: income being determined by need rather than
merit, government provision of employment, egalitarianism of income
distribution, limits on earned income.) One study shows that there was a
‘steady decline in support for socialist principles from those with low
education to those with higher education. Across all the East European

45. G.W. Kolodko, From Shock to Therapy, Oxford: Oxford University Press 2000, p. 28.

He cryptically calls this ‘the politics of ‘‘the worse, the better’’’. Ibid .

46. J.R. Millar, ‘History, Method and the Problem of Bias’, in Fleron and Hoffmann, p.

187.
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countries, the correlation coefficient between the socialism index [measur-
ing socialist values] and education level is �/.33... [N]on-egalitarian
reforms are supported by the more highly educated minority in those
societies, who, as it happens, also have the most to gain from such
reforms’.47

The reform strategy of the acquisition class was to support a change
to a market system, it was less concerned with privatisation of state
assets. It was a class which sought to increase the significance of
the bourgeois distribution of resources through strengthening, extending
and profiting from the market. This class supported representative
political institutions as forms of coordination and civil society as a context
for its own development as well as a springboard for launching a critique
of the existing order. Gorbachev, himself, at least in the early years of
reform, was an advocate of this position. From the point of view of the
historic Marxist analysis of transition to capitalism, the acquisition class
furthered a market system of exchange and market valorisation of labour
but, unlike Marx’s ascendant capitalist class, it had no propensity to
accumulate.

The Political Opportunity Structure

The top political leadership under Gorbachev was a crucial factor for
change as it altered the opportunity structure for the two classes. As long
as the political leadership was adamant in maintaining the administrative,
ideological and coercive components of the political system, the costs of
opposition were too great for the rise of an ascendant class. The reformist
groups within the administrative class had to be content to press for a
move to a limited market and producer cooperatives within the framework
of state socialism. The hegemony of the Communist Party, state planning
and state ownership of property would be maintained. This was the case in
the USSR before Gorbachev (and has continued into the twenty-first
century in China).

Many members of the administrative class were in contradictory class
positions. They occupied influential, secure and privileged positions in the
ruling elites. But they also had potential to an even more privileged
economic class position if they could turn their administrative control

47. David S. Mason, ‘Attitudes toward the Market and Political Participation in the

Postcommunist States’, Slavic Review, vol. 54, no. 2 (Summer 1995). pp. 393�/5.

Mason points out that, ‘. . . in many of these countries the new governments are

dominated by the highly educated, because the revolutions swept into power

intellectuals who had previously opposed the communist system’.
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into ownership of property and/or were able to valorise their adminis-
trative and executive capital through a market. From being members
of a privileged salaried administrative class they would become part
of a capitalist class with legal rights over the expropriation of surplus
value.

The USSR was the lynch-pin of the power structure of the state
socialist social formation. The ruling elite under Gorbachev played an
important role in leading the movement for radical reform and in doing so
responded to, and cultivated, the acquisition class. Initially, it sought a
move to the market within the context of a Communist Party-led political
order, rather than a move to capitalism. It also responded to the exogenous
transnational political class, discussed below. To secure support for
change, the Gorbachev leadership shifted the political ballast within the
political class from the administrative to the acquisition class. Gorbachev
created conditions which widened considerably the political opportunity
structure. This set off a tipping process whereby previously loyal ‘within
system’ reformers felt able to shift their support to (and even to advocate)
radical market reform.

Under state socialism, however, this potentially ascendant class
was unable to articulate an ideology of capitalism involving privatisation
of property and a comprehensive move to a market system. Here
Gorbachev was dependent on external allies. As noted above, internal
penetration of capital and external economic links to host countries were
very weak, the global element, initially, took a political and not an
economic form.

The Global Dimension

The role of the global (or imperialist) system has been recognised since the
foundation of the Soviet system, and centred around the debate about
the possibility of socialism in one country or group of countries. The
‘geographic diffusion of capitalism’ and the spread of capitalist world
markets has been noted by Randall Collins,48 though he focuses on
collapse prior to the period of transformation. Like many structural
theorists, he ignores social agents, such as class actors. Scholars in
international relations and political science have also acknowledged the
importance of international factors. Michael Cox has recognized the

48. ‘Market Dynamics and Historical Change’, in Randall Collins, Macrohistory,

Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1999. pp. 177�/208, especially pp. 207�/8.
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impact of America’s ‘strategic mission’ on Russia in the 1990s.49 Valerie
Bunce has also emphasised the importance of the international dimension
in the transition process.50 She points out that ‘Gorbachev assumed that
the resistance to reform was so substantial and the problems of Soviet
socialism so considerable that the only solution was to build a domestic�/

international coalition for reform that spanned the Soviet Union, Eastern
Europe and the West, and that involved a virtual revolution from above’.51

The destruction of socialism and the dissolution of the state, Bunce
continues, involved a ‘transition from one international order to
another’.52 Writers such as Collins and Bunce, however, do not theorise
their position in the context of a global capitalist class. Politics is a
consequence of the actions of political leaders and the pacts that they
make.

The global dimension may be captured by changes in the culture�/

ideology sphere and also in the impact of the transnational political class.
It was the externally generated changes in values and aspirations that
impacted on the growth of a capitalist ideology. This marks a departure in
the traditional Marxist explanation of revolutionary changes �/ rather than
endogenous economic interests shaping a counter revolutionary ideology,
exogenous cultural values led to political demands for structural change.

The Consumption Ethic

For a considerable period of time before the collapse, the culture ideology
of consumerism influenced internal developments in the state socialist
countries. From the time of Khrushchev’s speech in 1956 predicting
catching-up and passing American standards of living, the population’s
expectations rose: there was a development of a consumer mentality and a
bourgeoisification of aspirations.53 In the early 1980s, there was a

49. Michael Cox, ‘‘‘A Failed Crusade?’’: The United States and Postcommunist Russia’

in David Lane (Editor), The Legacy of State Socialism and the Future of

Transformation . Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 2002.

50. See also David Lane, The Rise and Fall of State Socialism . Cambridge: Polity 1996,

especially pp. 176�/83.

51. . . . Bunce, Subversive . p. 62.

52. Bunce, Subversive . p. 156.

53. Studies of emigres, for example, showed a consistent pattern of pattern of changing

support: in the 1980s, the young were much more critical of state socialism, whereas

for the early post-war generation, youth had been more supportive. See J. R.

Berliner, ‘The Harvard Project and the Soviet Interview Project’, in F. J. Fleron Jr.

and E. P. Hoffmann, Post-Communist Studies and Political Science . Boulder and

Oxford: Westview Press 1993. pp. 177�/82.
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qualitative rise in the levels of Western mass communications which
directly and indirectly changed people’s perceptions of life in the West.

From the 1980s, traditional communist ideology lost its grip on the
population. In Poland and Hungary, a shift in media policy took place
involving the screening of Western TV programmes oriented to
entertainment, broadcasting (in some countries) also took on a commercial
function. By 1985, even in countries such as Czechoslovakia, TV
entertainment programmes (not informational ones) were imported.54

Foreign radio channels were infrequently jammed and in central Europe
(including Eastern Germany) Western TV could be received.

Television became widespread and Western programmes became
directly accessible in the German Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary and the Baltic areas, including Leningrad and Kaliningrad
oblast; video recorders (brought from abroad or purchased in dollar shops)
gave privileged access to members of the acquisition class to Western
films �/ though on a small scale until the 1990s. Western ‘pop’ political
culture was widely available through radio and gramophone records.
These developments were accompanied by a population more receptive to
a move to a market economy �/ especially with the decline of growth rates
in the planned economies of state socialism. Such changes in public
perception had important implications for the public ‘emulation’ of society
models in the interstate system. American consumer artifacts from jeans to
jeeps upgraded the USA in the hierarchy of states and downgraded the
USSR. Demands for the bourgeoisification of distribution qualitatively
increased.

In the USSR, the provision and development of a consumer market was
a major component of Gorbachev’s policy of perestroika. The greater
monetarisation of the economy, including incentives for work, would only
work if there were goods and services to buy. As radical economic
reformer Aganbegyan put it: ‘The whole transformation is directed
towards fulfilling the needs of the consumer. The reform in prices,
financing and banks; the shift from central supply to industry; the return,
in the future to a convertible ruble; and all technical renovation and
regeneration is directed towards this aim’.55 In the popular consciousness
during the collapse of state socialism, there was a Messianic form of Cargo

54. Twenty-four per cent in Czechoslovakia in 1983. Colin Sparks, A. Reading,

Communism, Capitalism and the Mass Media . London: Sage 1998. p. 57. In Poland

43% of feature films in Poland were of foreign origin. In 1986, Hungary purchased

over 600 Western TV programmes. In Hungary and Poland TV carried advertising.

In Hungary there were no controls over videos and in 1988, some 200,000 were in

use. Ibid . pp. 59�/60.

55. A. Agangegyan, The Challenge: Economics of Perestroika . London: Hutchinson, 1987.
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Cults �/ the boat of capitalism would return all that had been taken away
by the communists and lacking under socialism. As one member of the
Russian Duma put it: ‘we should move to a socialism like that in Sweden,
Austria, Finland, Norway, Holland, Spain, and Canada (sic), there workers
were four to five times better off than in the USSR’.56

Modernisation through internationalisation had occurred to some
extent before, but was greatly accelerated after, the fall of state socialism.
Post-1989 developments become the major stage of class changes. This has
involved the transnational political class, transnational companies and the
rise of an internal capitalist class.

The Transnational Political Class

While the culture-ideology of consumerism was taking grip, the transna-
tional capitalist class had little presence in the state socialist societies due
to the absence of independent economic units in the state owned economy.
A transnational capitalist class could not exist within the boundaries of the
state socialist countries. Rather than a global capitalist class operating in
the former communist countries, political alliances between internal
political elites and external capitalist members of the global political class
are crucial agents of change. By global political class I refer to
international actors who help to shape global economic and political
policy. These include the heads of transnational corporations, chief
executives of international economic and political organisations, leading
professionals in non-government organisations with a global perspective,
national politicians and executives with a globalising intent.57

The ‘spontaneous’ and later regularised privatisation, privileged local,
not global capitals, except in Hungary and the Czech Republic where the
sale of assets to foreigners was more open. The major development was to
take place after the collapse of communism, from 1990. As internal movers
of transformation, the transnational corporations could not be said to have
been influential. Indeed, it may be the case that in some of the post-
communist countries, capitals with a national or regional dimension are a
more important category than global ones. This is confirmed by a study of
the levels of transnationality in the various countries.

56. Speech of Ch. Aitmatov, Pervy s’ezd narodnykh deputatov SSSR: 25 maya- 9 iyunaya

1989g . Moscow: izd. Verkhovnogo Soveta SSSR, vol. 2. p. 290. I am indebted to

Stephen White for finding the source of this speech for me.

57. The World Economic Forum, might be considered the political elite of this political

class. (In Davos in January every year assemble the leaders of the world’s largest

1,000 globalised companies and 33 national leaders, often including the President of

the United States.) See internet under www.weforum.org.

149

The transition from state socialism LANE



Following the fall of state socialism, FDI rose considerably, by 1995
reaching in Russia $5.5 billion. Even by 1998, however, this was a small
proportion of fixed capital formation (5% in 1998, compared to 39% in
Latvia and 21% in Hungary)58. Only in three societies did foreign direct
investment have a significant impact: Estonia $947 (cumulative total per
capita 1989�/98); Czech Republic $968; and Hungary $1652. (Belarus in
comparison had only $39, Ukraine $54 and Russia $60.)

The transnationality index provides a very good index of the
involvement of countries in the global economy. The transnationality
index is calculated as the average of four ratios, FDI inflows as a
percentage of gross fixed capital formation for the past three years, FDI
inward stocks as a percentage of GDP, value added of foreign affiliates as a
percentage of GDP, employment of foreign affiliates as a percentage of
total employment. A high index indicates a high dependence on foreign
countries. As shown in Table 3 in 1999, the USA had a low index (8.2%)
and UK 14.5, the lowest of the developed countries was Japan with 0.6%.
As one might expect from the earlier discussion, Russia was low down the
list with an index of 4.6, Ukraine 4.8 �/ both similar to Turkey with 4.1,
much higher was Hungary with 27.6, Czech republic with 17.6, even
higher than China 14.4, though Hong Kong (China) had a massive 98.4%
(disproportionately due to massive FDI inward stock).59

Post-communist transnational companies

After the collapse of state socialism, export orientated companies, have
sought foreign markets and but only a few firms have aspired to become
significant transnational companies. Unlike in Hungary and the Czech
Republic, the Russian government under Eltsin fixed a limit on foreign
shares in Russian strategic companies (originally not more than 15% of
shares in Russia’s oil companies, for example, could be foreign owned) and
the state in different forms owned (and still owns) a very large proportion
of assets. Of the top 300 European companies, by value added, in 2001,
Russia had only three (Sperbank, Gasprom and Lukoil),60 two of which
were then largely state owned and controlled and the third had a major
government stake.

58. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, World Investment Report

2000 . Geneva, United Nations, 2000, p. 68.

59. United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, World Investment Report

2002 . United Nations, Geneva 2001. p. 275.

60. The Value Added Scoreboard . London: Department of Trade and Industry, 2002. p.

90.
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The non-financial transnational corporations of the former state

socialist countries are relatively minor companies compared to the Western

TNCs. Of these, Russia has the top two in terms of foreign assets �/

Lukoil and Novoship. Their foreign assets are 4,189.0 million dollars and

963.8 million, respectively61, this compares to the world’s top company

(Vodafone) with foreign assets of 221,238 million and General Electric (in

second rank) with 159,168 million dollars.62 Other countries in the top

central and east European 10 included in the following order: Latvia

(included Latvian shipping), Russia (Primorsk shipping), Hvatska elek-

troprivreda (Croatia), Gorenje Group (Slovenia), Far East shipping

(Russian Federation), Podravka group (Croatia) and Atlantska Plovidva

(Croatia).
Outward direct investment from the former state socialist countries has

been relatively small, as noted above, and their transnational companies

have not been major players in the world economy. In the World

Investment Report 2002, not one of the world’s top 100 non-financial

transnational companies originated from the former socialist countries,

though one (Hutchison Whampoa) had its headquarters in China/Hong

Kong.63 (See Table 4 for comparisons.)
Substantiating an interpretation of an international ‘political elite pact’

is difficult, not only are negotiations undertaken in secret, but also they

TABLE 3. Transnationality Index 1999

Japan 0.6 (lowest)
USA 8.2
Germany 10.6
UK 14.5
China 14.4
Czech 17.6,

Ukraine 4.8

Russia 4.6,

Turkey 4.1
Hungary 27.6

Hong Kong/China 98.4 (highest)

A high index indicates a high dependence on foreign countries.

TN index�/An average of four ratios expressed in percentage terms: average of FDI inflows as

percent of gross capital formation; FDI inward stocks as percent of GDP; value added of foreign

affiliates as percent of GDP; employment of foreign affiliates as percent of total employment.

Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), World Investment

Report 2002 New York and Geneva, 2002: 275.

61. World Investment Report 2002, p. 112.

62. Ibid. p. 86.

63. World Investment Report 2002, pp. 86�/8.
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lack legitimacy in public eyes. ‘Reputational’ studies of the Soviet and

Russian political elites under Gorbachev64 and Eltsin65 confirm the

perceived influence of the West. With respect to international policy, the

extension of private ownership, and the move to the market, members of

Gorbachev’s political elite considered the most important influence on the

leadership was a ‘demonstration effect’ �/ ‘The need to show the West that

Gorbachev was serious about economic reforms’. Direct influence of

external people or institutions was ranked third.66

Under the Eltsin political elite, foreign influences on the leadership on

privatisation policy and the sequestration of the property of the CPSU

were considered to be indirectly (demonstration effect) and directly

(through foreign organisations or leaders) important. Further study of the

views of the Eltsin elite showed that the government executive members

gave little credence to the influence of foreigners, though the rule-making

TABLE 4. Non-financial Transnational Corporations: Total Foreign Assets, 2000 (million dollars)

World’s top

1. Vodafone $221,238.0 (UK)
2. General Electric $159,168 (USA)
8. Toyoto $55,974 (Japan)
14. Hutchison Whampoa $41,881 (Hong/Kong/China)
Top Central and East European 1073

Lukoil $4,189.0 Russia
Novoship $963.8, Russia
Latvian shipping, $459 Latvia
Primorsk shipping, $256, Russia
Hvatska elektroprivreda, $296 Croatia
Gorenje Group, $236.3, Slovenia,
Far East shipping $236, Russian Federation
Podravka group, NA, Croatia
Pilva group, $181.9, Croatia
Atlantska Plovidva $138 Croatia

64. Conduced in 1993, 116 members of the political elite in post between 1984 and 1991

were interviewed. These included members of the government elite holding the

position of minister or equivalent and secretaries of the central committee of the

CPSU and heads or deputy heads of its departments between 1985 and 1991. For

details, see: David Lane, ‘The Gorbachev Revolution: The Role of the Political Elite

in Regime Disintegration’. Political Studies , vol. XLIV (1996), pp. 4�/23.

65. Interviews carried out in spring and summer of 1994 with 100 of the Eltsin elite

drawn from the government of the Russian Federation, law makers from the Russian

Duma, and leaders of parties or groups elected to the Russian parliament for details

see: David Lane, ‘The Transformation of Russia: The Role of the Political Elite’.

Europe-Asia Studies , vol. 48, no. 4, 1996, pp. 535�/49.

66. See pp. 12�/3.
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and party groups did so. A similar result was found of elite views on those
advocating the formation of a democratic and market system: the Eltsin
executive strongly denying Western influence, but the law-making and
political party elites stressed the role of foreign influence.67 The Eltsin
government elite, of course, could not publicly acknowledge being under
Western influence.

Conditionality

If we turn to the conditionality factor, there can be no doubt of the impact
of the West in the transition process. These developments have a long
history going back to the Helsinki agreements under Brezhnev which
conceded an area of individual rights which the West could monitor.
Gorbachev’s attempt at detente with the West, his aim to return to
Russia’s European home, led to the West imposing conditions: Helmut
Kohl’s resolution that the German Democratic Republic came home first
to the Federal Republic; Margaret Thatcher’s insistence on the introduc-
tion of real democracy in the shape of competitive elections as a condition
for changing economic relations. George Bush’s demand that the Berlin
Wall be pulled down as a test of people’s commitment to socialism. Since
the collapse of state socialism, the conditions placed on economic
transition by international organisations (such as the IMF, OECD,
European Union) have had a direct influence in adjusting internal policies
to external demands.

More specific conditions on the building of capitalism and its inclusion
in the global order are to be found in the requirements of the IMF and
other bodies, such as the Council of Europe and the European Union.68

The implantation of liberal economic and political democracy has been a

67. See pp. 540�/2.

68. European Union conditions are comprehensive and require great restructuring in the

post-communist societies wishing to join. The acquis communautaire contains 31

chapters listing the laws, norms and standards of the EU. The general conditions

specified by the European Union for future members to include: ‘Stability of

institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for

and protection of minorities; The existence of a functioning market economy as well

as the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the

Union; The ability to take on the obligations of membership including adherence to

the aims of political, economic and monetary union’. The administrative and judicial

structures of countries intending to join must be such that ‘European Community

legislation transposed into national legislations [can be] implemented effectively’.

European Union website: http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/intro/

criteria.htm#Accession criter
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major policy of the hegemonic Western powers. ‘Economic democracy’,
envisaged in the Washington Consensus, involves individual rights to
private property, privatisation of enterprises, deregulation, a weak non-
distributive state, and an economy open to the global market.69 It is here
that the global class interest is most visible as this policy precludes the
development of other forms of national capitalism �/ social democratic and
corporatist.

Loans from the IMF and other external agencies have been linked to
conditionality in terms of increasing levels of privatisation and decline in
government spending. For example, the IMF loan negotiated to Russia in
April 1999 was conditional to acceptable changes taking place in fiscal,
banking and structural areas.70 Michel Camdessus has defined these
conditions to include a limited economic role for the state, further
privatisation, integration into the global system, international standards of
global governance and an effective system of taxation.71 In a nutshell, as
Camdessus quotes President Eltsin, ‘The motto of the [21st] century is
competitiveness and integration into the global processes’.72

Conclusion

Traditional Marxist and state capitalist theories of transition do not
adequately define or explain the role of classes. A revised social class
paradigm is suggested. This involves two major endogenous classes in the
state socialist societies, the dominant administrative class, and an
acquisition class which provided the initial ballast for a move to markets.
Both these classes were constituents of the political class under state
socialism. The political leadership of Gorbachev weakened the adminis-
trative class and tipped the balance towards the acquisition. Consequently,
members of the administrative class realised a potential for ownership of
material assets. The transnational corporations did not play a direct part in
the transformation and the political structure of state socialism precluded
the formation of a capitalist class. Nonetheless, the globalising tendencies
of capitalism played a major role in the transformation of state socialism.
The culture ideology of consumption emulated the West in the popular

69. See John Williamson, ‘What Washington Means by Policy Reform’, in John

Williamson (Editor), Latin American Adjustment: How Much Has Happened?

Washington, DC: Institute for International Economics, 1990. esp. pp. 8�/17.

70. IMF website. Newsbrief No. 99/21. April 28, 1999.

71. In Search of a Vision to Revitalize Reform, Address by Michel Camdessus,

Managing Director of the International Monetary Fund at the St. Petersburg

Economic Forum, Russia, June 16, 1999. IMF website. Russia: 16 June 1999.

72. President Eltsin, cited in speech to St Petersburg Economic Forum, Ibid .
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consciousness and stimulated demands of the acquisition class. It is
contended that a global political class acting through the hegemonic
governments of the West and international organisations attempted to
define the course of transition and supported the creation of capitalism
and a bourgeois property owning class. In this they found support in the
reformist leaderships in the countries concerned, especially that of
Gorbachev. Global capitalism has made greater progress in the central
European countries than in the East. Barriers limit the spread of global
capitalism: among these are disparities between the interests of local
domestic and export industries, the legacy of state socialism �/ particularly
the absence of a propensity to acquisition rather than accumulation, and
the continued presence of state ownership. In Russia, out of state socialism
has risen a hybrid social formation combining different production
systems containing elements of state economic control, national capitalism
and global capitalism.
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1

From Nomenklatura to New Elite

Olga Krishtanovskaia and Stephen White

Revolutions, according to Vilfredo Pareto, are above all a matter of elite
transformation. The revolution in Eastern Europe at the end of the
1980s brought on changes in government and a shift toward pluralist
and democratic politics throughout the region. Today, many of these
changes look less decisive. Former communist parties have returned to
power in Hungary, Poland, Lithuania, and Bulgaria. In Romania, there
has been a shift in leadership but less clearly a change of political re-
gime. Former communists maintained their positions in Serbia and in
Slovakia, and there has been a transformation of the nomenklatura in
much of former Soviet Central Asia. In Russia, the Communist Party
left office but was revived in the beginning of 1993. It fared well at the
polls in the December election of that year and was by far the largest
party in the Duma elections that took place in December, 1995. The
Russian public, for their part, remained committed to the concept of a
USSR. They rated their new political system lower than the one they
had experienced in the Soviet years. Furthermore, they believed the
Communists were still in power.1

Views differed as to the extent to which communists or former com-
munists were, in fact, still in power throughout the Central and East-
ern European countries. There was relatively little direct continuity
in the Czech Republic, where the Communist Party quickly became a
marginal force, and only a limited degree of continuity of leading per-
sonnel in Poland. In Russia, some argued that there was “relatively
little overlap between the Gorbachev and Yeltsin political elites.” Oth-
ers pointed to the very high degree of continuity at local levels in the
early post-Soviet period, and went on to emphasize the continuities
in post-Communist government more generally. As a commentator for
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Nezavisimaia Gazeta put it, if an observer had gone to sleep in Russia
at the start of 1990, then awoke at the end of 1992, he would conclude
that the reformist wing of the Communist Party headed by Boris Yeltsin
had finally come to power.2

Clearly, as the changes at the leadership level increase, the Russian
and Eastern European transition can be more readily considered a revo-
lution. At the same time, we need to differentiate between changes in
central government and in the regions; between changes in different
sections of the central government; and between rates of change in dif-
ferent subperiods. We need to know if the elite has been changing in
terms of age and gender, social and geographical origin, national com-
position, and levels of education. Above all, we need to know the
extent to which the Russian elite has recruited its membership from
the Soviet nomenklatura of the past, and from which of its constituent
groups. In the discussion that follows, we consider some of the oper-
ating principles of the former nomenklatura and examine the ways in
which they attempted to protect their position, mostly through privi-
leged access to the market, in the late 1980s. The final section of this
chapter provides a sociological portrait of the Russian elite of the mid-
1990s and discusses the extent of its origins in the Soviet system.3

Defining and Measuring the Elite

Generally, an “elite” is a ruling group in society. We define the elite in
largely positional terms: on the basis of their occupancy of posts that
involve the making of decisions of national importance. Included
are the deputies of the Russian Federal Assembly who were elected in
December, 1993, government officials, the Russian president, and his
closest associates. We have not separately distinguished the leaders of
the major political parties or the heads of regional administrations as
these two categories account for the bulk of the membership of the
Russian Parliament.

A separate business elite is a constituent part of the ruling elite,
whose influence on public policy is defined by their position in the
most important sectors of the economy and by the assets they control.4

Our analysis is based upon a series of investigations conducted be-
tween 1989 and 1994 by the Sector on Elite Studies of the Institute of
Sociology of the Russian Academy of Sciences.5 The main methods of
study included informal in-depth interviews with members of the elite;
formal interviews; surveys of expert opinion; observation; the study of
official biographies; press analysis; and the study of official documents
and statistics. The core of the study was based upon an examination of
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official biographical directories,6 as well as a series of interviews with
elite members themselves, conducted by the Sector of Elite Studies
in association with the University of Glasgow. Altogether, 3,610 biog-
raphies were analyzed, consisting of members from the Brezhnev elite
(57 members of the government, 1,500 deputies of the USSR Supreme
Soviet, 282 members of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) Central Committee, 26 Politburo and Secretariat members, and
131 obkom first secretaries); the Gorbachev elite from 1985 to August,
1991 (consisting of 251 Russian Supreme Soviet deputies, 371 mem-
bers of the CPSU Central Committee that were elected in 1990, 35 mem-
bers of the Politburo and Secretariat, and 132 obkom first secretaries);
and the Yeltsin elite from September, 1991 (consisting of 35 members of
the Russian government, 44 members of the higher ranks of the presi-
dential administration, 68 heads of regional administrations, 35 party
leaders, 100 members of the business elite, and 543 members of the
Federal Assembly).

Our elite groups consist of six main sections: 1) the government
(before 1985, during the Gorbachev years, and in 1993); 2) Parliament
(for the Brezhnev period, the 11th Supreme Soviet of the USSR that
was elected in 1984; for the Gorbachev period, the Supreme Soviet of
the Russian Socialist Federation of Soviet Republics (RSFSR) that was
elected in 1990; and for the Yeltsin period, the Federal Assembly of the
Russian Federation that was elected in December, 1993); 3) the party
elite (for the Brezhnev period, the CPSU Central Committee that was
elected at the Twenty-seventh Party Congress in 1986; for the Gorba-
chev period, the Central Committee that was elected at the Twenty-
eighth Party Congress in 1990; and for the Yeltsin period, the leaders
of the major Russian parties as they stood in 1993, the section that,
despite the change from a single to a multiparty system, manifested
the greatest degree of direct continuity); 4) the top leadership (for the
Brezhnev period, the members and candidate members of the Polit-
buro and the secretaries of the Central Committee as of January, 1985;
for the Gorbachev period, the members and candidate members of the
Politburo and the secretaries of the Central Committee as of January,
1991; and for the Yeltsin period, the president’s immediate associates,
the leading members of his administration, his advisors, and members
of the presidential council); 5) the regional elite (for the Brezhnev pe-
riod, the obkom first secretaries that were in office at the start of 1985;
for the Gorbachev period, the obkom first secretaries that were in
office in 1990; and for the Yeltsin period, the heads of regional admin-
istrations as of 1993); and finally 6) the business elite (for the Yeltsin
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period alone, consisting of the heads of the largest banks, exchanges,
and industrial-financial groups).

The Soviet Nomenklatura

In order to understand how the elite changed in the post-Soviet pe-
riod, we must understand how it formed over many decades of single-
party, Communist rule. As this is a subject that has already been dis-
cussed in the scholarly literature, we will simply identify a number of
the elite’s most distinctive features.7

The elite had a precise form as a result of its institutionalized charac-
ter. Lists of leading positions were maintained in the Central Commit-
tee apparatus. Appointment to these leading positions was impossible
without the agreement of the party hierarchy. The highest ranked mem-
bers of the nomenklatura, that is, the holders of positions to which ap-
pointments required the approval of the Politburo, or Secretariat of
the CPSU Central Committee, were in effect the national elite. Equally,
in spite of the varied character of the positions that were included in
the upper nomenklatura, the Soviet elite was monolithic in nature, ex-
tending across all spheres of party, state, and social life. Its monolithic
character was assured by the fact that all its members were Commu-
nists and by the manner in which all leading appointments had to be
made or at least approved by higher-level party bodies. Elite members
were obligated to espouse Marxism-Leninism and other conventions
of Soviet public life.

The structure of the Soviet elite can be derived from the composi-
tion of the membership of the CPSU Central Committee. The following
groups were always represented: the national leadership (the Polit-
buro and Secretariat of the CPSU Central Committee, which were, in
effect, political executives); the leading officials of the Central Com-
mittee apparatus (the national administration); the most important re-
gional party first secretaries; the prime minister and other leading
members of the government; the most important members of the armed
and security services; leading diplomats; and the leaders of youth, trade
union, and cultural organizations. Formally, the Central Committee and
Supreme Soviet also included workers, collective farmers, engineers,
and scholars. This group of “ordinary Soviet people” had a purely dec-
orative character: its function was to demonstrate that the USSR was a
state run by cooks rather than professional politicians (as Lenin put it).8

The Soviet nomenklatura elite was strictly hierarchical. As early as
the Stalin era, all nomenklatura positions were divided into fourteen
ranks.9 The General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee was
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at the highest level, followed by members of the Politburo, candidate
Politburo members, and the Central Committee secretaries. The next
rank in the hierarchy consisted of the nomenklatura of the Politburo
(those with positions that were appointed and approved at Politburo
level). This group included the first and (sometimes) second secre-
taries of Republican Party organizations, the first secretaries of re-
gional party committees, all-union ministers, the military hierarchy,
ambassadors to all the socialist countries (as well as the ambassadors
to the largest capitalist countries), directors of the largest military-
industrial enterprises, the leading officials of the creative unions, and
the editors of central newspapers and journals. The level below this
group was the nomenklatura of the Central Committee Secretariat,
which included deputy ministers, the second secretaries of regional
party committees, the heads of regional Soviet executives, and so forth.
Then came positions that required the approval of the relevant Central
Committee department, followed by positions that needed approval
from regional, urban, and district party committees. The lowest level
positions were those approved by local party branches.10 The hierar-
chical principle required a steady progression through these stages,
from level to level: it was similar in many ways to an army hierarchy,
and (as in the armed forces) exceptions were rare.

The nomenklatura system had mechanisms that limited self-recruit-
ment, or semeistvennost’. According to an informal convention, the chil-
dren of higher-level officials never inherited positions with the same
level of seniority as their fathers. Rather, “elite children” had a series
of special professional niches, often connected with work abroad and
supported by a nomenklatura system of education at elite institutions,
particularly those that trained economists, diplomats, and journalists
specializing in international affairs. As a result of the restrictions on
internal recruitment, the nomenklatura was replenished to a large ex-
tent by new members from other sections of society, including the in-
telligentsia, working class, and collective-farm peasantry. The biogra-
phies of Central Committee members for the whole period of Soviet
rule demonstrate how few of the members had a Moscow or big-city
background. Furthermore, there were almost no members who had
themselves been brought up in nomenklatura households (this prin-
ciple began to be violated in 1986 when Brezhnev’s son Yurii and son-
in-law Churbanov joined the Central Committee; both had been ex-
pelled by the following party congress, in 1990).

The nomenklatura, in addition, required its members, particularly
those who were likely to obtain advancement, to serve in different
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parts of the country. The traditional nomenklatura career trajectory be-
gan with study in Moscow, followed by work in the Soviet, Komsomol,
economic, or party apparatus at the district level. The member would
then be recalled to Moscow for a one- or two-year stint in the Cen-
tral Committee headquarters, and then a return to the provinces to a
higher-level post (often an obkom first secretaryship).

Apart from geographical mobility, another characteristic was a
change in career specialization. During the Brezhnev period a number
of typical nomenklatura career patterns developed, all of them under
Central Committee auspices: party-economic, Komsomol-party, Soviet-
party, and party-diplomatic. The most typical was a career that moved
upwards from Komsomol to party work, or from party to Soviet work
and back, or from economic to party work and back. There were also
“pure” career progressions, most often on the part of economic ad-
ministrators. In such cases, the people involved moved upwards at the
same factory to the level of director, then into the relevant ministry
and eventually to the rank of minister. The party-diplomatic career
type, by contrast, was a feature of the decline of the nomenklatura,
with ambassadorial posts in less important countries being filled by
disgraced politicians as a form of honorary retirement.

The nomenklatura was served by a comprehensive and finely dif-
ferentiated system of privileges. In Voslensky’s words, “the nomen-
klatura lived in another, entirely different, and special country” from
which ordinary citizens were “carefully isolated.” 11 The existence of
a system of this kind was related to the chronic deficits that existed
throughout the Soviet period. Members of the nomenklatura were not
rich in the conventional sense but were removed from hardships by
their positions and allowed to enjoy a better quality of life. Their
money incomes were generally high, but their living standards were
sustained by a whole system of indirect payments and benefits. Prices
in official restaurants were significantly below the real costs, certain
forms of recreation were heavily subsidized, and so forth. Nomen-
klatura members were also given flats and dachas in the most fashion-
able areas; the rentals were symbolic.12

Apart from this, a well-developed distribution system supported the
special needs of nomenklatura members. At food processing plants, for
instance, there was always a section producing higher-quality food-
stuffs for the elite. Special construction companies looked after their
housing requirements at a level far above those of ordinary citizens.
There were special ateliers, special shops, special polyclinics, and even
(a labor veteran complained) special graveyards.13 Privileges were pro-
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vided strictly according to rank, and each rank in the nomenklatura
ladder had its own list of benefits. In addition, there was a system of
special nomenklatura education. It included the Higher Komsomol and
Party Schools, the Academy of Social Sciences attached to the CPSU
Central Committee, and the Academy of the National Economy. The
Higher Schools were generally concerned with the training of the lo-
cal and regional nomenklatura members and sometimes provided a lo-
cal official with the educational qualifications that were felt to be ap-
propriate. The Moscow Party School, the Academy of Social Sciences,
and the Academy of the National Economy were, by contrast, institu-
tions for raising the qualifications of nomenklatura members. A place-
ment at any of these institutions meant, in practice, that the official con-
cerned was being prepared for advancement to a still higher position.

From Power to Property

As the Soviet system began to change under the impact of the Gor-
bachev reforms, so too did the patterns of elite advantage that had
become established over decades of Soviet rule. And as political posi-
tion became a less secure guarantee of those advantages, the emphasis
shifted to private property, as Trotsky had predicted many years ear-
lier.14 One of the most significant ways this transition took place was
through the alternative or “Komsomol” economy that began to de-
velop in the late 1980s under the supervision of Yegor Ligachev.15 Its
focus was the Coordinating Council of Centers of Scientific and Tech-
nical Creativity of Youth (TsNTTM), established in 1987 and staffed by
Komsomol officials, with a network of centers attached to every dis-
trict party committee in Moscow. These were, in effect, the first com-
mercial structures of any kind in the former USSR, and it was through
these centers that many in the first wave of new Russian entrepreneurs
became established, including Konstantin Borovoi, a computer scien-
tist who moved into Komsomol business and thereafter established the
country’s leading raw materials exchange and his own political party;
Igor Safaryan, who progressed from a Komsomol center to a coopera-
tive and then his own firm of brokers; Konstantin Zatulin, a Moscow
history graduate who gave up his dissertation to work for the econom-
ics secretary of the Komsomol Central Committee and then became
chairman of “Entrepreneurs for a New Russia”; and Mikhail Khodor-
kovskii, who graduated from a deputy Komsomol secretaryship at the
Mendeleev chemistry institute to the chairmanship of Menatep Bank.16

The “Komsomol economy” took its origin from a resolution adopted
by the CPSU Central Committee on July 25, 1986, in which it approved
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a proposal from the Komsomol that it establish a network of scientific
and technical centers for the benefit of its members. The new centers
were supposed to operate on a commercial basis, based on agreements
with enterprises and providing services that were not otherwise avail-
able. A series of more formal agreements followed in the course of
1987, including one in March that established a Coordinating Council
for the Scientific-Technical Creativity of Youth under the chairman-
ship of Deputy Premier Boris Tolstykh. By the end of the year, the
term “Komsomol economy” had come into regular use among Komso-
mol officials, and it was repeatedly employed by First Secretary Victor
Mironenko in his address to a Komsomol plenum in December, 1987.
He was able to report that coordinating councils had been established
in most republics and regions and that more than sixty centers were
already operating in towns throughout the country.17

The scope of the new centers was extended considerably during
1988, allowing them to engage in the manufacture of consumer goods
and to establish economic relations with foreign firms and organiza-
tions. They could set their own prices for the goods they imported
from abroad and were relieved of all customs duties. The Law on Co-
operatives, adopted in May, 1988, was modified as a result of pressure
from the Komsomol to cover “other public organizations,” allowing
the new youth centers to broaden the base of their activity. Complaints
soon reached the government that youth organizations had been buy-
ing and reselling video recorders, computers, and other technological
items at inflated prices and with “crude violations of the law”; Gorba-
chev, addressing the Twenty-first Komsomol Congress in April, 1990,
warned that it was not appropriate for the party’s youth movement to
become involved in this sort of “middleman activity.” Nevertheless, the
system was developing its own momentum; there was already a youth
commercial bank, an import-export center, and a network of fashion
shops, and by 1990 more than seventeen thousand youth cooperatives
were in operation, employing about a million staff members.18

The Komsomol and its youth centers performed a number of im-
portant functions in the establishment of early Russian capitalism, in-
cluding converting paper assets into liquid cash. Not a single state en-
terprise in the late 1980s had the right to conduct a relatively simple
operation of this kind. Armed with this concession, the new centers
of scientific and technical creativity were able to charge a rate of up to
30 percent on the profits that arose from such transactions; of these
profits, 5 percent were remitted to the CPSU Central Committee.19 For-
merly, the privileges of the nomenklatura had been given largely in
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kind, reflected in the granting of state property for private use or in
special services. Now the privileges began to acquire an increasingly
“monetary” character. The members were allowed to engage in activ-
ities that were prohibited for others and to make profits from such ac-
tivities. During the perestroika period, the main privileges of this type
were 1) joint enterprises, 2) cash assets, 3) credits, 4) property, 5) im-
port privileges, and 6) privatization benefits.

The Establishment of Joint Enterprises

The nomenklatura had always been distinguished by its special rela-
tionship with the outside world—and for many reasons not necessar-
ily connected with high politics. The difference between the official
and unofficial exchange rates for the ruble, for instance, made any for-
eign economic activity profitable and gave opportunities for a specu-
lative gain to anyone who was able to travel abroad. Contacts with the
West were not simply agreeable and prestigious, they were also lucra-
tive. In the broadest terms, the Soviet government itself was involved
in commerce during Brezhnev’s years of “developed socialism.” Staff
members of the Ministry of Foreign Trade, for instance, bought and
sold commodities on the American stock exchange; and several grain
deals in the 1960s and 1970s are still remembered in ministerial circles
as enormously profitable.20

From the very first stages of economic reform, the question of for-
eign dealings came to the leadership’s close attention. An association of
joint enterprises was established in 1988, headed by Lev Vainberg, who
joined a consultative council on entrepreneurship under the Gorbachev
presidency in 1991 and was himself the director of a French-Italian-
Soviet joint enterprise and vice president of the Scientific-Industrial
Union (later the Russian Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs).
The first joint enterprises to be registered by the USSR Ministry of
Justice were directly linked with the CPSU; the very first Soviet-
American joint enterprise, Dialog, was established in 1987 under the
party’s direct patronage. Through its “authorized organizations” (the
Main Computing Center of the All Union Exhibition of Economic
Achievement (VDNKh), the Computing Center of the State Committee
of Science and Technology of the USSR (VO Vneshtekhnika pri GKNT
SSSR), and the automobile factory (KamAZ) the party invested twelve
million rubles in the founding capital of the joint venture. After six
months, Dialog in turn became the founder of another joint enterprise,
Perestroika, whose president was Andrei Stroev, a relative of Yegor
Stroev, who was at that time a Central Committee secretary.21
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One of the first joint enterprises, Vneshkonsul’t, founded in 1988,
was established with the participation of a similar range of “authorized
representatives” of the CPSU (once again, Vneshtekhnika and the Main
Computing Center of VDNKh). The foreign participant was the Finnish
concern, Sarka-Sov Consulting (in practice, a foreign-based Soviet
firm). Soon Vneshkonsul’t became the partner of one of the world’s
most important business consultant firms, Ernst and Young, forming
the joint enterprise, Ernst, Young and Vneshkonsul’t. The “authorized
organizations” that used the financial resources of the CPSU Central
Committee to establish joint concerns included, in the agricultural
sphere, RSFSR Gosagroprom and its affiliates; in the cultural sphere,
the Bolshoi Theatre and the Kremlin Palace of Congresses; in computers,
the Main Computing Center of VDNKh and Vneshtekhnika; and in the
various business spheres, the Znanie Society, the All-Union Trade
Union Council, the Moscow and regional sections of Zhilsotsbank, the
Komsomol Central Committee, and others.

There were other, less recognized organizations that also became
agencies and through which the party began to adapt to a market en-
vironment. In a single day (January 11, 1989), for instance, a special-
ized medical cooperative in Donetsk established three joint enterprises
with a total capitalization of $50 million: Rida (with the Brazilian firm
Brital), Koyana (with the same Brazilian firm), and Valeo (a joint ven-
ture with the Italian firm Imar). None of these enterprises had foreign
shares exceeding 25 percent of the total investment. According to an
analysis of the founding documents that were registered in the USSR
Ministry of Justice, their role was rather to facilitate a process by which
party-controlled assets could be converted into the more defensible
form of an enterprise with foreign as well as Russian ownership and
management.

The Conversion of Assets into Cash

During the perestroika years, only the National State Bank had the
privilege of converting its nominal assets into cash. Money, at this time,
was of two kinds: cash (nalichnye) and nominal (beznalichnye). Only
cash was money in the real sense; bank credits were necessary for
purely paper transactions between state organizations. An enterprise
deducted what it needed for the pay of its employees, whose rates of
remuneration were strictly regulated by the state, and no other source
of income was possible than the one that arose from a regular salary or
bonus payment. “Ready cash” had to be limited; otherwise there would
be serious social tensions in the circumstances of general shortage. The
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creation of the new centers, as a means of converting paper credits into
cash, was not only a contribution to the emergence of a Soviet market,
it was also one of the causes of the deepening problem of inflation.
In Komsomol circles, the scientific and technical centers began to be
called the “locomotive of inflation.” The means by which money was
processed in this way was itself a profitable and privileged one.

Advantageous Credits

In order to obtain credit at low levels of interest (sometimes without
payment at all), it was necessary to belong to the nomenklatura or to
have close links with highly placed officials. In the perestroika years,
it was particularly profitable to obtain a credit in foreign currency. At
this time, there were three rates of exchange to the dollar: the state
rate, the commercial rate, and a special tourist rate. While the commer-
cial and tourist rates gradually increased, moving closer to the level at
which currencies changed hands on the black market, the state ex-
change rate remained the same: 65 kopeks for a U.S. dollar. This is what
made foreign currency credits so profitable. Typically, a firm might
obtain a credit of one million U.S. dollars for a month, sell the dollars
on the black market for, say, 10 rubles each, then return the credit to
the state at the official rate of exchange, leaving a profit of more than
9 million rubles. The first commercial banks, operating with the sup-
port of the state itself, were able to make profits in the same way.

Property Transactions

In the early years of economic reform, only firms that were connected
with the nomenklatura had the right to engage in property transac-
tions. There were several reasons for this. In the first place, no one else
owned any property. The mass population lived in state apartments,
and enterprises were also based on state ownership. Consequently, the
officials that disposed of state property had enormous scope for their
activities. While the first commercial firms were being established,
some of the best state property was sold at advantageous prices to
firms that had been established with the participation of the nomen-
klatura. The nomenklatura, in this way, sold itself its own property at
nominal prices. The Most Group, for instance, which is now one of the
most powerful financial and industrial associations in Russia, bought
several buildings in the center of Moscow for several tens of thousands
of rubles, which was less than half the market value at the time.

In the Soviet period, the CPSU had been the owner of a large num-
ber of buildings in which its full-time officials, publishing houses,
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educational institutions, rest homes, living quarters, and hotels were
accommodated. These party buildings were the country’s “gold fund”;
they were the best buildings, located in the most convenient and pres-
tigious locations, and had been well maintained. During the perestroika
period, the nomenklatura began to receive a profit from the rental of
these establishments. The best rest homes, clinics, tourist bases, and
hotels were typically made available to foreign firms, and joint enter-
prises were actively established. A full-scale nomenklatura war de-
veloped over the right to make use of the Central Committee hotel,
“October 1”; the final victor was the administration of the Russian
president himself. Similarly, offices in the best buildings in the center
of Moscow were rented out at low rates to firms that had nomenklatura
contacts. Indeed, in the mid-1990s, it was still possible to judge how
close a firm was to the party elite of the Soviet period by where it was
located. The offices of a number of firms directed by Konstantin Zatulin,
for instance, are in the complex of buildings on Old Square, where the
Central Committee offices had been located. Zatulin, now a well-known
politician and businessman, was (as we have noted) a former advisor to
the Komsomol with special responsibility for the “youth economy.” 22

Privileges in Import-Export Operations

As in other spheres, the right to engage in foreign commercial opera-
tions was restricted during the perestroika years. Special firms were
created by the nomenklatura to serve as a form of contact between do-
mestic producers and their foreign clients. For other firms, there was
no means of access to the foreign market, and the profits that derived
from the export of raw material and other competitive goods went di-
rectly into the pockets of these nomenklatura companies. A different
procedure was followed in the case of imports. A system of state pur-
chase prices for imported goods was still in operation with a number
of bodies that made the necessary arrangements. Commercial bodies
were founded in their place whose function was the retail sale of im-
ported goods; the difference between state and retail prices was con-
siderable and prices remained at the discretion of the owners of these
new commercial importers.

Privatization of the State by the State

Privatization of the state by the state takes place when public officials,
using their formal powers, privatize those sections of the state for which
they are themselves responsible. This process began in 1987 and was
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largely concluded by the time a privatization program for the popula-
tion at large was ready to be launched. Privatization of this kind in-
cluded wholesale changes in the system of economic management,
banking, and retail sale, and the sale of the most profitable enter-
prises. Ministries, for instance, were turned into concerns. The minis-
ter typically retired or became a consultant to the concern that suc-
ceeded the ministry. The president of the concern, as a rule, was a
former deputy minister. The concern acquired the status of joint stock
company. The shareholders were typically among the most senior mem-
bers of management. The ministry’s property in this way became the
private property of its leading officials. These leading officials did not
simply privatize the organization for which they were responsible but
did so for their own benefit.

The privatization of banking took place in a similar fashion. The re-
forms, undertaken in 1988 and 1989, led to the collapse of what had
been a unitary and closely regulated system, a system that was no
longer able to adapt to the new requirements. Promstroibank and
Zhilsotsbank, together with their regional affiliates, were dissolved en-
tirely. Each part of the former system became a commercial bank. The
buildings, the staff, the equipment, and often the management re-
mained the same. What changed was the name and the means by which
profits were distributed. Zhilsotsbank, for instance, became Mosbiz-
nesbank, under the continued presidency of Viktor Bukato. Promo-
stroibank retained its former name, simply adding the word “com-
mercial.” Its president, as before, is Yakov Dubenetskii.23

A number of new commercial banks were created with the direct
participation of officials of the Ministry of Finance. One of the main
Russian banks, Imperial, was established under the auspices of the
ministry’s department for relations with commercial banks, which was
headed, at that time, by Sergei Rodionov. Rodionov duly became the
new head of Imperial. Several other commercial banks were estab-
lished on the basis of what was apparently a fresh initiative, but the
history of their establishment, and the biographies of their directors,
suggests a rather different interpretation. One of the first commercial
banks, Menatep, for instance, began life in 1988 as a scientific and
technical center for youth creativity under the auspices of the Frunze
district committee of the CPSU. Gosbank officials and highly-placed
staff in the Ministry of Finance did not receive a majority of shares in
the banks of which they became directors. Their contribution to capi-
tal assets was generally insignificant. Often their share was sufficient
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to exercise a dominant influence, which was exercised over what were
often very profitable capital assets as well as over the circulation of
currency.24

Retail trade was privatized in the same way. The Soviet trading sys-
tem had two main forms: Gossnab, which was responsible for the allo-
cation of the “means of production,” and various bureaus responsible
for consumer goods. The USSR Ministry of Foreign Trade and its spe-
cialized administrations (Eksportkhleb, Eksportles, and so forth) were
particularly important parts of this elaborate system. Gossnab duly
became the basis upon which the first stock exchanges began to emerge.
Major exchanges like the Russian Commodity Exchange (RTSB), the
Moscow Commodity Exchange (MTB), and the Moscow Stock Ex-
change (MFB) were headed by former Komsomol functionaries, and
former specialists from Gossnab were invited to take over their man-
agement positions. Senior officials of the Ministries of Trade and of
Foreign Trade moved quickly to establish commercial structures within
the framework of their own organizations, which then monopolized
the most profitable sections of the activities for which the former min-
istries had been responsible.

The most profitable enterprises were also privatized, becoming joint
stock companies long before a full-scale program of privatization was
instituted. Some of the first commercially established enterprises were
Butek, directed by Mikhail Bocharov; Mikrokhirurgiia Glaza, directed
by the surgeon and politician Sviatoslav Fedorov; and the KamAZ and
AvtoVAZ automobile works, directed respectively by Nikolai Bekh
and Vladimir Kadannikov. The manner in which such firms were pri-
vatized is unclear, as no legislation had yet been adopted to provide for
such changes. Another form of “privatization before privatization”
was through the creation of commercial structures based at the facto-
ries themselves, typically the creation of a more specialized agency in-
volved in marketing and sales. The factory’s production was first clas-
sified into competitive and noncompetitive. Noncompetitive output,
either because it was of poor quality or because it was simply too ex-
pensive, was sold thereafter at state prices, while output for which there
was a demand was sold through the factory-based firm. The difference
between the state price and the retail price was converted in this way
into profits for the factory directors. A factory that had not yet been
privatized became a source of material benefit for its management.

The outcome of all these changes was a substantial move toward the
conversion of the power of the party-state nomenklatura into private
property. The state, in effect, had privatized itself. Formerly, property
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had been at the disposal of the nomenklatura, but they were denied its
private ownership. Now, property moved from public into private
hands, typically those of the factory administration. Ministers, by the
same token, became the owners of majority shareholdings in priva-
tized companies. Department heads at the Ministry of Finance became
presidents of commercial banks, and leading officials at Gossnab be-
came managers of exchanges. During this early, nomenklatura stage of
privatization, there were certainly some with no previous involvement
in their new sphere of activity. Many of them, indeed, enjoyed a good
deal of success. But taken as a whole, it is clear that the process of eco-
nomic reform took place under the control of the nomenklatura and to
its direct material benefit.

The New Russian Elite

As a result of all these changes, what had been a unitary Soviet elite
divided into two broad sections: a political and an economic elite. Mem-
bership of the first was a consequence of position and of one’s standing
within the political establishment; the second was made up of people
whose influence was based upon their control of capital. The new Rus-
sian elite, in other words, became bifurcated.25

With the coming to power of Yeltsin, the new elite began to con-
solidate itself. Yeltsin, as a rule, used officials who had been appointed
by Gorbachev or ones he had known himself in the Sverdlovsk party
committee. Although the flow of new people into high-ranking posi-
tions continued, it was nonetheless clear that the revolutionary period
of the transformation of the elite had ended. Structures of executive
power had come into being: the administration of the president; the
government of the Russian Federation; and the freely elected parlia-
ment, the State Duma. The courts alone had not developed into an in-
dependent branch of government. The locus of authority was increas-
ingly in the hands of executive bodies. The movement of officials from
party to state that had begun under Gorbachev now showed its re-
sults. Throughout Russia administrations were being formed from the
same sources—the old nomenklatura. And a new pyramid of power
arose above the former one.

The Yeltsin leadership took steps to “close” the elite at this stage.
The first stage in this process was the dissolution of the Congress of
People’s Deputies and Supreme Soviet, which had up to this point re-
sisted presidential control. The next step was the adoption of a new
constitution, which made it clear that the Parliament of the future
would consist, in part, of the heads of regional administrations that the
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president had himself appointed (they were represented in the upper
house, the Council of the Federation) and of political leaders who also
came from the former nomenklatura and who were represented in the
lower house, the State Duma. Ministers were allowed to combine their
positions with seats in the Duma that was elected in 1993, strengthen-
ing the influence of the executive within the system of representative
institutions.

While formally retaining the two branches of government, the
Yeltsin leadership made great efforts to control the work of legislative
bodies by methods that included increasing the presence within them
of state officials, regulating the election of new deputies as closely as
possible, and gradually absorbing the whole system of government
within a nomenklatura framework. The Soviet tradition of “selection
and allocation of cadres” was in effect revived, and with it the “table
of ranks,” that is, the hierarchy of positions and corresponding rates
of pay that had given rise to the nomenklatura itself when it was es-
tablished in the early 1920s.

The new system of appointment was as follows: at the apex of the
pyramid were the supreme leaders, who occasionally lost their places
as a result of high-level political intrigue. In their place, a second and
then a third stratum of the old nomenklatura rose to positions of
power. Unlike in the Soviet period, loss of position at the apex of the
system was no longer equivalent to political death: a former leader, un-
der these new conventions, soon found a position in a new power
structure at a slightly lower point in the hierarchy. A process of re-
placement of this kind took place at different rates in the center and in
the localities. In Moscow, the political process was more intensive and
the top leadership was replaced more often, giving greater opportuni-
ties for lower levels of the former nomenklatura to advance their posi-
tion. In many of the regions, on the other hand, there were only one
or two cycles in the process of elite renewal. In Krasnodar krai, for in-
stance, the former chairman of the territorial council, Nikolai Kondra-
tenko, was dismissed for his support of the attempted 1991 coup and
replaced by the democrat, D’iakonov. D’iakonov resigned in turn and
was replaced by his deputy, Nikolai Egorov, a representative of the
“third layer” of the nomenklatura who had not been discredited by his
previous activity and now declared himself an “independent politi-
cian of centrist views.” Unlike in the Soviet period, when resignation
meant the end of a political career, both Kondratenko and D’iakonov
remained active and influential members of the regional elite. Kon-
dratenko, who became the leader of the local opposition, won a large
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majority at the polls in December, 1993, and became a member of the
Council of the Federation; and D’iakonov went on to head the territo-
rial committee of “Vybor Rossii.” 26

There was a concentration not only of political power but of eco-
nomic resources. The period of economic reform from 1987 to 1992
was associated with a process of decentralization and collapse of the
formerly powerful “vertical” links in the state system of economic
management. Formerly, for instance, the banking system had been
represented by Gosbank, Promstroibank, Zhilsotsbank, and their local
affiliates, and the whole system had been closely regulated by the
Ministry of Finance. In the perestroika period, this monolithic system
collapsed and a whole series of commercial banks developed in its place,
often by simply renaming themselves. A similar process took place in
other sectors of the economy.

In 1992, a process of recentralization began to assert itself, but
based on horizontal rather than vertical links. Commercial banks were
united no longer by their capital but by a range of interrelated activi-
ties of other kinds. A variety of new forms of enterprise developed on
this basis, including holding companies, groups of companies, and in-
dustrial-financial concerns. All of them, typically, were based upon a
“mother” firm, whose activities ranged from the sale of computers to
the construction of buildings. This mother firm, having accumulated
sufficient resources, would then establish “daughter” firms including
its own bank and commodity exchange, its own insurance society, its
own chamber of commerce, and so forth. A logical development was
the establishment of its own joint enterprises (to improve its contacts
with the West and to allow its capital to be exported). Similarly, a phil-
anthropic fund might be established, or an investment or pension fund;
and the firm would also acquire its own newspapers, its own lobby-
ists, sometimes its own political parties, and eventually its own secu-
rity services. Financial groups of this kind had every means thereafter
of exercising influence on public policy and on mass opinion.

The new Russian elite, as it had developed by the mid-1990s, may
be conceptualized as a three-layered pie. At the top level, there are
politicians and their allies, who compete among themselves for power.
The middle layer consists of entrepreneurs, who finance the politi-
cians’ electoral campaigns, lobbying, newspapers, and television; and
at the bottom level are the security services that not only maintain or-
der but also act as a means of influence and contract enforcement. Pri-
vate security forces of this kind have been established very widely by
the largest corporations, or by their agencies, and have also been es-
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tablished on an “independent” basis. The periodic reforms of the KGB
have had a number of effects, one of which has been to oblige many of
its staff to leave and find alternative employment; and it is former KGB
employees who form the core of the security services of major banks
and companies. The significance of a Moscow bank has come to be
reflected not in its financial position but in whether its security ser-
vices are headed by a general or merely a colonel from the KGB. The
new security services also employ athletes with a specialization in un-
armed combat. One of the forms of philanthropy in which the major
financial groups engage is precisely the support of clubs for children
and young people where karate and other combat sports are taught.

The heads of private security services of this kind are, as a rule, im-
portant and well-known figures in their own right. The president of
the Lev Yashin fund, Otari Kvantrishvili, was regularly received at the
highest levels of the Kremlin; 27 and the heads of the national asso-
ciations of kick-boxing, field athletics, and kung fu are, as a rule, of
considerable political influence. In 1993, the first political party was
formed in order to represent their interests, Sportivnaia Rossiia, with
branches in local areas as well as in Moscow. The USSR was a major
sporting power, and it still provides a home to a large number of out-
standing athletes. These new “sports parties” enjoy a considerable
public following, especially among young people, whose ideal in life
is often to be able to shoot and fight professionally.

The redistribution of power on this basis appears to have been com-
pleted and with it the “second Russian revolution” has come to an end.
It was a revolution in which a younger generation of the nomenklatura
ousted its older rivals. In effect, it was a bourgeois revolution in that
it led to a change in the sociopolitical system in the direction of private
property and political pluralism. And it involved a redistribution of
political power toward a group of younger, more pragmatic nomen-
klatura, some of whom became politicians and some businessmen. In
the economy, there was a corresponding shift of power into prop-
erty based upon the privatization of the key sectors of the infrastruc-
ture: finance, retail trade, international economic relations, and the
most profitable sectors of industry (especially the energy and extract-
ing complexes).

Continuity and Change in the Russian Elite

In this final section, we present an analysis of the characteristics of
three generations of the Soviet and Russian elite under Brezhnev,
Gorbachev, and Yeltsin in order to confirm some of the generalizations
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Table 1.1. The Soviet and Russian Elite by Years of Age

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 61.8 59.1 41.9 61.0 59.0 n.d. 56.6

Gorbachev cohort 54.0 54.9 44.0 56.2 52.0 n.d. 52.2

Yeltsin cohort 53.1 n.d. 46.5 52.0 49.0 42.1 48.5

Note: n.d. � no data

offered in earlier sections and to give more particular attention to the
extent to which the nomenklatura of the Soviet period maintained its
position into the post-Communist 1990s.28 One of the clearest conclu-
sions is that the elite has become significantly younger over the past
ten years (see table 1.1). Overall, it has become about eight years more
junior. Under Brezhnev, the oldest groups within the elite were the
Politburo and the Soviet government, that is, the most powerful func-
tionaries of all; while the youngest was the group of deputies to the
USSR Supreme Soviet. There was, in fact, a direct relationship be-
tween age and political influence: the greater the age, the greater the
authority. The same tends to be true of professional groups in all soci-
eties, but it is less clearly the case elsewhere that youth is an indicator
of lowly status. In the Brezhnev elite, the relationship was an almost
linear one: the youth of parliamentarians was a direct reflection of
their relatively low position in the nomenklatura hierarchy. It was not
a secret for anyone that the Supreme Soviet of those years played a
largely formal role, with its membership based upon national quotas,
which in turn determined the share of young people, of women, and
of non-Russians that were to be elected.

Under Gorbachev, the ages of the various sections of the elite be-
came more similar: the traditional party-state elite became more youth-
ful, while the relatively freely elected Parliament became three years
older. Then, under Yeltsin, there were further changes: the government
and regional leadership became almost ten years younger, while the
Parliament aged by a further six as it lost the youthful workers and
Komsomol members that had formerly been imposed upon it. As the
December, 1993, elections made clear, Russian voters, given a choice,
generally prefer candidates that are in their late forties, married, and
male, with some experience of other spheres of public activity.29

The gender composition of the elite in the Brezhnev period was also
subject to a quota. About a third of the seats in the USSR Supreme So-
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Table 1.2. Women in the Elite (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 3.9 4.3 32.8 0.0 0.0 n.d. 8.2

Gorbachev cohort 5.7 8.4 8.4 2.9 0.0 n.d. 5.6

Yeltsin cohort 2.3 8.6 11.2 2.9 0.0 0.0 4.2

Note: n.d. � no data

Table 1.3. Elites with Rural Origins (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 57.7 59.2 n.d. 45.6 66.7 n.d. 57.3

Gorbachev cohort 48.6 48.5 55.7 35.0 65.6 n.d. 54.6

Yeltsin cohort 12.5 22.9 n.d. 22.9 33.8 22.0 22.8

Note: n.d. � no data

viet were reserved for women, and this was the reason for their rela-
tively substantial representation in Parliament compared with other
sections of the elite (see table 1.2). At levels of the nomenklatura where
power was actually and not just formally exercised, however, their
representation was much less and sometimes nonexistent. Under Gor-
bachev, there was some increase in the number of women in positions
of real authority, but this was matched by a fall in female representa-
tion in parliamentary institutions. Women almost doubled their share
of the CPSU Central Committee in 1990, but this came when the influ-
ence of the Central Committee was itself declining.

In terms of social origin, the old nomenklatura had been predomi-
nantly rural. More than half of the Moscow-based party and govern-
ment leaders, for instance, had a rural background (see table 1.3). In the
regions the proportion was even higher. Under Gorbachev there was
very little change in this respect in the regions, although in the central
institutions of party and state there was a considerable increase in the
proportion of leaders that were of urban origin. However, the real
change took place in the years that followed. Yeltsin was able to attract
a new group of young and well-educated Moscow economists, lawyers,
and other professionals into his administration. Those of rural origin
dropped to a small proportion at all levels, particularly in the top lead-
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Table 1.4. Non-Russian Members of the Elite (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 23.1 28.4 55.5 24.6 19.1 n.d. 30.1

Gorbachev cohort 51.4 47.4 33.9 15.7 12.5 n.d. 36.3

Yeltsin cohort 27.3 25.7 19.3 17.1 16.2 n.d. 21.1

Note: n.d. � no data

ership, but also in the regions, where a rural origin might have been
expected to survive longer. Overall, the proportion of elite members
that had been born in rural areas fell to less than half of its level in the
years before Gorbachev’s accession, and its social origins had been
shaped by a very different set of experiences, although they were still
far from representative of a society that had been largely urbanized.

It is more difficult to consider changes in the national composition
of the elite over the same period, given the collapse of the USSR and
the formation in its place of fifteen independent states (see table 1.4).
A direct comparison of the Brezhnev and Gorbachev elites with the
elite of the Yeltsin years would accordingly be misleading. It was clear,
however, that Gorbachev was making some effort under the pressure
of events to increase the representation of non-Russians: in the top
party leadership their share more than doubled (this reflected a change
in the composition of the Politburo, which in 1990 became a body made
up of the heads of Republican Party organizations); and in the Central
Committee it increased in proportion. Only at the regional level was
there a relative fall in the proportion of non-Russians. Under Yeltsin,
by contrast, the clearest tendency is for the national composition of
each section of the elite to become more similar: under Gorbachev
there had been a fourfold difference in the share of non-Russians in the
central leadership as compared with the regions, while under Yeltsin
the share of non-Russians within each section of the elite varied much
less around an average of just over 20 percent, which was itself just
above their share of the total population.

The elite was always one of the most educated groups in society.
Even in the Brezhnev years, when the leadership was made up pre-
dominantly of those of lower socioeconomic status, a higher education
of some kind was all but universal. A significant proportion of the
nomenklatura of those years, admittedly, had a party or Komsomol
higher education, the quality of which could be doubted. During the
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Table 1.5. Higher Education among Elite Members (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Busi- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional ness by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 100.0 92.6 51.3 100.0 100.0 n.d. 88.8

Gorbachev cohort 88.6 74.4 67.9 100.0 100.0 n.d. 84.1

Yeltsin cohort 100.0 100.0 94.0 100.0 97.1 93.0 97.4

Note: n.d. � no data

1980s, it was in fact the parliamentarians who distinguished them-
selves, as a result of the fact that all groups of the society, including
the highly educated, had their allocated share of seats in representa-
tive bodies. Under Gorbachev the relative advantage of parliamentar-
ians declined, while regional party first secretaries moved to the fore.
The educational level of Parliament nonetheless increased considerably
in the Gorbachev years, following the relatively open elections of 1989
and 1990; and there were still more considerable changes in all elite
groups during the Yeltsin years, with graduate membership becoming
all but universal. (See table 1.5.)

At the same time that a higher education became virtually univer-
sal it became less useful as a means of distinguishing among subelite
groups. Moreover, it is important to consider other characteristics of
educational level. In terms of higher degrees, for instance, there was
a clear change from the Brezhnev and Gorbachev years to the elite
of the Yeltsin period. About a quarter of the elite had a candidate
(the equivalent of an American Ph.D.) or doctor of science degree (a
full professor) in the late Communist period (23 percent under Brezh-
nev and 29 percent under Gorbachev, with the increase particularly
marked within the party leadership); under Yeltsin, the proportion
was 48.4 percent, and as high as 70.5 percent in the presidential ad-
ministration. There were corresponding changes in the nature of the
education that was characteristic of the elite: under Brezhnev it had
been predominantly technological, with engineering, military, or agri-
cultural specializations particularly prominent. Under Gorbachev,
the proportion with a technological education fell, while those with a
party higher education increased. Under Yeltsin there was a further
fall to 47.2 percent, compared with 71.7 percent under Brezhnev and
67.3 percent in the Gorbachev years; and there was a substantial in-
crease in economists and lawyers.
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Table 1.6. Elite Members from Outside the Nomenklatura (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 0.0 6.0 51.3 0.0 0.0 n.d. 11.4

Gorbachev cohort 8.5 28.8 40.6 n.d. 0.0 n.d. 19.5

Yeltsin cohort 25.0 42.8 39.8 25.7 17.7 59.0 35.0

Note: n.d. � no data

Table 1.7. Elite Members of the Yeltsin Cohort Who Served under 
the Previous Regime (percentage)

Government Top leadership Regional elite Avg.

Under Brezhnev 31.3 22.7 57.4 37.1

Under Gorbachev 42.9 36.4 39.7 39.7

What about recruitment and renewal? Under Brezhnev it had
been all but impossible to enter the elite without passing through the
nomenklatura hierarchy or to bypass any of the normal stages of ad-
vancement. There were some non-nomenklatura within the CPSU
Central Committee and the USSR Supreme Soviet, but these (as in other
cases) were “planned” exceptions. There were some changes in the
perestroika years, and even the party leadership became accessible
to relative outsiders. The most important means of recruitment to the
leadership by other than the nomenklatura route was, however, the
elections of 1989 and 1990. During the post-Communist years, a still
greater proportion were recruited to the elite from those who had not
previously been members of the nomenklatura; nearly half of all party
leaders and more than half of all the business elite were new people,
and so too were a third of all deputies. More striking was the degree of
continuity at leading levels of government: three-quarters of the pres-
idential administration and nearly three-quarters of the Russian gov-
ernment were former members of the nomenklatura, and among the
regional leadership over 80 percent had similar origins (see table 1.6).

Most of the Yeltsin leadership had spent considerable time in lead-
ing positions in the former regime (see table 1.7). Within the Yeltsin
elite as a whole, more than a third had begun their progress through
the nomenklatura in the Brezhnev years, and more than a third under
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Table 1.8. Recruitment of the Yeltsin Cohort by Sector (percentage)

Top Re- Busi-
leader- Party gional Govern- ness
ship elite elite ment elite Avg

From the nomenklatura 

as a whole 75.0 57.1 82.3 74.3 61.0 69.9

From sectoral sub-elites:

Party 21.2 65.0 17.8 0.0 13.1 23.4

Komsomol 0.0 5.0 1.8 0.0 37.7 8.9

Soviets 63.6 25.0 78.6 26.9 3.3 39.5

Economy 9.1 5.0 0.0 42.3 37.7 10.8

Other 6.1 10.0 0.0 30.8 8.2 11.0

Gorbachev; only one in ten were new to the elite, in that they had be-
gun their professional careers in the post-Soviet period. More than
half of the current regional leadership began their nomenklatura ca-
reers under Brezhnev, and all had inherited rather than acquired their
elite status. Among those in the Yeltsin leadership who were former
nomenklatura members the average length of service was 11.5 years,
ranging from an average of 10 years among members of the Yeltsin
government to 14.5 years among his regional administrators. Just as
there were typical career paths in all of these periods, there were typi-
cal paths from one period to another (see table 1.8). Regional first sec-
retaries, for instance, became chairmen of local Soviets and then heads
of local administrations. The presidential administration and the re-
gional elite tended to emerge from former structures of government;
the business elite was more likely to have a background in the Komso-
mol. The Russian government, for its part, became more professional,
with its origins increasingly in economic management, diplomacy, and
the former security services.

Elites and Post-Communist Transition

This discussion largely shares the conclusions of those who have ar-
gued the famous French proverb (“plus ca change”) that so much has
changed, yet everything is the same. It would, of course, be surpris-
ing if the political managers of the post-Soviet system were very dif-
ferent from those who had been responsible for its operation for many
years, particularly in Russia, where Communist rule lasted for more
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than two generations and where many of its assumptions, as surveys
have suggested, retained a great deal of support. So it was appropriate
that the post-Communist Russian state should be headed by a presi-
dent who had been a member of the Politburo and Secretariat and by
a prime minister who had been a member of the party’s Central Com-
mittee. The more “indigenous” the regime and the greater its longev-
ity, the greater the extent to which its post-Communist leadership is
likely to have its origins in the nomenklatura of the Soviet period.

A broader continuity coexisted, in the Russian case, with a process
of circulation within the elite as a younger and less compromised co-
hort rose to leading positions. This is what a Gorbachev adviser has
called the “revolution of the second secretaries.” 30 It was similar, in
some ways, to the military coups that took place in Africa under the
leadership of junior officers, not complete outsiders. For the Hungari-
ans, a change of this kind was best described as a “power metamor-
phosis” (metamorphozisa): it was not a transition from one system to
another, but the resolution of an intrasystem crisis and the recupera-
tion of a system of authoritarian power.31 For Boris Kagarlitsky, “the
basic characteristics of the existing system” still remained.32 For Presi-
dent Vaclav Havel, it was a “velvet restoration.” Or as the former Soli-
darity activist, Andrzej Gwiazda, put it in Poland, “Communism has
not collapsed. Maybe it’s reclining in a more comfortable position.” 33

A process of leadership renewal that was largely confined to the junior
ranks of the Communist elite was a part of this evolutionary picture.

A broad continuity also coexisted with a redistribution by sector,
as a monolithic elite reconstituted itself as a bifurcated one. Trotsky
had long ago argued that the elite would find its privileged position
unsatisfactory, as (under Soviet conditions) it depended upon the tem-
porary control of office. Far better, from their point of view, to guar-
antee their advantage and make it heritable across the generations in
the same way as ruling groups in other societies: by the private own-
ership of property and wealth.34 It was access to the market, in the first
instance, that allowed the nomenklatura to begin to protect their posi-
tion as the future of the regime became uncertain; afterwards, for
many, it was the market and particularly banking that allowed them to
retain their position of advantage.

It is likely, in the future, that a still wider range of mechanisms of
elite renewal will come into play: particularly access to privileged edu-
cational institutions. Already within the Russian elite a number have
emerged as particularly important, among them the Moscow State In-
stitute of International Relations (where diplomats are trained), the
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Moscow Financial Institute (a source of supply for bankers and entre-
preneurs), the Law Faculty of Moscow University and particularly its
Economics Faculty (alma mater for three ministers in the Russian gov-
ernment in 1994, with two more graduates of other faculties). It is also
likely in the future that an increasingly differentiated system of gov-
ernment will throw up local patterns of recruitment and replacement,
with clans (official associations of powerful people from bureaucracy,
business, and criminal sectors) and other associations of particular im-
portance.35 If this is the case, the Russian political elite will likely share
many of the characteristics of its counterparts in other countries. In
the early post-Communist years, however, its membership is still
largely rooted in the particular circumstances of Communist single-
party rule.
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The Emergence of a New Elite
Harbinger of the Future or Vestige of the Past?

Boris Grushin

The political elite consists of people directly engaged in politics, as op-
posed to other elite groups that may affect the political process (such
as the economic elite, the entrepreneurial elite, the artistic elite, and
the sports elite). Broadly defined, the political elite, in addition to the
officials in legislative/executive branches and the leaders of the vari-
ous political parties/movements, includes the most prominent figures
in mass media, top-ranking military personnel, and so forth.

The federal elite level consists of elites affiliated with the top level
of the hierarchy, that is, the central authorities and those with politi-
cal (ideological) control. This excludes local elite (at the municipal, re-
gional, or republican level). Another group, which we call “Politicians
1994,” consists of the latter-day elite who emerged after the October
assault on the White House. These are the elite who have been in power
since 1994.

Russian Political Olympus, Circa 1994

Using an extensive arsenal of techniques, the Vox Populi Polling Ser-
vice (VP) has been researching the top echelon of Russia’s political elite
over the course of many years, accumulating a significant amount of
data. In 1991, Vox Populi conducted monthly opinion polls for the
Ogonek magazine on the nation’s leaders. These polls, based on a list of
prominent political figures, determined the “Man of the Month” (the
most visible political figure for the past month). This index was used
over the course of about one year to gauge the popularity of the So-
viet Union’s leading politicians. In 1992, following the collapse of the
Soviet Union, these monthly polls were modified, this time at the re-
quest of the newspaper Nezavisimaia Gazeta. Using direct and open
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The Ideology o f the Post- 
Communist Power Elite

Searching for a term  to denote the bonds that hold the different fractions of 
the second Bildungsburgertum together, we would like to reinterpret the term 
‘m anagerialism ’. By m anagerialism we m ean a mentality -  more specifically, 
a ‘govern-m entality’: a vision of how society, markets, firms and individuals 
can be led, coordinated and m onitored. This mentality is not the exclusive 
property o f CEO s; it is shared equally by all fractions of the post-communist 
power bloc, although it certainly testifies to the dom inance of the m anage
rial habitus within the power bloc alliance. Intellectuals and technocrats 
acquire this m entality reluctantly, sometimes with embarrassm ent, as they 
face the task o f m aking ‘actually existing post-comm unism ’ work. Indeed, 
the origins o f the m anagerial mentality are not simply in the realm of ideas, 
but precisely in the painful m eeting between ideology and reality. Its dual 
origins are in the failure o f monetarist prescriptions to address the problems 
of the post-comm unist economy, and ‘the disenchantm ent of the dissident 
w orld’ effected by post-comm unist realities.

T his d isenchan tm ent is a well-known ‘m odernist g loom ’. As Peter 
W agner notes, m odernity  projects like that o f the C entral European 
Bildungsburgertum always begin as a discursive rupture, creating new ‘imagi
nary significations for individuals and  society’. T he  requisite m odern 
institutions, however, always take much longer to develop, if they develop at 
all. Hence ‘the relation o f affinity, but non-identity, between ideas and insti
tutions o f m odernity that is at the root of most o f the problems in analyzing 
the history o f m odernity’. It is precisely this relation of affinity but non
identity between ideas and institutions in post-communism that we try to 
capture with the notion of the ‘managerial m entality’.

T he material embodim ent o f the managerial mentality is in rituals meant 
to reconcile ideology and reality, and to exorcize the dem on of
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disenchantment. It is in the course of these rituals that the vision of a soci
ety governed ‘from afar’, through the intermediary of monetary means, is 
reinterpreted and transformed into the reality of hands-on management of 
daily economic affairs, and a very close supervision of people’s minds. The 
second -  no less important -  achievement of these rituals is in cementing 
the alliance between different fractions of the post-communist power bloc. 
None of these fractions is happy with every aspect of this bargain, but they 
all pay homage to the rituals of managerialism, and in this way they profess 
their allegiance to the imaginary significations of the post-communist trans
formation and the very real status quo of elite power-sharing and 
bargaining.

We begin this chapter by examining the ideologies of monetarism and 
civil society -  the ideologies, respectively, of the technocratic and intellectual 
fractions of the power bloc -  in their ‘pure’ form. We describe the ‘elective 
affinity’ between these ideologies, which consists in similar visions of the role 
of knowledge in society, and corresponding understandings of how society 
should be ruled. Next, we describe how these ideologies were transformed 
into a ‘managerial govern-mentality’, as dissidents and technocrats recog
nized the need to strike an alliance with the managers of state enterprises. 
This compromise with reality meant that intellectuals and technocrats 
began to negotiate key tenets of their ideologies, and the charismatic vision 
of post-communism began to be routinized and secularized. In this interac
tion with managerial habituses, monetarists reinterpreted their ideology as 
budgetary restrictionism, and former dissidents reinterpreted the idea of 
‘civil society’ as civic education. We describe the result of this reinterpreta
tion, the managerial mentality, as a peculiar mutation wherein control from 
afar becomes micro-management. Finally, we describe the rituals associated 
with these reinterpretations, and demonstrate how they achieve the simul
taneous preservation of the imaginary significations of the post-communist 
transformation and the welding together of the interests and identities of the 
different fractions of the power bloc.

The monetarist ideology of the technocratic fraction of 
the elite

Since the technocracy’s flirtation with monetarism began as part of its fas
cination with Western economics, we begin by offering a brief history of 
monetarist ideology as it developed in the West.

Monetarism in its classical form, as propounded by Chicago School 
economists, was an economic theory and a set of economic policies which 
challenged mainstream Keynesian theory and practice in the early 1970s. 
The most important of its policy recommendations were: (1) to reduce infla
tion and /or to control it strictly (since inflation distorts the capacity of
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markets to provide accurate information), even at the expense of perm anent 
unemployment; (2) to reduce the discretionary jurisdiction of government in 
favor o f fixed policy rules, which are known to all, and can therefore guar
antee stable expectation-formation; (3) to m aintain a tight-fisted fiscal policy 
and a ‘m onetary rule o f steady growth in the money stock’; and, (4) to 
establish flexible exchange rates, and open the national economy to inter
national com petition .1

T hus m onetarism  aims to reduce the governm ent’s economic role, and 
creates a situation in which governments are limited to the use of monetary 
m eans in the regulation o f the economy. Even these activities, monetarists 
argue, should be limited by law to avoid excessive attempts at ‘fine-tuning’. 
Governm ents do not need to formulate specialized industrial or employ
m ent policies, since these will only confuse economic actors, interfere with 
the natural equilibrium of the market, and achieve the opposite of what they 
set out to do. Worst of all, governmental intervention encroaches upon the 
freedom o f individuals, and for this reason alone it is undesirable.2

T he  success o f monetarism  in the West is not due only to its emphasis on 
‘freedom ’, however, but also to the vision of order it offers. This is why we cedi 
it, following Foucault, a ‘govern-mentality’.3 To understand this point, we 
need merely to recall that the term  ‘econom y’ itself only recendy came to 
m ean a ‘sphere o f society’. Early in the eighteenth century it still referred to 
an econom izing art o f governm ent, a way of putting things in the right 
order.4 We retain this sense o f the word when we say that someone does 
som ething ‘with econom y’ -  that is, properly, frugally, and so on. It is only 
with n ineteenth-century liberalism that ‘the econom y’ came to signify a 
sphere o f society, for the very reason that this sphere of society was thought 
o f as the source o f a naturally arising order. T hus liberalism itself was an 
‘econom izing’ a rt o f governm ent, with the proviso that it attem pted to 
exploit the capacities for natural order inherent in what it ruled.

M onetarism , too, is such a liberal art of government. M onetarists have 
rediscovered in the workings o f the market, and especially in flows of money, 
the possibility o f a social order governed ‘from afar’ (distance being the 
technical correlate o f freedom). Such an art proceeds by imposing monetary 
representations on social phenom ena, which can then be expected to 
become ‘self-regulating’. They never really do, but the monetarist art of gov
ernm ent consists in carefully cultivating the natural self-regulation tendency 
of social phenom ena by avoiding gross interferences as much as possible. 
M onetary representations, like all other representations -  maps, charts, sta
tistics, reports and forms -  open up the possibility of regulating the conduct 
o f individuals and populations ‘from afar’, because they can ‘mobilize’ dis
tan t phenom ena, and bring them  closer into ‘centers o f calculation’. 
Moreover, m onetary representations o f populations and individuals (such as 
‘the money stock’ or ‘hum an capital’) have the added advantage of precise
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calculation, and they exploit a tendency of markets to self-regulate. With this 
thinking, it is possible to imagine that social problems might be regulated or 
pacified without direct government intervention.

Take ‘accident insurance’, for example. Before it was introduced, acci
dents at work were an area o f bitter conflict between employers and 
employees. Insurance was a technology which allowed actors to regulate this 
social problem because it objectified the possibility of accident as ‘risk’, 
which could then be represented by money. Henceforward the self
regulation of the market was entrusted with containing this problem, making 
it governable. Employers, so the reasoning went, would have a financial 
incentive to provide safe working conditions, because otherwise their pre
miums would be higher. Supply and demand would determine what was 
defined socially as an ‘accident’ and what an accident would be worth. This 
is not necessarily how accident insurance works in actuality, of course, but 
this was certainly the ‘govern-mentality’ behind its introduction, and the 
consequences are indisputable: a domain of social life which was ill-defined 
and could be controlled only by direct intervention, or even force, was now 
given the ‘constitution’, so to speak, for self-governing.6 Similar suggestions 
for dealing with ‘problems’ surrounding immigration, marriage and divorce, 
punishment and prisons, soon followed, and can be found not only in the 
work of theorists like Gary Becker, but also in Clinton’s ‘New Democratic 
Party’ as well as in the ‘contract with America’.

Once social activities are monetized in this way, the ‘center of calcula
tion’ -  the point from which they can be regulated -  is no longer the state 
budget. In fact, the budget -  and especially budget deficits -  interfere with 
such control, since they distort the workings of money. The new centers of 
calculation, and the increasingly dominant hub of the new monetarist tech
nology, are banks -  especially central banks, and in a sense financial 
markets, and the financial system as a whole. It is in this sense that we can 
claim that monetarism is more than just an ideology in Western countries. 
It is a mentality of governing that is well endowed with a variety of techni
cal tools which make it superior to older forms of governing, such as 
Keynesianism. For this reason, as Neil Fligstein has shown, monetarism has 
absolutely transformed the corporate world. Corporate headquarters have 
become ‘profit centers’ peopled by finance managers, who control the cor
poration’s ‘capital units’ ‘from afar’ (i.e. via monetary representation rather 
than ‘planning’).7 Supported by the growing power of financial markets 
and world financial institutions (like the IMF and the World Bank), this 
approach to governing has become the sine qua non all over the world, and is 
even seen as a means of encouraging democratization in such places as 
China’s countryside, Bangladeshi villages, and Middle Eastern cities.

The moment, however, that monetarism becomes this kind of a 
political-utopian program, it faces a mounting problem -  it creates a
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sisyphean stone with which it is doom ed to grapple. This is the problem of 
individual responsibility and initiative. In the words o f M ilton Freedman:

Freedom is a tenable objective only for responsible individuals. We do not 
believe in freedom for madmen or children. The necessity of drawing a line 
between responsible individuals and others is inescapable, yet it means th a t. . . 
paternalist government] is inescapable for those whom we designate as not 
responsible.8

In other words, m onetary control from afar depends on individuals being 
en trepreneurial, efficient units o f hum an capital so that they will react 
appropriately to the opportunities offered by monetization. Hence a variety 
o f problem s which haunt m onetarist theorists as well as policy-makers: the 
problem  o f an ‘enterprise  cu ltu re’ and  the problem s o f ‘trust’ and 
‘m alfeasance’.9

However, these issues were not the aspects o f m onetarism  which origi
nally appealed to the Central European technocracy. M onetarism  appealed 
mosdy to the heterodox fraction of the technocracy -  to those economists, 
social scientists and other professionals who were blocked in their careers, 
and interested in a radical overhaul o f the system. They were not dissi
dents, but career civil servants who were frustrated in their striving for 
greater rationality. In their frustration they began reading, and then secredy 
translating and discussing, Hayek and Friedman. They were attracted to 
m onetarism ’s sharp rejection o f a ‘T h ird  Way’, a stance which set them 
apart from ‘reform comm unists’, and often from their superiors. Most of all, 
they were attracted  to m onetarism ’s promise of greater freedom coupled 
with greater control and predictability. M onetarism  offered a simple and fast 
solution for the two ills o f communism. It also provided a formula for m an
aging the post-communist transformation: marketize, monetize, and restore 
m oney to its status as universal currency, and then you will be able to know 
what is going on in society.10 All this could be done in ‘five hundred days’ or 
less. O ne needed only precisely what monetarism  offered: ‘simple, general, 
fixed rules . . . improvements in the strength and quality of markets and 
rational m acro-econom ic policy’. 11

Vaclav Klaus, future Finance M inister o f the first post-communist gov
ernm ent in Czechoslovakia, spoke for the new breed of technocrats at the 
beginning of 1989: ‘They believe in certain general principles o f monetary 
economics which are relevant across m any different types o f institutional 
arrangem ents and they advocate an orthodox public finance approach and 
monetary restraint.’12 As we can see, Central European technocrats were* 
not so much interested in the utopian side of monetarism, they were looking 
for principles of economic ‘shock therapy’; indeed, they went about their 
business with the self-confidence of 1950s psychiatrists.



THE POST-COMMUNIST POWER ELITE 91

Soon, however, Central European technocrats were grappling with the 
same problems of trust and malfeasance which baffled monetarists in the 
West. Indeed, the problems of the post-communist monetarists were far 
more difficult. While one may be skeptical about the wisdom of the mone
tarist vision, it is clear that such policies are at least conceivable where 
market institutions are already well formed, and economic actors already 
have predispositions which enable them to navigate an environment shaped 
by monetary policy. However, these conditions did not exist in Central 
Europe in 1989. It was at this point, then, that the technocracy became 
interested in the utopian side of monetarism, since -  as we shall see -  the 
political dimension of the monetarist ideology has strong elective affinities 
with the critique of state socialism developed by the dissidents: the ideology 
o f‘civil society’. This critique problematizes responsibility and initiative in 
much the same way that utopian monetarism aims to inculcate them 
through financial discipline. Moreover, in the Central European context, the 
ideology of civil society drew on the considerable symbolic capital accumu
lated by dissidents during the late communist period.

The dissident’s vision of life beyond socialism:
The ideology of civil society

For dissident intellectuals, the society beyond socialism promised to be a 
rationalized yet enchanted garden. Their project was no less ambitious than 
overcoming the antinomies of rationalization: society and community, truth 
and virtue, responsibility and conviction, individuation and authenticity -  all 
these conflicts were to be superseded. They have achieved none of this, of 
course, but in the process of struggling towards this vision, dissidents thor
oughly delegitimated state socialism, accumulating a significant amount of 
symbolic capital in the process.

The ideology of civil society was rationalistic in several respects. For 
example, the society beyond socialism was to be civil rather than military, a 
society of contract rather than a society of command. There were to be no 
commanders and no privates, no rulers or ruled, no soldiers whose job was 
to obey commands mindlessly, without reflection. Rather, post-communism 
was to be a society in which people would negotiate deals with each other as 
equal partners, where they would finally take responsibility for their own 
lives. Thus the ideology of ‘civil society’ was formulated as a powerful cri
tique of the irrationality of communist paternalism. In place of a society of 
rninors, who are in constant need of protection, nurturing, and fatherly dis
cipline, proponents of civil society posed the vision of a society of adult 
citizens.13 At least in this respect, ‘civil society’ was to be ‘the rule of reason , 
reason in the form of procedure.

The slogan of ‘anti-politics’,14 however, attempted to reconcile this
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rational side o f the dissident critique with the promise of enchantm ent. It 
was rationalistic, even procedurally rational, to the extent that it repre
sented a dem and for separating spheres of society from one another as a way 
o f putting the political ‘back in its place’. In a sense, it was an attem pt to 
carve out a realm  o f freedom, where intellectuals would be left to their own 
devices, and could practice art and science without political interference. All 
they w anted was to be allowed to live their ‘civil’ lives without interference; 
to write their novels or essays, w ithout being worried that domestic intelli
gence would confiscate their m anuscripts or put them in jail for their work 
as intellectuals. Socialism was identified as a form o f ‘hyperrationality’, a 
world not yet rationalized because substantive rationality or ‘totalitarian 
ideology’ pervaded all spheres. By contrast, civil society signified proce
dural rationality, a world where one could not use the magic o f ideological 
incantations to overcome the rules specific to each sphere.

However, to the extent that ‘anti-politics’ m eant ‘living within the 
tru th ’, 15 dissidents revealed an unm istakable penchan t for life in an 
enchanted  world. Socialism was to be resisted and overcome, so that an 
‘authentic com m unity’ could be created in its stead .16 We can hardly think 
of any concept in m odern philosophy which is less self-reflexive than this dis
sident concept o f ‘civil society’. N one o f the antinomies, ironies, or even the 
realism of the old concept was retained in this m odern version of ‘having 
your cake and eating it too’. These ideologists o f civil society were proud 
that their theory o f civil society contained a vision of society governed by 
procedural rationality which was also a ‘real com m unity’, a task which all 
n ineteen th-cen tury  thinkers (with the possible exception o f K arl Marx) 
knew was the ‘squaring o f the circle’.

T he  reason that dissidents could so easily overlook the enchanted nature 
o f the task they set themselves under socialism was that instead of envision
ing a com m unity o f real individuals with conflicting interests, they viewed 
their com m unity as a ‘comm unity o f saints’ -  that is, of dissident intellectu
als. This comm unity was understood to possess a peculiar spiritual power by 
virtue o f the example it set for the rest of society o f how to live a moral, 
authentic life. T he  moral force o f this example was underlined, in the eyes 
of dissidents, by the fact that they sacrificed -  or, at least, were willing to sac
rifice -  all they had in the nam e of tru th  and morality. It was this moral 
authority which, dissidents believed, possessed the power to transform soci
ety into a comm unity o f responsible, moral individuals.17 In this respect, 
dissidents were laying claim to an ancient form of power, which Foucault has 
term ed ‘pastoral pow er’. It is a form o f power modeled after the authority 
o f the Christian pastor, the ‘good shepherd’, who takes care o f his flock and* 
thereby claims their submission. T he  ultimate basis for the authority of the 
pastor is his willingness to ‘be prepared to sacrifice himself for the life and 
salvation o f the flock’.18
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This notion of community19 also meant that in  the world foreseen by 

dissidents, truth and virtue were fused. This is another aspect of the 
enchanted nature of dissident thought. The distinction between truth and 
virtue has haunted Western rationality since its inception, and is one of the 
more productive antinomies informing its development. O f course, many 
Western theorists have been critical of this distinction, especially when it has 
resulted in a radical separation between truth and virtue. For the Frankfurt 
School, such a separation represented the root cause of some of the ugliest 
features of modernity. But in dissident discourse this antinomy was dis
solved in the enchanted world of ‘civil society’. The dissidents imagined a 
world after socialism in which people would ‘live in truth’, which was under
stood to mean that they would also lead virtuous lives. Indeed, they argued 
that the only way to be virtuous is to ‘live in truth’, and the only truth there 
is consists in virtuous, moral existence.20 Virtue and truth were fused beyond 
recognition in the term ‘civility’ (in Czech, kulturnost), of which the dissidents 
were so fond: it referred to the ideals of charity and compassion, of neigh
borly love and respect, and also to the ethos of individual autonomy, the 
pursuit of self-interest, and self-realization. Being compassionate and respon
sible would not prevent one from fully realizing oneself, it would not require 
any concessions. Truth would be one at long last, and it would also deserve 
to be called ‘true’, because it would not be true unless it was also ethically 
correct.

The world beyond communism, civil society, was enchanted because it 
was authentic. Authenticity implied that the individuation which takes place 
with civil society would not separate the individual from his/her aura, 
because inner and outer selves would coincide. The irony of this rediscovery 
of authenticity is that such authenticity was precisely the aim of Stalinism, 
which wanted to abolish the private sphere, so that inner and outer selves 
would coincide. Later communist rulers abandoned this attempt to intrude 
into the sphere of private selves, as long as communist rituals were properly 
attended and respected in public life. Fbr the dissidents, however, this com
munist compromise was ‘living within a lie’ par excellence -  it was the essence 
of the lie that public and private selves did not coincide.21

It is impossible to understand dissident ideology, and particularly the 
enchanted nature of the dissident vision of ‘civil society’, without taking 
into account the social function of this ideology in cementing the provisional 
alliance between different fractions of the dissident community. By the late 
years of communism, intellectuals were becoming increasingly diverse in 
terms of their critiques of socialism and, as a result, in their visions of post
communist society. The division between liberals and the patriotic-religious 
Right, which emerged into full-blown conflict after 1989, already existed in 
embryo in the late 1970s. It was not recognized, however, because it was 
swept under the carpet by the all-encompassing notion of ‘civil society .
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With hindsight, we could say that one of the social functions of the dissident 
discourse o f ‘civil society’ was precisely that it papered over the differences 
between the two groups, and allowed them  to think that they were speaking 
about ‘the same thing’. N ot only did it serve as a powerful critique of the 
state-socialist rank order, articulating the position of social groups that no 
longer found their place within it: it also served as the basis for a rapproche
ment betw een diverse opposition groups, who could not otherwise have 
entertained the notion that they had shared interests.

In the concept o f ‘civil society’ two heterogeneous standpoints were fused. 
At the core o f the liberal standpoint was the issue of hum an rights -  a con
cept o f citizenship derived from the theory o f social contract. O n  this basis, 
liberal dissidents attacked socialism as a mode o f rule which was far too 
authoritarian  and repressive, and treated individuals as subjects rather than 
citizens. T he  patriotic-religious opposition, on the other hand, saw in com
m unism  a secular, godless, cosm opolitan ideology, which neglected the 
natural com m unity of ‘the nation’. O n  this basis, patriotic right-wing dissi
dents accused com m unist rulers o f betraying the nation, o f being the 
henchm en o f the Russian em pire, and  o f underm in ing  ethnic Polish, 
H ungarian, Czech or Slovak interests and culture for the sake of the Russian 
Tsar. H ence the patriotic opposition adhered to a notion of citizenship, but 
it was very different from the liberal m eaning of the concept, since it was 
cast in term s of ethnicity.

T h e  im portance  o f ‘b loodline’ and  the ‘na tu ra l com m unity o f the 
n a tio n ’ in constructing  the ideology o f ‘civil society’ was particularly 
obvious in the H u n g a rian  and  Slovak cases. O ne  m ajor reason why 
H ungarian  ‘patrio ts’ were anti-com m unist was because they believed that 
com m unist rulers had neglected the cause of H ungarians living abroad. 
T here  was little doubt in their m inds that H ungarians living abroad were 
part o f H ungarian society, and thus o f ‘civil society’. Hence they demanded 
that H ungarian  authorities defend the ‘citizenship rights’ o f expatriate 
H ungarians against other rulers. Regardless of how uncomfortable the lib
erals may have felt about this patriotic construction o f national-ethnic 
citizenship, their com m itm ent to the language of civil society m ade it 
impossible for them  to articulate their disagreem ent before communism 
fell. W hen the first non-com m unist H ungarian  Prim e Minister, Antall, 
called h im self‘the Prime M inister of fifteen million H ungarians’, however, 
the differences betw een the two groups could no longer be contained. 
W hat the pa trio tic -relig ious R ight considered obvious -  that the 
H ungarian government should defend the cause o f those of Hungarian eth
nicity even if they resided in R om ania or Slovakia -  was perceived by the 
liberals as irresponsible chauvinism. T he liberal concept o f citizenship, of 
course, referred to a political, territorial nation, not to notions o f ethnicity 
and bloodline.
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Similarly, even though few Slovaks signed ‘C harter 77’, Czech 

dissidents -  and particularly the Protestant intelligentsia -  were quick to 
point to the activities of the Catholic Church in Slovakia as a sign that ‘civil 
society’ was resurgent there. But for Slovak Catholics, the call for ‘civil soci
ety’ meant a revival of Slovak society, even a continuation of Hlinka’s 
‘people’s Republic’. Again, the differences emerged directly on the heels of 
the communist system breakdown, coming to a dramatic conclusion in the 
break-up of Czechoslovakia.

The later fortunes of the nationalist-liberal coalition, cemented by the 
discourse of civil society, reveal all too clearly that the discourse of civil soci
ety reconciled the fundamental antinomies of moderniiy only in the minds of 
some dissident intellectuals. In reality, the disagreements among different 
wings of the dissident coalition were irreconcilable. As socialism collapsed 
and the dissidents were confronted with the difficult task of building ‘actu
ally existing post-communism’, they had to be reconciled with the world. In 
particular, they had to find the means through which a society, approxi
mating to their vision of ‘civil society’, could be brought into being, 
educated, civilized and, most importantly, controlled.

The elective affinity between monetarism and the 
discourse on civil society

We summarize the elective affinity between the ideologies of monetarists 
and dissidents in five points, the first four of which demonstrate how they 
converge on a certain -  rather utopian -  vision of how society should be 
ruled, and what their role within it should be. Although this vision is in sharp 
tension with the realities of post-communism, it is none the less true that 
monetarists and dissidents have found a common response to the task of 
negotiating the disenchanted reality of post-communism. This common 
response demonstrates the working of ‘habitus’ rather well, since it shows 
how these two very different groups of intellectuals, faced with different 
predicaments, developed reasonably homologous responses by creatively 
applying their old ways of knowing to their new situation. This common 
response emerges as the final, fifth, affinity between dissident and monetarist 
visions of the role of intellectuals in society, and describes the new historical 
project of the Central European Bildungsburgertum.

We call the first affinity ‘the Cassandra complex’. As the reader is well 
aware, Cassandra, daughter of the King of Troy, was cursed by being able 
to foresee the future without anybody ever believing her. Similarly, follow
ing the demise of the New Class project, neither the dissidents nor the 
technocrats assumed the role of ‘teleological intellectuals’. Instead, the 
dissidents strive for pastoral rather than temporal power, while the 
technocrats perceive themselves as the technicians of the transformation,
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and characteristically adopt a conservative ideology (monetarism) which 
limits their role in such a process. Both groups reject as ‘totalitarian’ the 
suggestion that intellectual knowledge could be the basis for planning soci
ety, and point to ‘perverse effects’. For example, m onetarists argue that 
policy-makers should refrain from ‘forecasts’ and planned ‘targets’, and be 
bound instead by a fixed rule, because otherwise individuals are likely to 
expect them  to renege on their promises, counteract, and create perverse 
effects such as inflation.22 Like Cassandra, nobody will believe them; hence 
they can only predict misfortune. Similarly, dissidents as pastors do not 
claim to know the future, nor even to have a political program .23 They con
tend that any attem pt to plan a m oral society is bound to bring its opposite, 
since em ancipation is an inner process, one that cannot be prescribed from 
above.

Both dissidents and  technocrats seek to create the conditions under 
which individuals will govern themselves. In o ther words, the second 
affinity betw een their respective views o f how society should be ruled 
concerns their com m on effort to create  the conditions for ‘living within 
the tru th ’. Individuals will be able to m ake m eaningful decisions about 
their actions if they can m easure them  by som ething, and if this measure 
holds good in all realm s o f life. For the dissidents, this m easure is 
tru th /m orality /authenticity , and it requires a constant struggle to maintain. 
For monetarists, however, the problem  o f ‘inform ation’ is a technical prob
lem, and m onetization provides a solution. If  you let the m arket work, if 
you have the correct price for everything -  if, that is, you have a ‘rational’ 
price structure set by the m arket -  then you ‘live in tru th ’. You live in truth 
because your conduct is governed by cues (prices) set naturally (by the 
market), which reflects their value truthfully (in money). You can then 
m ake m eaningful choices, calculate your steps rationally, and behave 
responsibly. If, on the o ther hand, as in socialism, you do not monetize or 
balance your budget (which am ounts to the same thing), then you ‘live 
within a lie’. Similarly, inflation m eans living within a lie, since it distorts 
prices.24

A third affinity between dissident and monetarist views of how society 
should be ruled is their preference for ‘action from afar’. The dissidents envi
sioned a society ruled by ‘pastoral pow er’ -  not, that is, by comm and or 
repression, but by a governm ent operating ‘from afar’. T he monetarists 
supplied them  with a technology -  m onetarism  -  to achieve this goal, 
although this technology has been really successful only in the corporate 
realm. Privatization should be understood not only from the point of view 
o f p roperty  rights, then, but also from the point o f view o f ‘govern- 
m entality’. Instead of finding capital to purchase state firms, monetarists 
were interested first and foremost in corporatization and in creating a 
m arket for trading shares in these firms, because in this way they could
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divest the state of direct control -  that is to say, they could divest the state of 
direct economic control of firms, and submit post-communist enterprises to 
a structure of financial control through the banks.25

The fourth affinity between the monetarist and dissident conceptions of 
how society should be ruled is their interest in the rule of law. This was a 
major part of the dissident program to create a civil society. If the rule of law 
is not observed, individual responsibility is corrupted, and the excesses of 
rule are liable to turn into their own undoing, a state of ungovernability. If, 
on the other hand, the rule of law is observed, individuals can be responsi
ble and civil. Similarly, Milton Friedman argued for a fixed rule of slow 
monetary growth and a fixed rule of budgetary balance; and Vaclav Klaus 
echoed this prescription with a call for ‘fixed, clear rules’. Otherwise, they 
warn, there are likely to be excesses of interference in the economy, and it is 
likely to ‘get out of hand’.

The preceding discussion has sought to show that monetarism and the 
dissident discourse of civil society address a common problematic. This 
problematic is best described as ‘government’ -  as finding the correct 
method by which the conduct of individuals and populations can be guided, 
so as to cultivate their natural propensity for order and progress. It is at this 
rather utopian level that they first discover an ‘elective affinity’ between 
their respective projects. While ‘monetarism’ offers a range of tools with 
which to ‘act from afar’ on the conduct of individuals and populations, the 
dissident discourse produces the requisite symbolic resources for such 
applications.

Unfortunately, however, as these two fractions of the burgeoning post
communist power elite approached the task of making capitalism from 
above, they were confronted with the disenchanted realities of post
communism. T he advocates of anti-politics and monetarism found 
themselves deeply involved in political struggles. Their central problem was 
that post-communist society was anything but civil, especially in the context 
of ‘austerity measures’ and ‘shock therapies’. Very quickly the new power 
elite realized that however formidable the task of changing property rela
tions and restructuring economic institutions was, it paled in comparison 
with the task of making the kinds of people who could operate within these 
institutions. The new leaders of post-communism realized that before they 
could govern from afar they had to attend to the task of civic education, of 
creating the social actors who could be thus governed.

It is here that monetarist technocrats and dissident intellectuals found the 
final affinity between their respective ideologies. Both these fractions of the 
power bloc came to perceive their role as that of pastors and ‘civilizers. 
Monetarists tended to emphasize the role of the market as an ‘impersonal 
educator for greater responsibility,26 while dissidents placed more value on 
education for civility, obviously conducted and led by intellectuals. Despite
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these differences, it is clear that both groups viewed their task as one of 
‘governing’ ra the r than com m anding. T h eir role m odel was no longer 

Joseph in Egypt but Moses in the desert, as he led the people o f Israel away 
from Egyptian slavery and the fleshpots of Goshen towards the Promised 
Land.

Like Moses, they found that their task was more complicated than they 
had anticipated. They thought initially that it was to lead the people towards 
freedom and, in the course o f the (as they thought, rather short) journey, to 
rule by gentle adm onition ra ther than coercion. Alas, also like Moses, they 
discovered that it would be a longer journey  than they had anticipated. 
Forty days turned into forty years, prim arily because the people were not 
ready for freedom .27 H ence they redefined their task as turning slaves into 
free individuals by giving them  laws and educating them  to become law- 
abiding citizens.

Like Moses, the Central European post-communist Bildungsburgertum took 
upon themselves the role o f lawgivers, shepherds and civilizers. Also like 
Moses, they told people that the road to civilization could be traveled only 
through sacrifice and submission to a new code o f law. They have to pass 
th rough  the Vale o f Tears, as R a lf D ah ren d o rf pu t it so eloquendy.28 
Ironically -  at least for the current transition -  the making of capitalist man 
requires that people turn away from material values, from ‘consumerism’, 
from the fleshpots o f Goshen, and towards ‘spiritual civilization’.

In the course o f finding themselves a new role, dissidents and m one
tarists have transform ed the discourse o f civil society and abolished two 
hundred years o f the secularization of ‘pastoral power’. In the eighteenth 
century, ‘civil society’ m eant a natural order, a naturally self-governing soci
ety. T his was an ideology particularly suited to the emergent bourgeoisie. 
Instead o f absolutist power, the bourgeoisie in troduced legal-rational 
authority, a type of dom ination in which power was exercised from a dis
tance, a form of governm ent which utilized a pastoral function, but without 
the archaic exchange o f sacrifices between a pastor and his flock. As the 
economic bourgeoisie was coming into its earthly dominion, it searched for 
a ‘positive’ anchor for its rational authority, and rejected the mysteries of sac
rifice.29 After all, the agents were already there, in the form of self-sacrificing 
entrepreneurs imbued with ‘the spirit o f capitalism’. T he task was to create 
the institutions of a capitalist market and a bourgeois democracy. By contrast, 
during the transition from socialism to capitalism the task is a dual one: both 
the institutions and the agents with appropriate habituses have to be pro
duced. Hence we see a peculiar twist in the Central European discourse on 
civil society, which is detectable in dissident debates as early as the late 
socialist period: civil society cannot be counted upon to organize itself; it 
must be civilized. It is not a natural order, but one that has to be created by 
moral example and, most importantly, by sacrifice.
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This is because, from the point of view of the  new power bloc, new post

communist citizens are nothing but ‘the generation of the desert’. It is a 
generation corrupted by decades of socialist slavery, paternalism, excessive 
dependence, and an unrealistic sense of security, egalitarianism, and con
sumerism. Civil society, therefore has to be created, nurtured, and defended 
not only against the state, but against society itself. This is an idea which 
never crossed the minds of eighteenth-century anti-feudal, anti-aristocratic 
contractarians. But it is precisely this notion which has gained prevalence as 
communist rulers disappear and the only obstacle on the road to civil soci
ety is society itself.30

What sets eighteenth-century contractarians and post-communist intel
lectuals apart then, is that the former were the ideologues of an emergent 
Wirtschqftsbiirgertum, while the latter are members of a Bildungsburgertum. The 
former were content to create the economic institutions which would guar
antee their class rule, while the latter have to create an economic bourgeoisie 
and other classes before civil society can be developed.

The managerial mentality and its reinterpretation of 
monetarism and civil society

The other disenchanted aspect of post-communist reality with which the 
new alliance of technocrats and dissidents had to come to terms was the 
resistance of industrial managers. Technocrats and dissidents quickly dis
covered that their plans for economic transformation stood little chance of 
materializing without the support of the m anagers of industrial firms. 
Industrial managers possessed one of the most valuable commodities of 
post-communism: close, hands-on knowledge of state firms, their assets, lia
bilities, commercial partners, and so on. Monetarist knowledge, which the 
technocrats were quick to pick up, is highly abstract and is particularly 
silent about what goes on inside firms. In fact, part of its unmistakable force 
as a form o f ‘symbolic mastery’ is due to the fact that it treats the firm as a 
‘black box’. In the monetarist night, all black boxes look alike, and all are 
subject to the same mechanisms of financial control. This knowledge gives 
technocrats an edge over managers, but it also makes them inescapably 
dependent upon them, since knowledge of inner firm workings is essential 
for anybody who wants to draw up a privatization project, or buy a firm.

Managers of industrial firms, however, were less than thrilled by the 
prospect of monetarism. They would have liked to see a government which 
had industrial and employment policies, subsidized exports, and defended 
them against unfair competition from abroad. Hence they created ‘indus
trial lobbies’ and pressure groups, some of which are rumored to be so 
powerful that they belong directly to the private circle of the Slovak Prime 
Minister.32 The compromise and the resulting coalition with the managers
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necessitated a transform ation o f the ideology of dissidents and technocrats. 
T he  best way to describe this transform ation is as a ‘managerial mentality’, 
a reinterpretation o f the theories of civil society and of monetarism  in the 
context of a habitus which was form ed during years o f service as communist 
bureaucrats, technocrats, and managers.

U p until now we have described the ideology o f the new power bloc as 
if it were form ed only by a reconciliation with outside reality -  the reality 
o f a society that was not really ready for the task of making capitalism. The 
tru th  is, however, that the m anagerial ideology has also been shaped by the 
process o f com ing to term s with itself and its own shortcomings. As we 
shall see in C h ap te r 4, the overw helm ing m ajority  o f post-comm unist 
technocrats, and particularly post-com m unist m anagers, are form er com 
m unist functionaries. T hey were as much part of socialism as anybody else. 
T h e  very fact that they have opted  for ‘capitalism  from above’ can be 
attributed  to their inclination to draw on their past experiences to solve the 
new tasks o f the post-com m unist transition. In this process, they have 
developed three practices which reflect the com bined effects o f monetarist 
ideology, habitus, and the need for com prom ise between m anagers and 
technocrats.

T h e  first such practice, and the m ost im portan t elem ent o f post
com m unist econom ic policy, is the ‘budget-bargain’ between managers and 
technocrats. D uring  the com m unist period, it was well known that the 
‘p lan ’ -  the b lueprin t supposedly d rafted  by central redistributors and 
imposed on enterprise m anagers -  was actually the subject o f intense nego
tiations betw een m anagers and central planners. T he  process by which 
m anagers disputed certain elements of the ‘p lan’, and m aneuvered to set 
production targets for the factories, came to be known as a ‘plan-bargain’.33 
This generation o f m anagers and technocrats were socialized by the plan- 
bargain institution never to accept central decrees at their face value, and to 
look for ‘strings’ to pull to manipulate the plan to their own advantage. This 
is precisely the same generation that is reinterpreting the monetarist canon 
of fiscal and m onetary discipline. T he result is that in the post-communist 
setting, technocrats offer policies o f budgetary restriction, which are inter
preted by m anagers as the cue to begin intense negotiations, in a process 
that looks very much like a ‘budget-bargain’. This negotiated budget-bar- 
gain creates a space, which on the surface seems to satisfy the requirements 
o f the IM F or the World Bank, but at the same time makes it possible for 
m anagers to engage the financial technocracy in making deals which resem
ble the ‘plan-bargaining’ process.

T he second practice which combines monetarists and monetarism  with 
m anagers and their managerial habituses is the practice o f close hands-on 
m anagem ent of firms and other institutions. Nowhere is the transformation 
of m onetarism  m ore evident than in the changed role of the ‘national
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privatization fund’ (NPF). This institution was created by the first post
communist governments as a transitional tool. It was understood to be a 
mere ‘fictional owner’, needed only until actual private owners could be 
found. Indeed, the impetus for its creation was sheer monetarist peculiarity, 
since it was conceived as a means of getting ‘the state’ out of the process so 
that privatization could proceed in the most neutral, market-like space con
ceivable. Moreover, it was also thought that if the proceeds of privatization 
were deposited in this newly founded body, they would not be immediately 
usurped by budget-hungry bureaucrats.

Seven years after the fall o f communism, however, in virtually every 
Central European country, a substantial portion of previously state-owned 
firms remain in the hands of the NPFs. Moreover, most of these firms are in 
debt and require assistance. Monetarist prescriptions are of no help in this 
situation because they are contradictory. O n the one hand, they would 
require NPF officials to play the role of ‘real owners’, to watch the market 
for cues, and to be ready to take action to respond to these cues. On the 
other hand, however, monetary prescriptions also absolutely oppose any 
form of state ownership. NPF officials, and technocrats in the ministries of 
finance -  few and overburdened as they are -  cannot play the role of real 
owners. At the same time, however, they control funds (proceeds from the 
privatization of other firms) which could be used to benefit the state firms 
remaining under their supervision. U nder these conditions, NPF officials 
have reformulated their task in accordance with the principle of budgetary 
restrictionism, and become involved in the daily affairs of the institutions 
and firms they control -  at least to the extent that issues of fiscal discipline 
are concerned.34

The resulting situation is one in which structures of control over firms by 
the NPF far exceed the control exercised by communist authorities in the 
later phases of communism. As Kare Dahl Martinsen noted, the post
communist state has moved from a position of impotence vis-a-vis 
enterprises, which was characteristic of the late communist state, to a posi
tion of omnipotence. All roads lead back to the state. Its capacity for 
controlling firms is greatly enhanced owing to the adoption of monetarist 
methods, but -  ironically -  state officials continue to engage in close, hands- 
on supervision of enterprises under their jurisdiction.35 One good example 
of this is the Hungarian Ministry of Finance which, instead of cutting uni
versity budgets and leaving it to individual institutions to decide how to cope 
with the cuts, told each institution how many people to lay off.

Finally, even the ‘vanguard’ of monetarist change, the finance managers, 
do not let their monetarist urges get the better of them. Faced with the 
overwhelming problem of bad debts, they reinvent redistribution, in the 
form o f‘the consolidation bank’ in the Czech Republic, or as ‘subterranean 
redistribution’ in other countries.36 This subterranean redistribution is the



102 MAKING CAPITALISM W IT H O U T  CAPITALISTS

third practice reflecting the encounter between monetarist ideology and 
managerial habituses.

The rituals o f post-communist life
T he need to impose their program on society, and to come to terms with man
agerial power, has also left its imprint on the ideology of ‘civil society’. This 
imprint can be seen in the rituals o f the post-communist Bildungsburgertum, in 
which practical acts like cutting the budget take on symbolic meanings derived 
from the enchanted vision of civil society. T he function of these rituals is not 
only as collective representations m eant to civilize society, but also as last-ditch 
attempts to save some modicum of the vision of civil society from disenchant
ment. T he post-communist Bildungsburgertum is engaged in saving its collective 
biography, and protecting itself from doubt, by the most ancient method 
known to humankind: repetition.

T here  are two types of ritual that attem pt to stave off post-communist dis
enchantm ent. T he  first type follows directly from the world-view of former 
dissident intellectuals, and their claim to pastoral power; the second type fol
lows directly from the m anagerialist in terpretation  o f m onetarism . T he 
form er are rituals o f civic education; the latter are rituals of budgetary 
restriction. Both refer to the same symbolic complex of sacrifice, purification 
and confession.

Sacrifice
While the contractarians and the n ineteenth-century C entral European 
Bildungsburgerlum prom ised affluence, the post-communist Bildungsburgertum 
calls for sacrifice. In W eber’s Protestant Ethic, the call was directed towards the 
individual entrepreneur, who was required to delay consumption for the 
sake o f accum ulation.37 By contrast, the post-communist ‘spirit o f capital
ism’ extends the call to the whole o f society, requiring everyone to sacrifice 
for the sake o f ‘the future’: society lived beyond its means under socialism; 
now it has to come to term s with reality.38

T he irony is that as long as socialism existed, it was frequently criticized 
for ‘production for production’s sake’, ‘dictatorship over needs’ -  in short, it 
was perceived as interested only in accelerated industrialization, not in the 
consumption needs of individuals.39 Socialism dem anded collective sacrifice 
in no uncertain term s -  a collective postponem ent o f consumption for the 
sake o f societal accumulation -  and the achievements o f this policy were 
spectacular. From the vantage point o f post-communism, however -  both to 
those who yearn for its golden years and for those who see it as the cause of 
all the shortcomings o f contem porary society -  socialism now looks like the 
fleshpots o f Goshen.
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As we saw above, the idea of sacrifice was very important for the dissi

dents during late socialism. Indeed, many displayed remarkable courage at 
that time in acts of self-sacrifice. To be a dissident meant to sacrifice oneself, 
because only the act of self-sacrifice could challenge the regime’s corrupt 
cynical pragmatism.40 In a curious reversal of socialist ideology, where the 
proletariat was the universal class, the sacrificial lamb that saved humanity,11 
the dissident intellectuals threw themselves at the regime’s altar and oficred 
their bodies for sacrifice. The most moving example of this was the self- 
immolation of Jan  Palach in Vaclavske Square. Now the dissidents are 
members and ideologues of the new power bloc, and as they are confronted 
with the task of post-communist transformation, they invoke the idea of sac
rifice again. This time, however, self-sacrifice no longer suffices; now they 
ask society to be the sacrificial lamb for the sake of the future economic 
bourgeoisie.

As we shall see in Chapter 4, members of the post-communist power elite 
are among the big winners of the transition to capitalism in Central Europe. 
Some may accuse them, therefore, of being somewhat hypocritical, of 
demanding sacrifice from society while they enjoy the sunny side of post
communism. Managers and technocrats can say very little to counter these 
accusations, but former dissident intellectuals have a credible defense against 
this kind of criticism. They can point to sacrifices already made during the 
late communist period. For this reason, former dissidents are invaluable to 
the new power bloc, since they can very legitimately ask that those who sat 
around the fleshpots of ‘goulash communism’, should now make sacrifices.

In this context, note that budget cuts and budget-balancing acts often do 
not serve primarily economic purposes, but represent similar ritual calls lor 
sacrifice as exercises in civic education. In Hungary, for instance, the gov
ernment introduced a tuition fee of $ 15 a month at universities. Nobody in 
their right mind thinks that this tiny fee will make any difference in financ
ing tertiary education. Rather, the reason for its introduction is to educate 
citizens in civic responsibility. The new tertiary fee does not serve to finance 
education; rather, it is intended to be an education in finance. Similarly, in 
the Czech Republic, the government announced with great ceremony that 
it finished the 1991-92 fiscal year with a surplus. A small ceremony was con
ducted to mark this achievement, and it was televised nationally. The Prime 
Minister and the Minister of Finance participated in this ceremony, in which 
the surplus was written into the budget for the following year, which was 
then ceremonially signed by the two politicians. Note that the economic 
rationality behind this ceremony was dubious: a government which did not 
spend its money is a government which overtaxed the population. Clearly, 
the ritual nature of this event was much more important; it sent a message 
to the population: ‘Balance your checkbooks, and save a little -  this is what 
virtue means.’
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Purification

This, then, is the first purpose o f sacrifice: it is a way of saving for the future 
and building proper, virtuous citizens. At the same time, however, the ritual 
of sacrifice is also oriented to the past. Sacrifice is a means of atoning for the 
sins o f the past, and thus purifying individuals and society of the corruption 
suffered under com m unist rule. This is another novelty of the ethics of the 
post-comm unist Bildungsbiirgertum -  the rhetoric o f purification. While for 
Adam Sm ith or Benjamin Franklin the natural hum an propensity to ‘truck, 
barter and trade’ was given (i.e. the stuff of civil society was given; it was nat
ural; it was pure and ready to be taught), and what was needed was merely 
to inculcate the merits o f the business ethic, the post-communist reformers 
proceed from the assumption that the hum an m aterial they have inherited 
is thoroughly polluted. Sacrifice is thus a m eans not only of securing the 
future, but also o f erasing the past. Socialist industrialization polluted the 
environm ent, they argue, but this was trivial in comparison with the pollu
tion o f m inds and souls wrought by com m unist politics and communist 
education. T he  souls are probably the worst problem: it is not only that indi
viduals have the wrong ideas, they have the wrong motivations as well.42

Post-communist reform ers proceed from the dissident cridque of state 
socialism, and from their point o f view as pastors, they denounce the whole 
comm unist period as one of bad education. Before the corruption of minds 
and souls, there was ‘the closing of the socialist m ind’.43 It began with the 
school curriculum . People were taught Russian instead o f English, 
M arxism - Leninism instead o f neoclassical economics, welding instead of 
com puter programming. T he closed m ind then became impoverished, since 
it was detached from its natural context. Solzhenitsyn said that the official 
Soviet language was a degenerated  form  o f Russian, which used an 
extremely restricted vocabulary and a simplified grammar, did not allow 
people to express their authentic selves or their national identity, and did not 
allow them to think properly. This also m eant that people did not know their 
history. T hey were taught a false history o f their nation, and they were 
taught to forget even what they themselves personally experienced of their 
own national history. For these reasons, the dissidents argue, both individual 
consciousness and collective consciousness were polluted and deficient.44

T he impoverished m ind created by the school curriculum  was an easy 
target for the corruption process which continued outside schools. People 
were socialized to ‘live within a lie’, to play the game of ‘as if ’ as if they 
believed in it, to participate in public rituals whose sole purpose was a dis
play of conformity.45 T hus they were taught to disrespect the value o f public 
speech, to suspect ail politicians as power-hungry, corrupt liars. They were 
taught to suspect and disrespect all intellectuals, especially the sacrificing 
types. T hey were even taught to steal: they were allowed to collect an
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income without working hard for it. The whole society was allowed to live 
beyond its means, to consume more than economic efficiency allowed. 
People’s bodies were polluted as well: they overate, drank and smoked too 
much, and were biologically destroying themselves and society.46 Even what 
appeared to be the marketplace -  namely, the second economy -  was turned 
into a school of parasitic values.47 Most importantly, communism failed to 
teach people how to be responsible for their own lives.48 People became 
addicted to and dependent on state redistribution: a sort of socialist welfare 
dependency. Cutting the welfare budget, therefore, is simultaneously a call 
for sacrifice from the population, and an attempt to purify the population 
of welfare dependency. Post-communist intellectuals never miss an oppor
tunity to draw out these meanings. T he point is that post-communist 
reformers do not trust these people whom socialism has produced. They do 
not believe that a civil society can be made from such raw material, or that 
these socialist dependants will be able to navigate the complexities of 
market capitalism, or even obey the law. Former socialist citizens have to be 
purified first.

This task of purification and of making the new ‘capitalist m an’ is rela
tively easy (though not unproblematic) when it comes to young people.49 
According to post-communist reformers, the major problem here is that the 
teachers of this new generation cannot be trusted. They are the polluters of 
old. So while teachers in Western democracies usually have a great deal of 
autonomy in deciding what they teach and which books to use, post
communist curricula are hand-managed by opinion-making intellectuals, 
just as they were in the Stalinist period. In their concern for the souls of 
their young students, these intellectuals write new textbooks, and require 
that teachers teach only these certified texts in the same way all over the 
country.

Moreover, the task of purification is even more serious and difficult when 
it comes to the older generation. It may even be hopeless. If, in the 1960s, 
the ‘New Left’ radicals thought that everybody over forty was suspect, now 
intellectual members of the post-communist elite -  themselves refugees of 
the New Left, and well over the requisite age -  think that everybody over 
forty is hopeless. In this context, economic policies like ‘downsizing’ and lay
offs are not merely technical steps required to restore the economy to health, 
but also ritual sacrifices meant to purify society and individuals. In most 
Central European countries, for example, about 10 percent of the labor 
force opted for early retirement in 1989. This was not the ‘golden hand
shake’ of large Western corporations or universities; early retirement 
typically took the form of disability pensions. This was a symbolic dis
abling’ message: these people who spent most of their lives under 
communism are ‘beyond help’ — they are no longer fit to work, they cannot 
be trusted to work, or to participate in society. They might as well lie down
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and die . . . which they do: the symbolic figures being pathetic old 
comm unist leaders, passing away one after the other, immediately after 
their ouster in 1989.

W ith a similar logic, unem ploym ent is perceived as ‘purgatory’. People 
are being laid-off not only for the sake o f the firm, but for their own sake as 
well. They are being given a chance to ‘retool’, acquire ‘hum an capital’, and 
work on their resumes. This logic conveys the message that things cannot be 
done the old way any more. People have sinned -  they will have to atone for 
their sins by becom ing m ore efficient, flexible, responsible, and skilled. 
Indeed, unem ploym ent breaks the relationship o f dependence between the 
individual and the state, and teaches individuals that they have to be respon
sible for themselves. In fact, in the nam e o f inculcating responsibility, the 
most bizarre measures have been taken. T he  reform of the dental system in 
Hungary, for example, has eliminated all free dental care except extractions. 
Now patients are faced with the choice o f being responsible or becoming 
toothless. This is the post-communist version of preventive care -  to prevent 
irresponsibility ra ther than cavities.

This ideological interest in ‘purification’ explains why post-communist 
technocrats, who claim to adhere to the m onetarist canon, have actually 
devised policies which imply a great deal o f governm ent intervention in the 
economy, and involve hands-on m anagem ent o f economic processes. Behind 
the facade o f m onetarist rituals, we have argued, post-communist m anage
rialism concentrates on budgetary restrictionism as a means o f gaining a 
foothold in the daily workings o f state firms and institutions. This is precisely 
because the technocracy believes that people’s m inds are polluted, that they 
cannot be trusted to do what they are supposed to do in a capitalist econ
omy. Consequendy, the technocracy sees its task in educadonal-pastoral 
terms: it has to instruct, supervise and m onitor individuals; it has to instill 
the requisite initiative in agents who are not entrepreneurial enough; it has 
to inculcate self-discipline and responsibility in subjects who routinely break 
the rules, or search for ways around them. Even if you cut their budgets, they 
cannot be trusted to ‘slim dow n’ and become more efficient. For example, 
instead of laying off workers, the university may decide to institute an across- 
the-board wage cut. This misses the point, so the technocrats must intervene 
and guarantee that the point of budget-cutting gets across -  it is m eant to 
purify. It is m eant to rid the university o f form er communists or ‘parasites’. 
I f  a false sense o f solidarity and a retrograde ‘egalitarianism ’ prevents uni
versity rectors from taking the rational and efficient road of purification, it 
is up to the technocrats to instruct and supervise them, to make sure that 
they im plem ent budget cuts in a way which purifies the institution and 
makes it m ore efficient.50 Indeed, in the budget-cutting ritual the meanings 
o f de-communist purification and economic efficiency are fused together, 
and serve to legitimate one another.
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Confession

In the rituals of purification, the post-communist Bildungsburgertum went 
well beyond its original intentions. The role originally envisioned for its pas
toral art was a mild one: in a civil society composed of confessing 
individuals, purification would have been unnecessary. The intellectual 
fraction of the power bloc would have been able to exercise power as the 
moral guides o f subjects interested in the care o f their own souls. 
Unfortunately, the bulk of Central Europeans have not confessed. Having 
lived through socialism, they cannot even comprehend what their crime 
could possibly have been.

Confession, however, is necessary. No amount of sacrifice and re-educa
tion can make the polluted ‘socialist m an’ pure, without a confession of the 
crimes and misdemeanors of the past. One cannot live an authentic life, the 
Central European reformers believe, unless one confronts one’s past. With 
the exception of dissident intellectuals, probably everybody in Central 
Europe has something in their past to confess. As Havel’s greengrocer 
metaphor suggests, the most ordinary people going about their daily busi
ness, not suspecting that they have committed any sins, were actually deeply 
and mortally implicated in the workings of the communist system.51

To see the gravity of their sins, post-communist citizens have to appreci
ate the enormity of their crime of not resisting the system. This is the point 
that intellectuals attempt to impress on the public. They recall the execu
tions, torture, and imprisonments of the Stalinist period to make this point, 
even though Stalinism lasted for only about four to five years in the early 
1950s, and anyone younger than forty could not possibly have witnessed or 
condoned Stalinist policies. But more importantly, post-communist intel
lectuals recall all those ‘crimes against human nature’ which marked the 
socialist era: all those acts which prevented people from living authentic 
lives, crimes which ranged from the activity of censors to the cashier at the 
supermarket, who made you wait unnecessarily long in line until you lost 
your temper, started swearing and were embarrassed before your own 
authentic self.52 The example of the cashier, like Havel’s greengrocer or 
head waiter story, may sound trivial, but it is not. During the long decades 
of post-Stalinism, people were not executed; few spent time in jail for polit
ical acts. People suffered mosdy from the general inefficiency of the socialist 
system; they spent their lives waiting in queues, trying to get things done. So 
we are talking about wasted lives. What is unusual about these crimes, how
ever, is that virtually everybody engaged in them. The victims of today s 
queue were typically tomorrow’s criminals. This is the stuff of which collec
tive crimes were made. If people recollect themselves as victims, they still feel 
UTitation, but if they remember themselves as former perpetrators, they 
tend to dismiss these acts as petty and unimportant. It is generally difficult
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to impress upon C entral Europeans that they were participating in an enor
mous collective crime.

But impressed they must be, and confess they must, if they are to be 
purified. H ence the intellectuals have done everything hum anly possible to 
uncover the sins o f the past. C hief am ong these confession rituals has been 
the drive to open secret police files, to release the names of agents and col
laborators, and even to make the complete files public, as monuments to the 
extent o f collective guilt. T his post-comm unist process o f confession has 
some similarities to the Inquisition, in the sense that the real purpose is not 
punishm ent but to make the accused confess in order to save their souls -  to 
purify them. In the Czech Republic, this process was called ‘lustrace’, a term 
adopted from the Latin, which Siklova renders as ‘purification by sacrifice, 
purging’.53

And, it is true: if one confesses, forgiveness is granted. T he case of Istvan 
Csurka, the enfant terrible o f H ungarian  politics, illustrates this point well. 
W hen Csurka first clashed with Prime M inister Antall and called for his res
ignation, Antall counterattacked by hinting that he had evidence of Csurka’s 
affiliation with communist internal security. Csurka’s (rather savvy) response 
was to publish a ‘self-lustration’, in which he described how he was recruited 
and what he did as an informer.54 Public reaction to this confession was 
telling: m any people were moved by his ‘courage’ in confessing -  it was evi
dence that his soul was ‘saved’. After this confession, not even his most 
bitter enemies could use his informer past against him. T he confession puri
fied C surka.55 T he  opposite happened to Jozsef Torgyan -  a somewhat less 
extreme politician than Csurka -  and also to the Slovak Jan  Budaj, a well- 
known liberal dissident. Both m en were accused of being informers for the 
secret police. They never confessed, and are still under fire for their assumed 
ties with the police during the comm unist era.

T he  ritual nature o f confession, which reminds one of communist ‘self- 
criticism’, also serves to forge a moral community. W ithout it, the dissident 
intelligentsia would have disintegrated in a war o f accusations. Instead, the 
public confession dram atizes the message of collective guilt, but also indi
cates the means o f atonem ent and reintegration. It is proof of the generosity, 
leniency, and forgiveness o f the post-comm unist inquisition. Persuading 
individuals to confess is not an act of revenge. Rather, it serves to demystify 
the evil nature o f the previous regime, and provides a way of saving the souls 
o f sinners, enabling them to rejoin the community o f saints. Even if there are 
only a few public confessions, the result is likely to be cathartic. T he other 
guilty individuals, all those who ‘lived within a lie’ (practically the majority 
o f ordinary people), can identify with the negative hero o f the confession 
dram a, and without going on public display themselves, they can at least 
confess to themselves and receive absolution.

T he  post-communist power bloc is heavily invested in the public ritual of
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confession. Indeed, to the extent that it is impossible to prosecute people 
who acted within the law, they resort to extra-legal spectacles, such as mock 
trials conducted by historians and other researchers to promote and validate 
confession. If the gaze of the prosecutor cannot penetrate the guilt of these 
individuals, and if they do not confess, then it should be left to the historian. 
True, many famous Czech dissidents have come out in public against the 
practice o f‘lustration’, but they did not do so because they wanted to put an 
end to the confession process. O n the contrary, they protested because ‘lus
tration’ was not confession enough. They were irritated when journalists, 
and other irresponsible demagogues, usurped ‘lustration’ for their own pur
poses, especially when these individuals pursued scandal and accusation 
rather than the confession. Worst of all, of course, journalists often directed 
their attack at the dissidents’ midst. The Kavan affair in the Czech Republic 
was a prominent example, which prompted Havel and Siklova to denounce 
the publishers o f ‘wild lists’ and explain that the point of lustration was not 
vengeance.56 Similarly, others have suggested collecting secret police files in 
special archives accessible only to historians and other researchers, not to 
journalists or the general public. Regardless of their protests against sensa
tionalism, and despite suggestions to curb the furor surrounding confession, 
the post-communist power bloc in the Czech Republic remains so deeply 
invested in the ritual of confession that the Czech parliament extended the 
process of ‘lustration’ into its sixth year.

Since people do not confess, the opinion-making intellectuals engage in 
an escalation of the scale of the crimes for which people are held culpable. 
One such form of escalation is the analogy between communism and 
Nazism. After all, many Germans never committed crimes themselves, but 
they were guilty because they never raised their voices; they knew but never 
dared to resist -  or, if they did not know, they are guilty because they did not 
make an effort to find out. The same structure of argument is used about 
communism: those who did not resist were co-conspirators. Post-World War 
II West Germany is pointed to as an example to follow. It is emphasized that 
a successful post-Nazi civil society was built quickly in West Germany, pre
cisely because Germans were made to confront their collective guilt and 
confess it. East Germany, on the other hand, is proffered as the counter
example, a case in which the ghost of Nazism has never disappeared, 
because no confession has ever been made. O n this basis, the argument is 
made that the ghost of communism will disappear only if people can be 
made to confess.

A no less insidious form of escalation is to explain how the petty crimes 
and sufferings of the communist period were a punishment for the original 
sin’ which preceded communism. In the Czech case, this original sin was the 
expulsion of the Sudeten Germans. It is precisely because the Czechs did 
not atone for this original sin that they suffered under communism. There
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is a direct line from the looting which followed the expulsions to the aboli
tion o f private property  under com m unism ; from the disrespect shown 
towards the hum an rights o f the Sudeten G erm ans to the show trials and 
executions o f the 1950s; from the relocation of Czechs into G erm an homes 
to the ‘comm unist constituency’ which m ade Czechoslovakia the only coun
try in C entral Europe where the communists won the dem ocradc elections 
in 1948; from the principle o f ‘collective guilt’ employed in the expulsions to 
‘socialist justice’ -  in short, from the immorality o f the expulsions to the 
m oral decay o f the Czech nadon under comm unism .57 T he Czechs will 
never be able to overcome their m oral decay, argue the intellectuals, if they 
will not confess to the original sin. T h is is why one o f the first acts of 
President Havel was to apologize to the G erm ans. His intention was osten
sibly to start a chain o f confessions which would encompass all those who 
were m oved into G erm an property by com m unist authorities and, well 
beyond them , all those who collaborated with communism in matters totally 
unrelated to the G erm an question.

In addition to the original sin, there is also the issue of continuity between 
Stalinism and post-Stalinism. Since the enormity o f post-Stalinist crimes can 
be perceived only in their totality -  since each single act was usually quite 
m inor -  it is necessary to emphasize the continuity between Stalinism and 
post-Stalinism to invoke a heightened collective guilt. Specific public rituals 
are devised to dram atize this point. T he  reburial o f Im re Nagy and his 
com rades was such a ritual. T he  casks containing the remains of the fallen 
heroes, the solemn music played while the long list of names of the executed 
was read over the loudspeaker -  all these powerfully proclaimed that an 
unpunished crime had been committed. It turned out that the essence of the 
K adarist regime was contained in these executions, not in the long decades 
of goulash communism. H ence all the beneficiaries of K adarist paternalism 
were called upon to confess. Although they had not spilled blood, they were 
sojourners in the house o f the murderer. And, like ordinary G erm ans in 
Nazi times, they saw nothing, said nothing, and did nothing.

Finally, the confession ritual also has its monetarist forms. Legislating 
wealth declarations has been debated in Hungary, for example, as a means 
o f m aking sure that tax evasion is prevented. Since there has been strong 
opposition to requiring people to make an inventory of their assets public, 
there is now a move to make this declaration voluntary. This impresses us as 
similar to the confession which is expected of form er police agents. If you 
confess now about the wealth you accumulated during late communism or 
early post-communism, you will not be asked where this wealth came from, 
or whether you attained it by legal or illegal means. Even if you committed 
crimes in the past, with a simple confession they will be forgiven; the point 
being that from now on you can and shall lead a virtuous life, ‘living in 
tru th’. This is different from the idea of a tax ‘amnesty’ in Western countries,
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because the purpose is not to recover past revenue but to establish a baseline 
for a confessing population.

To conclude this chapter: the post-communist mentality has been con
ceived in the womb of the ideas of civil society and monetarism, and the 
post-communist power bloc has benefited from the elective affinities 
between these ideas, which contribute to its own authority. The post
communist mentality, however, is also a disenchanted one. Its making 
required a fundamental reconstruction of both economic and political 
philosophies, and especially the reformulation of the ideal o f‘acdon from a 
distance’. A close hands-on management and supervision of the economy 
was called for, and rituals of civic education had to be imposed on society.

The different fractions of the power bloc view this development with 
differing attitudes. As former communist functionaries, managers have ben
efited greatly from the subversion of monetarism. They were accustomed to 
conducting business in the context of budget-bargaining, and they could 
accept the rituals too. After all, as former communist functionaries they were 
used to negotiating their way in an environment in which ritual affirmations 
were the order of the day. The managers swim in this new post-communist 
society like fish in water, and this is why we have called the mentality which 
results from the reconciliation between civil society, monetarism, and man
agerial habituses a ‘managerial govern-mentality’.

Many of the technocrats were also communist functionaries at earlier 
points in their careers, and to this extent their response is quite similar to 
that of managers, since their habituses are quite similar. None the less, those 
technocrats who are committed to the monetarist vision are also sensitive to 
the discrepancies between their modus operandi and monetarist orthodoxy. 
They adopt a defensive tone: after all, they are technocrats; their sole task is 
to make the system work, in whatever conditions prevail and however it is 
required of them. Society may not yet be ready to be entrusted with self- 
regulation; it is still in ‘transition’, it has to be regulated and fine-tuned a 
little more.

The most disaffected fraction of the new power bloc is the former dissi
dent opinion-making elite. This group accepts the managerial mentality 
with reluctance, disenchantment, and often with a great deal of guilt. 
Indeed, feelings of guilt have been so intense that many intellectuals have 
dropped out of power altogether, returning to their professional and literary 
activities. Even these ‘dropouts’, however, rarely manage to distance them
selves from the rituals of post-communism. It is just too much to ask of 
them to subject these rituals to critical scrutiny when they were so active in 
creating them, and are so deeply committed to the noble ideas behind 
them. Moreover, the intellectuals who remained in power are their friends 
and former comrades in arms. To criticize their practices now is tantamount 
to betrayal. This is the reason for the unidimensionality of the post
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communist mind. Only the affirmative dimension of the mind has sur
vived -  the critical imagination has been lost, and it is virtually impossible to 
resuscitate it.

To sum up: in this chapter, we offer a description of the ideology of the 
post-communism power bloc. This ideology has its origins in the elective 
affinity between the dissident theory of civil society and Western mone
tarist theory. The managerial mentality which developed out of this elective 
affinity, however, was also shaped by the task of building and governing 
‘actually existing post-communist society’ and by the compromise with 
socialist enterprise managers that this task necessitated. After all, the theory 
of civil society was worked out as a critique of state socialism, and was never 
a blueprint for the transition from socialism to capitalism. Similarly, mone
tarism was a proposal for governing the institutions of advanced Western 
capitalism, not post-communist institutions. When socialism collapsed, then, 
the ideologues of ‘civil society’ and monetarism were confronted with fun
damentally new tasks. They did what the theory of ‘trajectory adjustment’ 
would lead us to expect: they took their old ideas and used them to make 
sense of the new realities, modifying those ideas a great deal in the process. 
This is how the mentality of post-communist managerialism was born, and 
although it fails to meet the goal of ‘action from afar’ sought by the dissi
dents, it is none the less capitalism, a decisive break with the redistributive 
control of state socialism.



Post-Communist Managerialism:
Theoretical Controversies and Social Struggles 
Over the Making of the New Propertied Class

How is the making of a propertied bourgeoisie happening in Central 
Europe? Is it happening at all? Has the second Bildungsbiirgertum, or any 
component of it, successfully converted itself into a class of private propri
etors? In Chapter 3 we introduced the idea of managerialism as a cultural 
phenomenon -  as the Weltanschauung of the post-communist power bloc. In 
this chapter we extend this analysis by using the idea of managerialism to 
explain some of the novel features of the political economy and class rela
tions of post-communist societies.

As we have emphasized, the unique feature of making capitalism from 
the ruins of state socialism in Central Europe is that it is happening without 
a propertied bourgeoisie. In all other historical sites where modern capital
ism has developed, some form of private property and some class of private 
proprietors -  no matter how embryonic, and no matter how different from 
modern capitalist entrepreneurs -  already existed. In the classical case of 
transition, feudal landlords gradually converted their property into private 
ownership and began to be recruited into the new grande bourgeoisie. Urban 
artisans and merchants were busily accumulating capital, and were well 
positioned to transform themselves from the third estate of a feudal order 
into one of the fractions of the new dominant class in a capitalist mode of 
production. Post-communism is the first situation where the transition to pri
vate property from a collective form of ownership is being attempted. 
Moreover, as we observed in Chapter 2, this project is being led by the 
second Bildungsbiirgertum — by an uneasy alliance between former communist 
apparatchiks, technocrats, managers and their former left-wing critics, the 
dissident intellectuals. In short, capitalism is being made by a coalition of 
propertyless agents, who only yesterday outbid each other in their anti
capitalism.
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12 
The Power Elite 

EXCEPT for the unsuccessful Civil War, changes in the power 
system of the United States have not involved important challenges 
to its basic legitimations. Even when they have been decisive 
enough to be called 'revolutions,' they have not involved the 'resort 
to the guns of a cruiser, the dispersal of an elected assembly by 
bayonets, or the mechanisms of a police state.'1 Nor have they 
involved, in any decisive way, any ideological struggle to control 
masses. Changes in the American structure of power have gener- 
ally come about by institutional shifts in the relative positions of 
the political, the economic, and the military orders. From this 
point of view, and broadly speaking, the American power elite has 
gone through four epochs, and is now well into a fifth. 

1 

I. During the first—roughly from the Revolution through the 
administration of John Adams—the social and economic, the polit- 
ical and the military institutions were more or less unified in a 
simple and direct way: the individual men of these several elites 
moved easily from one role to another at the top of each of the 
major institutional orders. Many of them were many-sided men 
who could take the part of legislator and merchant, frontiersman 
and soldier, scholar and surveyor.2 

Until the downfall of the Congressional caucus of 1824, political 
institutions seemed quite central; political decisions, of great im- 
portance; many politicians, considered national statesmen of note. 
'Society, as I first remember it,' Henry Cabot Lodge once said, 
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speaking of the Boston of his early boyhood, 'was based on the old 
families; Doctor Holmes defines them in the "Autocrat" as the 
families which had held high position in the colony, the province 
and during the Revolution and the early decades of the United 
States. They represented several generations of education and 
standing in the community . . . They had ancestors who had 
filled the pulpits, sat upon the bench, and taken part in the govern- 
ment under the crown; who had fought in the Revolution, helped 
to make the State and National constitutions and served in the 
army or navy; who had been members of the House or Senate in 
the early days of the Republic, and who had won success as mer- 
chants, manufacturers, lawyers, or men of letters.'3 

Such men of affairs, who—as I have noted—were the backbone 
of Mrs. John Jay's social list of 1787, definitely included political 
figures of note. The important fact about these early days is that 
social life, economic institutions, military establishment, and 
political order coincided, and men who were high politicians also 
played key roles in the economy and, with their families, were 
among those of the reputable who made up local society. In fact, 
this first period is marked by the leadership of men whose status 
does not rest exclusively upon their political position, although 
their political activities are important and the prestige of politi- 
cians high. And this prestige seems attached to the men who oc- 
cupy Congressional position as well as the cabinet. The elite are 
political men of education and of administrative experience, and, 
as Lord Bryce noted, possess a certain largeness of view and 
dignity of character.'4 

II. During the early nineteenth century—which followed Jef- 
ferson's political philosophy, but, in due course, Hamilton's eco- 
nomic principles—the economic and political and military orders 
fitted loosely into the great scatter of the American social struc- 
ture. The broadening of the economic order which came to be 
seated in the individual property owner was dramatized by Jef- 
ferson's purchase of the Louisiana Territory and by the formation 
of the Democratic-Republican party as successor to the Federal- 
ists. 

In this society, the 'elite' became a plurality of top groups, each 
in turn quite loosely made up. They overlapped to be sure, but 
again quite loosely so. One definite key to the period, and certainly 
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to our images of it, is the fact that the Jacksonian Revolution was 
much more of a status revolution than either an economic or a 
political one. The metropolitan 400 could not truly flourish in the 
face of the status tides of Jacksonian democracy; alongside it was a 
political elite in charge of the new party system. No set of men 
controlled centralized means of power; no small clique dominated 
economic, much less political, affairs. The economic order was 
ascendant over both social status and political power; within the 
economic order, a quite sizable proportion of all the economic 
men were among those who decided. For this was the period— 
roughly from Jefferson to Lincoln—when the elite was at most a 
loose coalition. The period ended, of course, with the decisive split 
of southern and northern types. 

Official commentators like to contrast the ascendancy in totali- 
tarian countries of a tightly organized clique with the American 
system of power. Such comments, however, are easier to sustain if 
one compares mid-twentieth-century Russia with mid-nineteenth- 
century America, which is what is often done by Tocqueville- 
quoting Americans making the contrast. But that was an America 
of a century ago, and in the century that has passed, the Ameri- 
can elite have not remained as patrioteer essayists have described 
them to us. The 'loose cliques' now head institutions of a scale 
and power not then existing and, especially since World War I, 
the loose cliques have tightened up. We are well beyond the era 
of romantic pluralism. 

m. The supremacy of corporate economic power began, in a 
formal way, with the Congressional elections of 1866, and was 
consolidated by the Supreme Court decision of 1886 which de- 
clared that the Fourteenth Amendment protected the corporation. 
That period witnessed the transfer of the center of initiative from 
government to corporation. Until the First World War (which 
gave us an advanced showing of certain features of our own pe- 
riod) this was an age of raids on the government by the economic 
elite, an age of simple corruption, when Senators and judges were 
simply bought up. Here, once upon a time, in the era of McKin- 
ley and Morgan, far removed from the undocumented complexi- 
ties of our own time, many now believe, was the golden era of 
the American ruling class.5 

The military order of this period, as in the second, was subor- 
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dinate to the political, which in turn was subordinate to the 
economic. The military was thus off to the side of the main driv- 
ing forces of United States history. Political institutions in the 
United States have never formed a centralized and autonomous 
domain of power; they have been enlarged and centralized only 
reluctantly in slow response to the public consequence of the 
corporate economy. 

In the post-Civil-War era, that economy was the dynamic; the 
'trusts'—as policies and events make amply clear—could readily 
use the relatively weak governmental apparatus for their own 
ends. That both state and federal governments were decisively 
limited in their power to regulate, in fact meant that they were 
themselves regulatable by the larger moneyed interests. Their 
powers were scattered and unorganized; the powers of the in- 
dustrial and financial corporations concentrated and interlocked. 
The Morgan interests alone held 341 directorships in 112 cor- 
porations with an aggregate capitalization of over $22 billion—over 
three times the assessed value of all real and personal property 
in New England.6 With revenues greater and employees more 
numerous than those of many states, corporations controlled par- 
ties, bought laws, and kept Congressmen of the 'neutral' state. 
And as private economic power overshadowed public political 
power, so the economic elite overshadowed the political. 

Yet even between 1896 and 1919, events of importance tended 
to assume a political form, foreshadowing the shape of power 
which after the partial boom of the 'twenties was to prevail in 
the New Deal. Perhaps there has never been any period in 
American history so politically transparent as the Progressive era 
of President-makers and Muckrakers. 

rv. The New Deal did not reverse the political and economic 
relations of the third era, but it did create within the political 
arena, as well as in the corporate world itself, competing centers 
of power that challenged those of the corporate directors. As the 
New Deal directorate gained political power, the economic elite, 
which in the third period had fought against the growth of 'gov- 
ernment' while raiding it for crafty privileges, belatedly attempted 
to join it on the higher levels. When they did so they found them- 
selves confronting other interests and men, for the places of de- 
cision were crowded. In due course, they did come to control and 
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to use for their own purposes the New Deal institutions whose 
creation they had so bitterly denounced. 

But during the 'thirties, the political order was still an instru- 
ment of small propertied farmers and businessmen, although they 
were weakened, having lost their last chance for real ascendancy 
in the Progressive era. The struggle between big and small proper- 
ty flared up again, however, in the political realm of the New 
Deal era, and to this struggle there was added, as we have seen, 
the new struggle of organized labor and the unorganized unem- 
ployed. This new force flourished under political tutelage, but 
nevertheless, for the first time in United States history, social 
legislation and lower-class issues became important features of 
the reform movement. 

In the decade of the 'thirties, a set of shifting balances involv- 
ing newly instituted farm measures and newly organized labor 
unions—along with big business—made up the political and admin- 
istrative drama of power. These farm, labor, and business groups, 
moreover, were more or less contained within the framework of 
an enlarging governmental structure, whose political director- 
ship made decisions in a definitely political manner. These groups 
pressured, and in pressuring against one another and against the 
governmental and party system, they helped to shape it. But it 
could not be said that any of them for any considerable length of 
time used that government unilaterally as their instrument. That 
is why the 'thirties was a political decade: the power of business 
was not replaced, but it was contested and supplemented: it be- 
came one major power within a structure of power that was chiefly 
run by political men, and not by economic or military men turned 
political. 

The earlier and middle Roosevelt administrations can best be 
understood as a desperate search for ways and means, within the 
existing capitalist system, of reducing the staggering and ominous 
army of the unemployed. In these years, the New Deal as a sys- 
tem of power was essentially a balance of pressure groups and 
interest blocs. The political top adjusted many conflicts, gave way 
to this demand, sidetracked that one, was the unilateral servant 
of none, and so evened it all out into such going policy line as 
prevailed from one minor crisis to another. Policies were the re- 
sult of a political act of balance at the top. Of course, the bal- 
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ancing act that Roosevelt performed did not affect the funda- 
mental institutions of capitalism as a type of economy. By his 
policies, he subsidized the defaults of the capitalist economy, 
which had simply broken down; and by his rhetoric, he balanced 
its political disgrace, putting 'economic royalists' in the political 
doghouse. 

The 'welfare state,' created to sustain the balance and to carry 
out the subsidy, differed from the 'laissez-faire' state: 'If the state 
was believed neutral in the days of T.R. because its leaders 
claimed to sanction favors for no one,' Richard Hofstadter has re- 
marked, 'the state under F.D.R. could be called neutral only in the 
sense that it offered favors to everyone.'7 The new state of the cor- 
porate commissars differs from the old welfare state. In fact, the 
later Roosevelt years—beginning with the entrance of the United 
States into overt acts of war and preparations for World War II— 
cannot be understood entirely in terms of an adroit equipoise of 
political power. 

2 

We study history, it has been said, to rid ourselves of it, and 
the history of the power elite is a clear case for which this maxim 
is correct. Like the tempo of American life in general, the long- 
term trends of the power structure* have been greatly speeded up 
since World War II, and certain newer trends within and between 
the dominant institutions have also set the shape of the power elite 
and given historically specific meaning to its fifth epoch: 

I. In so far as the structural clue to the power elite today lies 
in the political order, that clue is the decline of politics as genu- 
ine and public debate of alternative decisions—with nationally 
responsible and policy-coherent parties and with autonomous 
organizations connecting the lower and middle levels of power 
with the top levels of decision. America is now in considerable 
part more a formal political democracy than a democratic social 
structure, and even the formal political mechanics are weak. 

The long-time tendency of business and government to be- 
come more intricately and deeply involved with each other has, 
in the fifth epoch, reached a new point of explicitness. The two 
cannot now be seen clearly as two distinct worlds. It is in terms 

* See above, ONE: The Higher Circles. 
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of the executive agencies of the state that the rapprochement 
has proceeded most decisively. The growth of the executive 
branch of the government, with its agencies that patrol the com- 
plex economy, does not mean merely the 'enlargement of govern- 
ment' as some sort of autonomous bureaucracy: it has meant the 
ascendancy of the corporation's man as a political eminence. 

During the New Deal the corporate chieftains joined the po- 
litical directorate; as of World War II they have come to dominate 
it. Long interlocked with government, now they have moved into 
quite full direction of the economy of the war effort and of the 
postwar era. This shift of the corporation executives into the polit- 
ical directorate has accelerated the long-term relegation of the 
professional politicians in the Congress to the middle levels of 
power. 

II. In so far as the structural clue to the power elite today lies 
in the enlarged and military state, that clue becomes evident in 
the military ascendancy. The warlords have gained decisive polit- 
ical relevance, and the military structure of America is now in 
considerable part a political structure. The seemingly permanent 
military threat places a premium on the military and upon their 
control of men, materiel, money, and power; virtually all political 
and economic actions are now judged in terms of military defini- 
tions of reality: the higher warlords have ascended to a firm posi- 
tion within the power elite of the fifth epoch. 

In part at least this has resulted from one simple historical fact, 
pivotal for the years since 1939: the focus of elite attention has been 
shifted from domestic problems, centered in the 'thirties around 
slump, to international problems, centered in the 'forties and 'fif- 
ties around war. Since the governing apparatus of the United 
States has by long historic usage been adapted to and shaped by 
domestic clash and balance, it has not, from any angle, had suit- 
able agencies and traditions for the handling of international prob- 
lems. Such formal democratic mechanics as had arisen in the cen- 
tury and a half of national development prior to 1941, had not 
been extended to the American handling of international affairs. 
It is, in considerable part, in this vacuum that the power elite has 
grown. 

III. In so far as the structural clue to the power elite today lies 
in the economic order, that clue is the fact that the economy is 
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at once a permanent-war economy and a private-corporation 
economy. American capitalism is now in considerable part a mili- 
tary capitalism, and the most important relation of the big cor- 
poration to the state rests on the coincidence of interests between 
military and corporate needs, as defined by warlords and corpo- 
rate rich. Within the elite as a whole, this coincidence of interest 
between the high military and the corporate chieftains strength- 
ens both of them and further subordinates the role of the merely 
political men. Not politicians, but corporate executives, sit with 
the military and plan the organization of war effort. 

The shape and meaning of the power elite today can be under- 
stood only when these three sets of structural trends are seen at 
their point of coincidence: the military capitalism of private 
corporations exists in a weakened and formal democratic system 
containing a military order already quite political in outlook and 
demeanor. Accordingly, at the top of this structure, the power 
elite has been shaped by the coincidence of interest between 
those who control the major means of production and those who 
control the newly enlarged means of violence; from the decline 
of the professional politician and the rise to explicit political com- 
mand of the corporate chieftains and the professional warlords; 
from the absence of any genuine civil service of skill and integrity, 
independent of vested interests. 

The power elite is composed of political, economic, and mili- 
tary men, but this instituted elite is frequently in some tension: it 
comes together only on certain coinciding points and only on cer- 
tain occasions of 'crisis.' In the long peace of the nineteenth cen- 
tury, the military were not in the high councils of state, not of the 
political directorate, and neither were the economic men—they 
made raids upon the state but they did not join its directorate. Dur- 
ing the 'thirties, the political man was ascendant. Now the military 
and the corporate men are in top positions. 

Of the three types of circle that compose the power elite today, 
it is the military that has benefited the most in its enhanced power, 
although the corporate circles have also become more explicitly in- 
trenched in the more public decision-making circles. It is the pro- 
fessional politician that has lost the most, so much that in examin- 
ing the events and decisions, one is tempted to speak of a political 
vacuum in which the corporate rich and the high warlord, in their 
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coinciding interests, rule. 
It should not be said that the three 'take turns' in carrying the 

initiative, for the mechanics of the power elite are not often as 
deliberate as that would imply. At times, of course, it is—as when 
political men, thinking they can borrow the prestige of generals, 
find that they must pay for it, or, as when during big slumps, 
economic men feel the need of a politician at once safe and 
possessing vote appeal. Today all three are involved in virtually 
all widely ramifying decisions. Which of the three types seems to 
lead depends upon 'the tasks of the period' as they, the elite, define 
them. Just now, these tasks center upon 'defense' and international 
affairs. Accordingly, as we have seen, the military are ascendant in 
two senses: as personnel and as justifying ideology. That is why, 
just now, we can most easily specify the unity and the shape of 
the power elite in terms of the military ascendancy. 

But we must always be historically specific and open to com- 
plexities. The simple Marxian view makes the big economic man 
the real holder of power; the simple liberal view makes the big 
political man the chief of the power system; and there are some 
who would view the warlords as virtual dictators. Each of these 
is an oversimplified view. It is to avoid them that we use the term 
'power elite' rather than, for example, 'ruling class.'* 

In so far as the power elite has come to wide public attention, 

* 'Ruling class' is a badly loaded phrase. 'Class' is an economic term; 
'rule' a political one. The phrase, 'ruling class,' thus contains the theory 
that an economic class rules politically. That short-cut theory may or 
may not at times be true, but we do not want to carry that one rather 
simple theory about in the terms that we use to define our problems; we 
wish to state the theories explicitly, using terms of more precise and uni- 
lateral meaning. Specifically, the phrase 'ruling class,' in its common 
political connotations, does not allow enough autonomy to the political 
order and its agents, and it says nothing about the military as such. It 
should be clear to the reader by now that we do not accept as adequate 
the simple view that high economic men unilaterally make all decisions 
of national consequence. We hold that such a simple view of 'economic 
determinism' must be elaborated by 'political determinism' and 'military 
determinism'; that the higher agents of each of these three domains now 
often have a noticeable degree of autonomy; and that only in the often 
intricate ways of coalition do they make up and carry through the most 
important decisions. Those are the major reasons we prefer 'power elite' 
to 'ruling class' as a characterizing phrase for the higher circles when we 
consider them in terms of power. 
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it has done so in terms of the 'military clique.' The power elite 
does, in fact, take its current shape from the decisive entrance into 
it of the military. Their presence and their ideology are its major 
legitimations, whenever the power elite feels the need to provide 
any. But what is called the 'Washington military clique' is not 
composed merely of military men, and it does not prevail merely 
in Washington. Its members exist all over the country, and it is 
a coalition of generals in the roles of corporation executives, of 
politicians masquerading as admirals, of corporation executives 
acting like politicians, of civil servants who become majors, of 
vice-admirals who are also the assistants to a cabinet officer, who 
is himself, by the way, really a member of the managerial elite. 

Neither the idea of a 'ruling class' nor of a simple monolithic 
rise of 'bureaucratic politicians' nor of a 'military clique' is ade- 
quate. The power elite today involves the often uneasy coincidence 
of economic, military, and political power. 

3 
Even if our understanding were limited to these structural 

trends, we should have grounds for believing the power elite a 
useful, indeed indispensable, concept for the interpretation of 
what is going on at the topside of modern American society. But 
we are not, of course, so limited: our conception of the power 
elite does not need to rest only upon the correspondence of the 
institutional hierarchies involved, or upon the many points at 
which their shifting interests coincide. The power elite, as we 
conceive it, also rests upon the similarity of its personnel, and 
their personal and official relations with one another, upon their 
social and psychological affinities. In order to grasp the personal 
and social basis of the power elite's unity, we have first to remind 
ourselves of the facts of origin, career, and style of life of each of 
the types of circle whose members compose the power elite. 

The power elite is not an aristocracy, which is to say that it is 
not a political ruling group based upon a nobility of hereditary 
origin. It has no compact basis in a small circle of great families 
whose members can and do consistently occupy the top positions 
in the several higher circles which overlap as the power elite. But 
such nobility is only one possible basis of common origin. That 
it does not exist for the American elite does not mean that mem- 
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bers of this elite derive socially from the full range of strata com- 
posing American society. They derive in substantial proportions 
from the upper classes, both new and old, of local society and the 
metropolitan 400. The bulk of the very rich, the corporate execu- 
tives, the political outsiders, the high military, derive from, at 
most, the upper third of the income and occupational pyramids. 
Their fathers were at least of the professional and business strata, 
and very frequently higher than that. They are native-born 
Americans of native parents, primarily from urban areas, and, 
with the exceptions of the politicians among them, overwhelm- 
ingly from the East. They are mainly Protestants, especially 
Episcopalian or Presbyterian. In general, the higher the position, 
the greater the proportion of men within it who have derived 
from and who maintain connections with the upper classes. The 
generally similar origins of the members of the power elite are 
underlined and carried further by the fact of their increasingly 
common educational routine. Overwhelmingly college graduates, 
substantial proportions have attended Ivy League colleges, al- 
though the education of the higher military, of course, difFers from 
that of other members of the power elite, 

But what do these apparently simple facts about the social com- 
position of the higher circles really mean? In particular, what do 
they mean for any attempt to understand the degree of unity, and 
the direction of policy and interest that may prevail among these 
several circles? Perhaps it is best to put this question in a decep- 
tively simple way: in terms of origin and career, who or what do 
these men at the top represent? 

Of course, if they are elected politicians, they are supposed to 
represent those who elected them; and, if they are appointed, 
they are supposed to represent, indirectly, those who elected their 
appointers. But this is recognized as something of an abstraction, 
as a rhetorical formula by which all men of power in almost all 
systems of government nowadays justify their power of decision. 
At times it may be true, both in the sense of their motives and in 
the sense of who benefits from their decisions. Yet it would not 
be wise in any power system merely to assume it. 

The fact that members of the power elite come from near the 
top of the nation's class and status levels does not mean that they 
are necessarily 'representative' of the top levels only. And if they 
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were, as social types, representative of a cross-section of the popu- 
lation, that would not mean that a balanced democracy of interest 
and power would automatically be the going political fact. 

We cannot infer the direction of policy merely from the social 
origins and careers of the policy-makers. The social and economic 
backgrounds of the men of power do not tell us all that we need 
to know in order to understand the distribution of social power. 
For: (1) Men from high places may be ideological representa- 
tives of the poor and humble. (2) Men of humble origin, brightly 
self-made, may energetically serve the most vested and inherited 
interests. Moreover (3), not all men who effectively represent 
the interests of a stratum need in any way belong to it or person- 
ally benefit by policies that further its interests. Among the poli- 
ticians, in short, there are sympathetic agents of given groups, 
conscious and unconscious, paid and unpaid. Finally (4), among 
the top decision-makers we find men who have been chosen for 
their positions because of their 'expert knowledge.' These are 
some of the obvious reasons why the social origins and careers of 
of the power elite do not enable us to infer the class interests and 
policy directions of a modern system of power. 

Do the high social origin and careers of the top men mean 
nothing, then, about the distribution of power? By no means. They 
simply remind us that we must be careful of any simple and direct 
inference from origin and career to political character and policy, 
not that we must ignore them in our attempt at political under- 
standing. They simply mean that we must analyze the political 
psychology and the actual decisions of the political directorate as 
well as its social composition. And they mean, above all, that we 
should control, as we have done here, any inference we make from 
the origin and careers of the political actors by close understanding 
of the institutional landscape in which they act out their drama. 
Otherwise we should be guilty of a rather simple-minded bio- 
graphical theory of society and history. 

Just as we cannot rest the notion of the power elite solely upon 
the institutional mechanics that lead to its formation, so we can- 
not rest the notion solely upon the facts of the origin and career 
of its personnel. We need both, and we have both—as well as 
other bases, among them that of the status intermingling. 

But it is not only the similarities of social origin, religious affilia- 
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tion, nativity, and education that are important to the psychologi- 
cal and social affinities of the members of the power elite. Even if 
their recruitment and formal training were more heterogeneous 
than they are, these men would still be of quite homogeneous so- 
cial type. For the most important set of facts about a circle of men 
is the criteria of admission, of praise, of honor, of promotion that 
prevails among them; if these are similar within a circle, then they 
will tend as personalities to become similar. The circles that com- 
pose the power elite do tend to have such codes and criteria in 
common. The co-optation of the social types to which these com- 
mon values lead is often more important than any statistics of 
common origin and career that we might have at hand. 

There is a kind of reciprocal attraction among the fraternity of 
the successful—not between each and every member of the cir- 
cles of the high and mighty, but between enough of them to insure 
a certain unity. On the slight side, it is a sort of tacit, mutual ad- 
miration; in the strongest tie-ins, it proceeds by intermarriage. 
And there are all grades and types of connection between these 
extremes. Some overlaps certainly occur by means of cliques and 
clubs, churches and schools. 

If social origin and formal education in common tend to make 
the members of the power elite more readily understood and 
trusted by one another, their continued association further ce- 
ments what they feel they have in common. Members of the 
several higher circles know one another as personal friends and 
even as neighbors; they mingle with one another on the golf 
course, in the gentleman's clubs, at resorts, on transcontinental 
airplanes, and on ocean liners. They meet at the estates of mutual 
friends, face each other in front of the TV camera, or serve on the 
same philanthropic committee; and many are sure to cross one an- 
other's path in the columns of newspapers, if not in the exact cafes 
from which many of these columns originate. As we have seen, of 
'The New 400' of cafe society, one chronicler has named forty-one 
members of the very rich, ninety-three political leaders, and sev- 
enty-nine chief executives of corporations.* 

'I did not know, I could not have dreamed,' Whittaker Cham- 
bers has written, 'of the immense scope and power of Hiss' politi- 

* See above, FOUR: The Celebrities. 
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cal alliances and his social connections, which cut across all party 
lines and ran from the Supreme Court to the Religious Society of 
Friends, from governors of states and instructors in college facul- 
ties to the staff members of liberal magazines. In the decade since 
I had last seen him, he had used his career, and, in particular, his 
identification with the cause of peace through his part in organ- 
izing the United Nations, to put down roots that made him one 
with the matted forest floor of American upper class, enlightened 
middle class, liberal and official life. His roots could not be dis- 
turbed without disturbing all the roots on all sides of him.'8 

The sphere of status has reflected the epochs of the power elite. 
In the third epoch, for example, who could compete with big 
money? And in the fourth, with big politicians, or even the bright 
young men of the New Deal? And in the fifth, who can compete 
with the generals and the admirals and the corporate officials now 
so sympathetically portrayed on the stage, in the novel, and on 
the screen? Can one imagine Executive Suite as a successful mo- 
tion picture in 1935? Or The Caine Mutiny? 

The multiplicity of high-prestige organizations to which the 
elite usually belong is revealed by even casual examination of the 
obituaries of the big businessman, the high-prestige lawyer, the 
top general and admiral, the key senator: usually, high-prestige 
church, business associations, plus high-prestige clubs, and often 
plus military rank. In the course of their lifetimes, the university 
president, the New York Stock Exchange chairman, the head of 
the bank, the old West Pointer—mingle in the status sphere, with- 
in which they easily renew old friendships and draw upon them 
in an effort to understand through the experience of trusted others 
those contexts of power and decision in which they have not per- 
sonally moved. 

In these diverse contexts, prestige accumulates in each of the 
higher circles, and the members of each borrow status from one 
another. Their self-images are fed by these accumulations and 
these borrowings, and accordingly, however segmental a given 
man's role may seem, he comes to feel himself a 'diffuse' or 'gen- 
eralized' man of the higher circles, a 'broad-gauge' man. Perhaps 
such inside experience is one feature of what is meant by 'judg- 
ment.' 
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The key organizations, perhaps, are the major corporations 
themselves, for on the boards of directors we find a heavy over- 
lapping among the members of these several elites. On the 
lighter side, again in the summer and winter resorts, we find that, 
in an intricate series of overlapping circles; in the course of time, 
each meets each or knows somebody who knows somebody who 
knows that one. 

The higher members of the military, economic, and political 
orders are able readily to take over one another's point of view, al- 
ways in a sympathetic way, and often in a knowledgeable way as 
well. They define one another as among those who count, and who, 
accordingly, must be taken into account. Each of them as a 
member of the power elite comes to incorporate into his own in- 
tegrity, his own honor, his own conscience, the viewpoint, the ex- 
pectations, the values of the others. If there are no common ideals 
and standards among them that are based upon an explicitly aristo- 
cratic culture, that does not mean that they do not feel responsi- 
bility to one another. 

All the structural coincidence of their interests as well as the 
intricate, psychological facts of their origins and their education, 
their careers and their associations make possible the psychologi- 
cal affinities that prevail among them, affinities that make it pos- 
sible for them to say of one another: He is, of course, one of us. 
And all this points to the basic, psychological meaning of class 
consciousness. Nowhere in America is there as great a 'class 
consciousness' as among the elite; nowhere is it organized as 
effectively as among the power elite. For by class consciousness, 
as a psychological fact, one means that the individual member of 
a 'class' accepts only those accepted by his circle as among those 
who are significant to his own image of self. 

Within the higher circles of the power elite, factions do exist; 
there are conflicts of policy; individual ambitions do clash. There 
are still enough divisions of importance within the Republican 
party, and even between Republicans and Democrats, to make for 
different methods of operation. But more powerful than these 
divisions are the internal discipline and the community of inter- 
ests that bind the power elite together, even across the boundaries 
of nations at war.9 
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Yet we must give due weight to the other side of the case which 
may not question the facts but only our interpretation of them. 
There is a set of objections that will inevitably be made to our 
whole conception of the power elite, but which has essentially to 
do with only the psychology of its members. It might well be put 
by liberals or by conservatives in some such way as this: 

To talk of a power elite—isn't this to characterize men by their 
origins and associations? Isn't such characterization both unfair 
and untrue? Don't men modify themselves, especially Americans 
such as these, as they rise in stature to meet the demands of their 
jobs? Don't they arrive at a view and a line of policy that repre- 
sents, so far as they in their human weaknesses can know, the in- 
terests of the nation as a whole? Aren't they merely honorable 
men who are doing their duty?' 

What are we to reply to these objections? 
I. We are sure that they are honorable men. But what is honor? 

Honor can only mean living up to a code that one believes to be 
honorable. There is no one code upon which we are all agreed. 
That is why, if we are civilized men, we do not kill off all of those 
with whom we disagree. The question is not: are these honorable 
men? The question is: what are their codes of honor? The answer 
to that question is that they are the codes of their circles, of those 
to whose opinions they defer. How could it be otherwise? That 
is one meaning of the important truism that all men are human 
and that all men are social creatures. As for sincerity, it can only 
be disproved, never proved. 

II. To the question of their adaptability—which means their 
capacity to transcend the codes of conduct which, in their life's 
work and experience, they have acquired—we must answer: 
simply no, they cannot, at least not in the handful of years most 
of them have left. To expect that is to assume that they are indeed 
strange and expedient: such flexibility would in fact involve a 
violation of what we may rightly call their character and their 
integrity. By the way, may it not be precisely because of the lack 
of such character and integrity that earlier types of American 
politicians have not represented as great a threat as do these men 
of character? 
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It would be an insult to the effective training of the military, 
and to their indoctrination as well, to suppose that military offi- 
cials shed their military character and outlook upon changing 
from uniform to mufti. This background is more important per- 
haps in the military case than in that of the corporate executives, 
for the training of the career is deeper and more total. 

'Lack of imagination,' Gerald W. Johnson has noted, 'is not to 
be confused with lack of principle. On the contrary, an unimag- 
inative man is often a man of the highest principles. The trouble 
is that his principles conform to Cornford's famous definition: "A 
principle is a rule of inaction giving valid general reasons for not 
doing in a specific instance what to unprincipled instinct would 
seem to be right." '10 

Would it not be ridiculous, for example, to believe seriously 
that, in psychological fact, Charles Erwin Wilson represented 
anyone or any interest other than those of the corporate world? 
This is not because he is dishonest; on the contrary, it is because 
he is probably a man of solid integrity—as sound as a dollar. He 
is what he is and he cannot very well be anything else. He is a 
member of the professional corporation elite, just as are his col- 
leagues, in the government and out of it; he represents the wealth 
of the higher corporate world; he represents its power; and he 
believes sincerely in his oft-quoted remark that 'what is good for 
the United States is good for the General Motors Corporation 
and vice versa.' 

The revealing point about the pitiful hearings on the con- 
firmation of such men for political posts is not the cynicism 
toward the law and toward the lawmakers on the middle levels 
of power which they display, nor their reluctance to dispose of 
their personal stock.11 The interesting point is how impossible it 
is for such men to divest themselves of their engagement with the 
corporate world in general and with their own corporations in 
particular. Not only their money, but their friends, their interests, 
their training—their lives in short—are deeply involved in this 
world. The disposal of stock is, of course, merely a purifying ritual. 
The point is not so much financial or personal interests in a given 
corporation, but identification with the corporate world. To ask 
a man suddenly to divest himself of these interests and sensibili- 
ties is almost like asking a man to become a woman. 
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III. To the question of their patriotism, of their desire to serve 
the nation as a whole, we must answer first that, like codes of 
honor, feelings of patriotism and views of what is to the whole 
nation's good, are not ultimate facts but matters upon which there 
exists a great variety of opinion. Furthermore, patriotic opinions 
too are rooted in and are sustained by what a man has become 
by virtue of how and with whom he has lived. This is no simple 
mechanical determination of individual character by social con- 
ditions; it is an intricate process, well established in the major 
tradition of modern social study. One can only wonder why more 
social scientists do not use it systematically in speculating about 
politics. 

IV. The elite cannot be truly thought of as men who are merely 
doing their duty. They are the ones who determine their duty, as 
well as the duties of those beneath them. They are not merely 
following orders: they give the orders. They are not merely 
'bureaucrats': they command bureaucracies. They may try to 
disguise these facts from others and from themselves by appeals 
to traditions of which they imagine themselves the instruments, 
but there are many traditions, and they must choose which ones 
they will serve. They face decisions for which there simply are 
no traditions. 

Now, to what do these several answers add up? To the fact that 
we cannot reason about public events and historical trends merely 
from knowledge about the motives and character of the men or 
the small groups who sit in the seats of the high and mighty. This 
fact, in turn, does not mean that we should be intimidated by 
accusations that in taking up our problem in the way we have, 
we are impugning the honor, the integrity, or the ability of those 
who are in high office. For it is not, in the first instance, a question 
of individual character; and if, in further instances, we find that 
it is, we should not hesitate to say so plainly. In the meantime, we 
must judge men of power by the standards of power, by what 
they do as decision-makers, and not by who they are or what they 
may do in private life. Our interest is not in that: we are interested 
in their policies and in the consequences of their conduct of office. 
We must remember that these men of the power elite now occupy 
the strategic places in the structure of American society; that they 
command the dominant institutions of a dominant nation; that, 
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as a set of men, they are in a position to make decisions with 
terrible consequences for the underlying populations of the world. 

5 
Despite their social similarity and psychological affinities, the 

members of the power elite do not constitute a club having a per- 
manent membership with fixed and formal boundaries. It is of the 
nature of the power elite that within it there is a good deal of 
shifting about, and that it thus does not consist of one small set of 
the same men in the same positions in the same hierarchies. Be- 
cause men know each other personally does not mean that among 
them there is a unity of policy; and because they do not know 
each other personally does not mean that among them there is a 
disunity. The conception of the power elite does not rest, as I have 
repeatedly said, primarily upon personal friendship. 

As the requirements of the top places in each of the major hier- 
archies become similar, the types of men occupying these roles 
at the top—by selection and by training in the jobs—become simi- 
lar. This is no mere deduction from structure to personnel. That it 
is a fact is revealed by the heavy traffic that has been going on be- 
tween the three structures, often in very intricate patterns. The 
chief executives, the warlords, and selected politicians came into 
contact with one another in an intimate, working way during 
World War II; after that war ended, they continued their as- 
sociations, out of common beliefs, social congeniality, and coincid- 
ing interests. Noticeable proportions of top men from the military, 
the economic, and the political worlds have during the last 
fifteen years occupied positions in one or both of the other worlds: 
between these higher circles there is an interchangeability of posi- 
tion, based formally upon the supposed transferability of 'execu- 
tive ability,' based in substance upon the co-optation by cliques 
of insiders. As members of a power elite, many of those busy in this 
traffic have come to look upon 'the government' as an umbrella 
under whose authority they do their work. 

As the business between the big three increases in volume and 
importance, so does the traffic in personnel. The very criteria for 
selecting men who will rise come to embody this fact. The corpo- 
rate commissar, dealing with the state and its military, is wiser to 
choose a young man who has experienced the state and its mili- 
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tary than one who has not. The political director, often dependent 
for his own political success upon corporate decisions and corpora- 
tions, is also wiser to choose a man with corporate experience. 
Thus, by virtue of the very criterion of success, the interchange 
of personnel and the unity of the power elite is increased. 

Given the formal similarity of the three hierarchies in which the 
several members of the elite spend their working lives, given the 
ramifications of the decisions made in each upon the others, given 
the coincidence of interest that prevails among them at many 
points, and given the administrative vacuum of the American 
civilian state along with its enlargement of tasks—given these 
trends of structure, and adding to them the psychological affinities 
we have noted—we should indeed be surprised were we to find that 
men said to be skilled in administrative contacts and full of organ- 
izing ability would fail to do more than get in touch with one 
another. They have, of course, done much more than that: increas- 
ingly, they assume positions in one another's domains. 

The unity revealed by the interchangeability of top roles rests 
upon the parallel development of the top jobs in each of the big 
three domains. The interchange occurs most frequently at the 
points of their coinciding interest, as between regulatory agency 
and the regulated industry; contracting agency and contractor. 
And, as we shall see, it leads to co-ordinations that are more ex- 
plicit, and even formal. 

The inner core of the power elite consists, first, of those who 
interchange commanding roles at the top of one dominant institu- 
tional order with those in another: the admiral who is also a banker 
and a lawyer and who heads up an important federal commission; 
the corporation executive whose company was one of the two or 
three leading war materiel producers who is now the Secretary of 
Defense; the wartime general who dons civilian clothes to sit on 
the political directorate and then becomes a member of the board 
of directors of a leading economic corporation. 

Although the executive who becomes a general, the general who 
becomes a statesman, the statesman who becomes a banker, see 
much more than ordinary men in their ordinary environments, 
still the perspectives of even such men often remain tied to their 
dominant locales. In their very career, however, they interchange 
roles within the big three and thus readily transcend the particu- 
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larity of interest in any one of these institutional milieux. By their 
very careers and activities, they lace the three types of milieux to- 
gether. They are, accordingly, the core members of the power elite. 

These men are not necessarily familiar with every major arena of 
power. We refer to one man who moves in and between perhaps 
two circles—say the industrial and the military—and to another 
man who moves in the military and the political, and to a third who 
moves in the political as well as among opinion-makers. These in- 
between types most closely display our image of the power elite's 
structure and operation, even of behind-the-scenes operations. To 
the extent that there is any 'invisible elite,' these advisory and liai- 
son types are its core. Even if—as I believe to be very likely—many 
of them are, at least in the first part of their careers, 'agents' of the 
various elites rather than themselves elite, it is they who are most 
active in organizing the several top milieux into a structure of 
power and maintaining it. 

The inner core of the power elite also includes men of the higher 
legal and financial type from the great law factories and invest- 
ment firms, who are almost professional go-betweens of economic, 
political and military affairs, and who thus act to unify the power 
elite. The corporation lawyer and the investment banker perform 
the functions of the 'go-between' effectively and powerfully. By the 
nature of their work, they transcend the narrower milieu of any 
one industry, and accordingly are in a position to speak and act for 
the corporate world or at least sizable sectors of it. The corporation 
lawyer is a key link between the economic and military and politi- 
cal areas; the investment banker is a key organizer and unifier of 
the corporate world and a person well versed in spending the huge 
amounts of money the American military establishment now 
ponders. When you get a lawyer who handles the legal work of in- 
vestment bankers you get a key member of the power elite. 

During the Democratic era, one link between private corporate 
organizations and governmental institutions was the investment 
house of Dillon, Read. From it came such men as James Forrestal 
and Charles F. Detmar, Jr.; Ferdinand Eberstadt had once been a 
partner in it before he branched out into his own investment house 
from which came other men to political and military circles. Re- 
publican administrations seem to favor the investment firm of 
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Kuhn, Loeb and the advertising firm of Batten, Barton, Durstine 
and Osborn. 

Regardless of administrations, there is always the law firm of 
Sullivan and Cromwell. Mid-West investment banker Cyrus Eaton 
has said that 'Arthur H. Dean, a senior partner of Sullivan & 
Cromwell of No. 48 Wall Street, was one of those who assisted 
in the drafting of the Securities Act of 1933, the first of the series 
of bills passed to regulate the capital markets. He and his firm, 
which is reputed to be the largest in the United States, have main- 
tained close relations with the SEC since its creation, and theirs 
is the dominating influence on the Commission.'12 

There is also the third largest bank in the United States: the 
Chase National Bank of New York (now Chase-Manhattan). Re- 
gardless of political administration, executives of this bank and 
those of the International Bank of Reconstruction and Develop- 
ment have changed positions: John J. McCloy, who became Chair- 
man of the Chase National in 1953, is a former president of the 
World Bank; and his successor to the presidency of the World 
Bank was a former senior vice-president of the Chase National 
Bank.13 And in 1953, the president of the Chase National Bank, 
Winthrop W. Aldrich, had left to become Ambassador to Great 
Britain. 

The outermost fringes of the power elite—which change more 
than its core—consist of 'those who count' even though they may 
not be 'in' on given decisions of consequence nor in their career 
move between the hierarchies. Each member of the power elite 
need not be a man who personally decides every decision that is to 
be ascribed to the power elite. Each member, in the decisions 
that he does make, takes the others seriously into account. They 
not only make decisions in the several major areas of war and 
peace; they are the men who, in decisions in which they take no 
direct part, are taken into decisive account by those who are di- 
rectly in charge. 

On the fringes and below them, somewhat to the side of the 
lower echelons, the power elite fades off into the middle levels of 
power, into the rank and file of the Congress, the pressure groups 
that are not vested in the power elite itself, as well as a multiplic- 
ity of regional and state and local interests. If all the men on the 
middle levels are not among those who count, they sometimes 
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must be taken into account, handled, cajoled, broken or raised to 
higher circles. 

When the power elite find that in order to get things done they 
must reach below their own realms—as is the case when it is neces- 
sary to get bills passed through Congress—they themselves must 
exert some pressure. But among the power elite, the name for 
such high-level lobbying is 'liaison work.' There are 'liaison' mili- 
tary men with Congress, with certain wayward sections of indus- 
try, with practically every important element not directly con- 
cerned with the power elite. The two men on the White House staff 
who are named 'liaison' men are both experienced in military 
matters; one of them is a former investment banker and lawyer 
as well as a general. 

Not the trade associations but the higher cliques of lawyers and 
investment bankers are the active political heads of the corporate 
rich and the members of the power elite. 'While it is generally 
assumed that the national associations carry tremendous weight 
in formulating public opinion and directing the course of national 
policy, there is some evidence to indicate that interaction between 
associations on a formal level is not a very tight-knit affair. The 
general tendency within associations seems to be to stimulate ac- 
tivities around the specific interests of the organization, and more 
effort is made to educate its members rather than to spend much 
time in trying to influence other associations on the issue at hand 
... As media for stating and re-stating the over-all value struc- 
ture of the nation they (the trade associations) are important. . . 
But when issues are firmly drawn, individuals related to the larger 
corporate interests are called upon to exert pressure in the proper 
places at the strategic time The national associations may act as 
media for co-ordinating such pressures, but a great volume of 
intercommunication between members at the apex of power of the 
larger corporate interests seems to be the decisive factor in final 
policy determination.'14 

Conventional 'lobbying,' carried on by trade associations, still 
exists, although it usually concerns the middle levels of power- 
usually being targeted at Congress and, of course, its own rank 
and file members. The important function of the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers, for example, is less directly to influence 
policy than to reveal to small businessmen that their interests are 
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the same as those of larger businesses. But there is also 'high- 
level lobbying.' All over the country the corporate leaders are 
drawn into the circle of the high military and political through 
personal friendship, trade and professonal associations and their 
various subcommittees, prestige clubs, open political affiliation, 
and customer relationships. There is ... an awareness among 
these power leaders,' one first-hand investigator of such executive 
cliques has asserted, 'of many of the current major policy issues 
before the nation such as keeping taxes down, turning all produc- 
tive operations over to private enterprises, increasing foreign 
trade, keeping governmental welfare and other domestic activities 
to a minimum, and strengthening and maintaining the hold of the 
current party in power nationally.'15 

There are, in fact, cliques of corporate executives who are more 
important as informal opinion leaders in the top echelons of corpo- 
rate, military, and political power than as actual participants in 
military and political organizations. Inside military circles and 
inside political circles and 'on the sidelines' in the economic area, 
these circles and cliques of corporation executives are in on most 
all major decisions regardless of topic. And what is important 
about all this high-level lobbying is that it is done within the con- 
fines of that elite. 

6 
The conception of the power elite and of its unity rests upon 

the corresponding developments and the coincidence of interests 
among economic, political, and military organizations. It also 
rests upon the similarity of origin and outlook, and the social and 
personal intermingling of the top circles from each of these domi- 
nant hierarchies. This conjunction of institutional and psychologi- 
cal forces, in turn, is revealed by the heavy personnel traffic within 
and between the big three institutional orders, as well as by the 
rise of go-betweens as in the high-level lobbying. The conception 
of the power elite, accordingly, does not rest upon the assumption 
that American history since the origins of World War II must be 
understood as a secret plot, or as a great and co-ordinated con- 
spiracy of the members of this elite. The conception rests upon 
quite impersonal grounds. 

There is, however, little doubt that the American power elite— 
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which contains, we are told, some of 'the greatest organizers in the 
world'—has also planned and has plotted. The rise of the elite, as 
we have already made clear, was not and could not have been 
caused by a plot; and the tenability of the conception does not 
rest upon the existence of any secret or any publicly known organi- 
zation. But, once the conjunction of structural trend and of the 
personal will to utilize it gave rise to the power elite, then plans 
and programs did occur to its members and indeed it is not pos- 
sible to interpret many events and official policies of the fifth epoch 
without reference to the power elite. "There is a great difference,' 
Richard Hofstadter has remarked, 'between locating conspiracies 
in history and saying that history is, in effect, a conspiracy . . .'16 

The structural trends of institutions become defined as oppor- 
tunities by those who occupy their command posts. Once such op- 
portunities are recognized, men may avail themselves of them. 
Certain types of men from each of the dominant institutional areas, 
more far-sighted than others, have actively promoted the liaison 
before it took its truly modern shape. They have often done so for 
reasons not shared by their partners, although not objected to by 
them either; and often the outcome of their liaison has had con- 
sequences which none of them foresaw, much less shaped, and 
which only later in the course of development came under explicit 
control. Only after it was well under way did most of its members 
find themselves part of it and become gladdened, although some- 
times also worried, by this fact. But once the co-ordination is a 
going concern, new men come readily into it and assume its exist- 
ence without question. 

So far as explicit organization—conspiratorial or not—is con- 
cerned, the power elite, by its very nature, is more likely to use 
existing organizations, working within and between them, than 
to set up explicit organizations whose membership is strictly 
limited to its own members. But if there is no machinery in exist- 
ence to ensure, for example, that military and political factors 
will be balanced in decisions made, they will invent such machin- 
ery and use it, as with the National Security Council. Moreover, in 
a formally democratic polity, the aims and the powers of the 
various elements of this elite are further supported by an aspect 
of the permanent war economy: the assumption that the security 
of the nation supposedly rests upon great secrecy of plan and in- 
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tent. Many higher events that would reveal the working of the 
power elite can be withheld from public knowledge under the 
guise of secrecy. With the wide secrecy covering their operations 
and decisions, the power elite can mask their intentions, opera- 
tions, and further consolidation. Any secrecy that is imposed upon 
those in positions to observe high decision-makers clearly works 
for and not against the operations of the power elite. 

There is accordingly reason to suspect—but by the nature of the 
case, no proof—that the power elite is not altogether 'surfaced.' 
There is nothing hidden about it, although its activities are not 
publicized. As an elite, it is not organized, although its members 
often know one another, seem quite naturally to work together, 
and share many organizations in common. There is nothing con- 
spiratorial about it, although its decisions are often publicly un- 
known and its mode of operation manipulative rather than ex- 
plicit. 

It is not that the elite 'believe in' a compact elite behind the 
scenes and a mass down below. It is not put in that language. It is 
just that the people are of necessity confused and must, like trust- 
ing children, place all the new world of foreign policy and 
strategy and executive action in the hands of experts. It is just that 
everyone knows somebody has got to run the show, and that some- 
body usually does. Others do not really care anyway, and besides, 
they do not know how. So the gap between the two types gets 
wider. 

When crises are defined as total, and as seemingly permanent, 
the consequences of decision become total, and the decisions in 
each major area of life come to be integrated and total. Up to a 
point, these consequences for other institutional orders can be as- 
sessed; beyond such points, chances have to be taken. It is then that 
the felt scarcity of trained and imaginative judgment leads to plain- 
tive feelings among executives about the shortage of qualified suc- 
cessors in political, military, and economic life. This feeling, in 
turn, leads to an increasing concern with the training of successors 
who could take over as older men of power retire.17 In each area, 
there slowly arises a new generation which has grown up in an age 
of co-ordinated decisions. 

In each of the elite circles, we have noticed this concern to 
recruit and to train successors as 'broad-gauge' men, that is, as men 



THE POWER 
ELITE 

295 

capable of making decisions that involve institutional areas other 
than their own. The chief executives have set up formal recruit- 
ment and training programs to man the corporate world as virtu- 
ally a state within a state. Recruitment and training for the mili- 
tary elite has long been rigidly professionalized, but has now come 
to include educational routines of a sort which the remnants of 
older generals and admirals consider quite nonsensical. 

Only the political order, with its absence of a genuine civil 
service, has lagged behind, creating an administrative vacuum into 
which military bureaucrats and corporate outsiders have been 
drawn. But even in this domain, since World War II, there have 
been repeated attempts, by elite men of such vision as the late 
James Forrestal's, to inaugurate a career service that would in- 
clude periods in the corporate world as well as in the govern- 
mental.18 

What is lacking is a truly common elite program of recruitment 
and training; for the prep school, Ivy League College, and law 
school sequence of the metropolitan 400 is not up to the demands 
now made upon members of the power elite.*19 Britishers, such as 
Field Marshall Viscount Montgomery, well aware of this lack, 
recently urged the adoption of a system 'under which a minority 
of high-caliber young students could be separated from the medi- 
ocre and given the best education possible to supply the country 
with leadership.' His proposal is echoed, in various forms, by many 
who accept his criticism of 'the American theory of public educa- 
tion on the ground that it is ill-suited to produce the "elite" group 
of leaders . . . this country needs to fulfill its obligations of 
world leadership.'20 

In part these demands reflect the unstated need to transcend 
recruitment on the sole basis of economic success, especially since 
it is suspect as often involving the higher immorality; in part it 
reflects the stated need to have men who, as Viscount Montgomery 
says, know 'the meaning of discipline.' But above all these de- 
mands reflect the at least vague consciousness on the part of the 
power elite themselves that the age of co-ordinated decisions, en- 
tailing a newly enormous range of consequences, requires a power 
elite that is of a new caliber. In so far as the sweep of matters 
which go into the making of decisions is vast and interrelated, the 

* See above, THREE: Metropolitan 400 
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information needed for judgments complex and requiring par- 
ticularized knowledge,21 the men in charge will not only call upon 
one another; they will try to train their successors for the work at 
hand. These new men will grow up as men of power within the 
co-ordination of economic and political and military decision. 

7 

The idea of the power elite rests upon and enables us to make 
sense of (1) the decisive institutional trends that characterize the 
structure of our epoch, in particular, the military ascendancy in a 
privately incorporated economy, and more broadly, the several 
coincidences of objective interests between economic, military, 
and political institutions; (2) the social similarities and the psycho- 
logical affinities of the men who occupy the command posts of 
these structures, in particular the increased interchangeability of 
the top positions in each of them and the increased traffic between 
these orders in the careers of men of power; (3) the ramifications, 
to the point of virtual totality, of the kind of decisions that are 
made at the top, and the rise to power of a set of men who, by 
training and bent, are professional organizers of considerable force 
and who are unrestrained by democratic party training. 

Negatively, the formation of the power elite rests upon (1) the 
relegation of the professional party politician to the middle levels 
of power, (2) the semi-organized stalemate of the interests of 
sovereign localities into which the legislative function has fallen, 
(3) the virtually complete absence of a civil service that consti- 
tutes a politically neutral, but politically relevant, depository of 
brainpower and executive skill, and (4) the increased official 
secrecy behind which great decisions are made without benefit 
of public or even Congressional debate. 

As a result, the political directorate, the corporate rich, and the 
ascendant military have come together as the power elite, and the 
expanded and centralized hierarchies which they head have en- 
croached upon the old balances and have now relegated them to 
the middle levels of power. Now the balancing society is a con- 
ception that pertains accurately to the middle levels, and on that 
level the balance has become more often an affair of intrenched 
provincial and nationally irresponsible forces and demands than 
a center of power and national decision. 
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But how about the bottom? As all these trends have become 
visible at the top and on the middle, what has been happening to 
the great American public? If the top is unprecedentedly powerful 
and increasingly unified and willful; if the middle zones are in- 
creasingly a semi-organized stalemate—in what shape is the bot- 
tom, in what condition is the public at large? The rise of the power 
elite, we shall now see, rests upon, and in some ways is part of, the 
transformation of the publics of America into a mass society. 



13 
The Mass Society 

IN the standard image of power and decision, no force is held to 
be as important as The Great American Public. More than merely 
another check and balance, this public is thought to be the seat of 
all legitimate power. In official life as in popular folklore, it is held 
to be the very balance wheel of democratic power. In the end, all 
liberal theorists rest their notions of the power system upon the 
political role of this public; all official decisions, as well as private 
decisions of consequence, are justified as in the public's welfare; 
all formal proclamations are in its name. 

1 

Let us therefore consider the classic public of democratic theory 
in the generous spirit in which Rousseau once cried, 'Opinion, 
Queen of the World, is not subject to the power of kings; they are 
themselves its first slaves.' 

The most important feature of the public of opinion, which the 
rise of the democratic middle class initiates, is the free ebb and 
flow of discussion. The possibilities of answering back, of organ- 
izing autonomous organs of public opinion, of realizing opinion in 
action, are held to be established by democratic institutions. The 
opinion that results from public discussion is understood to be a 
resolution that is then carried out by public action; it is, in one 
version, the 'general will' of the people, which the legislative 
organ enacts into law, thus lending to it legal force. Congress, or 
Parliament, as an institution, crowns all the scattered publics; it is 
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Doxa and Common Life: An
Interview

Pierre Bourdieu and Terry Eagleton

Terry Eagleton Hello and welcome.* Pierre Bourdieu and I will
discuss some of the themes in our new books — primarily his book,
Language and Symbolic Power, but also my book, Ideology.1 And then we
will invite questions and comments.

I would like to welcome you, Pierre, on one of your too rare visits to
this country. We are delighted to see you and to have these translated
essays. One of the themes of your work is that language is as much - or
is perhaps more — an instrument of power and of action than of
communication. This is a theme that informs everything you write in
this book and that leads you to be properly hostile, as I would see it, to
any mere semiotics. You want to look instead at what you call at one
point 'the social conditions of the production of utterances', and also, I
suppose, at the conditions of the reception of utterances. In other
words, you are arguing that what matters in talk, in discourse, is not
some power inherent in language itself, but the kind of authority or
legitimacy with which it is backed. And that leads you to mobilize
concepts that, I think, many of us are very familiar with from your
other work - such as 'symbolic power', 'symbolic violence', 'linguistic
capital' and the rest. I would like to ask you whether I have got this right
and to explain how these processes might relate to the concept of
ideology — are they synonymous, or is ideology for you something quite
different? The concept of ideology docs sometimes crop up in your
work, but it is not a central concern in this particular book.

* What follows is an edited transcript of a discussion — one in a series of 'Talking Ideas' —
between Pierre Bourdieu and Terry Eagleton that took place at the Institute of
Contemporary Arts, London, on 15 May 1991.
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Pierre Bourdieu Thank you for what you say about my book; in only
a few sentences you have summarized its main intention, so it is now
easier for me to answer the question. In fact, I tend to avoid the word
'ideology' because, as your own book shows, it has very often been
misused, or used in a very vague manner. It seems to convey a sort of
discredit. To describe a statement as ideological is very often an insult,
so that this ascription itself becomes an instrument of symbolic
domination. I have tried to substitute concepts like 'symbolic domi-
nation' or 'symbolic power' or 'symbolic violence' for the concept of
ideology in order to try to control some of the uses, or abuses, to which
it is subject. Through the concept of symbolic violence I try to make
visible an unperceived form of everyday violence. For example, here in
this auditorium now I feel very shy; I am anxious and have difficulty
formulating my thoughts. I am under a strong form of symbolic
violence which is related to the fact that the language is not mine and I
don't feel at ease in front of this audience. I think that the concept of
ideology could not convey that, or it would do so in a more general
manner. Sometimes we must refurbish concepts — first, to be more
precise, and second, to make them more alive. I am sure you agree that
the concept of ideology has been so used and abused that it does not
work any more. We no longer believe in it; and it is important, for
example in political uses, to have concepts that are efficient and
effective.

TE This prompts me to explain why I still write about ideology, even
though I agree with what you say about the frequent vagueness of the
concept and that there are many different notions of ideology in
circulation. My book was partly an attempt to clarify the concept. I also
think there are reasons now why the concept of ideology seems to be
superfluous or redundant, and I try to look at these in my book too.
One is that the theory of ideology would seem to depend on a concept
of representation, and certain models of representation have been
called into question and thereby also, so it is thought, the notion of
ideol ogy. Another reason — perhaps a more interesting one — is that it is
often felt now that in order to identify a form of thought as ideological
you would need to have some kind of access to absolute truth. If the
idea of absolute truth is called into question then the concept of
ideology would seem to fall to the ground with it.

There are two further reasons why it seems that ideology is no longer
a fashionable concept. One is what has been called 'enlightened false
consciousness', namely, that in a postmodern epoch the idea that we
simply labour under false consciousness is too simple — that people are
actually much more cynically or shrewdly aware of their values than
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that would suggest. This again calls the concept of ideology into
question. Finally, there is the argument that what keeps the system
going is less rhetoric or discourse than, as it were, its own systemic logic:
the idea that advanced capitalism works all by itself, that it doesn't any
longer need to pass through consciousness to be validated, that it
somehow secures its own reproduction. I actually am dubious about
whether all of that is sufficient to ditch the concept of ideology. I accept
there is a force in those various points, but I suppose one reason I want
to retain the concept of ideology is that I do think there is something
that corresponds to the notion of false consciousness, and I am
interested in your own work in that respect. Can I put it this way: when
you use concepts like doxa, spontaneous belief or opinion, then in a
sense those are operating as notions of ideology for you, in that doxa
would seem unquestionable and natural. On the other hand, does that
allow you to talk about false consciousness in the sense of false notions
or propositions that actually sustain unjust systems of power? Do you
want to talk about false consciousness only in terms of naturalization or
universalization, or would you want to talk in more epistemological
terms about the relation of false or true ideas to social reality.

PB I agree with the first part of your reasoning — the doubts you
expressed about the concept of ideology. I agree and can expand on
your objections. In particular, I think that one of the main uses of the
concept of ideology was to make a strong break between the scientist
anu others. For example, Althusser and those influenced by him made
a very violent symbolic use of the concept. They used it as a sort of
religious notion by which you must climb by degrees to the truth, never
being sure to have achieved the true Marxist theory. The theorist was
able to say 'You are an ideologist'. For example, Althusser would refer
disparagingly to the 'so-called social sciences'. It was a manner of
making visible a sort of invisible separation between the true know-
ledge —the possessor of science - and false consciousness. That, I think,
is very aristocratic — indeed, one of the reasons why I don't like the
word 'ideology' is because of the aristocratic thinking of Althusser.

So now to move on to more familiar ground: why do 1 think the
notion of doxa is more useful? Many things that are called ideology in
Marxist tradition in fact operate in a very obscure manner. For
example, I could say that all the academic systems, all the educational
systems, are a sort of ideological mechanism; they are a mechanism that
produces an unequal distribution of personal capital, and they
legitimate this production. Such mechanisms are unconscious. They
are accepted and that is something very powerful, which is not grasped,
in my view, in the traditional definition of ideology as representation,



268 MAPPING IDEOLOGY

as false consciousness. I think that Marxism, in fact, remains a sort of
Cartesian phUosophy, in which you have a conscious agent who is the
scholar, the learned person, and the others who don't have access to
consciousness. We have spoken too much about consciousness, too
much in terms of representation. The social world doesn't work in
terms of consciousness; it works in terms of practices, mechanisms, and
so forth. By using doxa we accept many things without knowing them,
and that is what is called ideology. In my view we must work with a
philosophy of change. We must move away from the Cartesian
philosophy of the Marxist tradition towards a different philosophy in
which agents are not aiming consciously towards things, or mistakenly
guided by false representation. I think all that is wrong, and I don't
believe in it.

TE If I have understood you, the concept of doxa is what might be
called a much more adequate theory of ideology. But I have two
worries about that reformulation, which I would like to explain. One is
that the concept of doxa stresses the naturalization of ideas. While this
does allow you to look at unconscious mechanisms, isn't it too simple to
claim that all symbolic violence or ideology is actually naturalized? That
is, can't people be in some way more critical, even more sceptical, of
those values and beliefs, and nevertheless continue to conform to
them? Don't you rather overstress, in other words, the naturalizing
function of ideology or doxa? And secondly, are you not in danger of
accepting too quickly the idea that people do legitimate prevailing
forms of power? There are presumably different kinds of legitimation,
all the way from an absolute internalization of ruling ideas to a more
pragmatic or sceptical acceptance. What room does your doctrine leave
for that kind of dissent, criticism and opposition?

PB That is a very good question. Even in the most economistic
tradition that we know, namely Marxism, I think the capacity for
resistance, as a capacity of consciousness, was overestimated. I fear that
what I have to say is shocking for the self-confidence of intellectuals,
especially for the more generous, left-wing intellectuals. I am seen as
pessimistic, as discouraging the people, and so on. But I think it is
better to know the truth; and the fact is that when we see with our own
eyes people living in poor conditions - such as existed, when I was a
young scholar, among the local proletariat, the workers in factories — it
is clear that they are prepared to accept much more than we would
have believed. That was a very strong experience for me: they put up
with a great deal, and this is what I mean by doxa - that there are many
things people accept without knowing. I will give you an example taken
from our society. When you ask a sample of individuals what are the
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main factors of achievement at school, the further you go down the
social scale the more they believe in natural talent or gifts — the more
they believe that those who are successful are naturally endowed with
intellectual capacities. And the more they accept their own exclusion,
the more they believe they are stupid, the more they say, 'Yes, I was no
good at English, I was no good at French, I was no good at
mathematics.' Now that is a fact—in my view it is an appalling fact - one
that intellectuals don't like to accept, but which they must accept. It
doesn't mean that the dominated individuals tolerate everything; but
they assent to much more dian we believe and much more than they
know. It is a formidable mechanism, like the imperial system — a
wonderful instrument of ideology, much bigger and more powerful
than television or propaganda. That is the main experience I want to
convey. What you say about the capacity for dissent is very important;
this indeed exists, but not where we look for it — it takes another form.

TE Yes, you do talk about what you call 'heterodoxy', which is an
oppositional kind of language. What Marxists call pessimism in your
work, you yourself would see, presumably, as realism. One may agree
with that, but on the other hand I know that you don't want to sound
too much like Michel Foucault. You don't wish, by virtue of stressing
that material realism, to move into a theory of power which you
yourself have criticized, I think quite properly, as too abstract, too
metaphysical, too all-pervasive; and you want to leave room for some
kind of political opposition. My objection to the idea of doxa is that you
seem to be saying that there is internalization of dominant and
oppressive beliefs, but there is also, in a second movement, something
that can be broken and thereby enable a heterodoxy to emerge. But
isn't that too chronological? Maybe I'm caricaturing it, but is doxa not
itself a more contradictory affair? That is, can people believe and not
believe, or believe at different levels?

PB No. That is related to the programme of the philosophy of man
we have, of the philosophy of action, and so on. I would say that as long
as you think in terms of consciousness, false consciousness, uncon-
sciousness, and so on, you cannot grasp the main ideological effects,
which most of the time are transmitted through the body. The main
mechanism of domination operates through the unconscious manipu-
lation of the body. For example, I have just written a paper about the
processes of male domination in a so-called primitive society. They are
the same as in our society, but a lot more visible. In the former case the
dominated persons, the women, acquire domination through bodily
education. I could go into detail - for instance, girls learn to walk in a
determinate manner, they learn to move their feet in a particular way,
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they learn to hide their breasts. When they learn to speak, they don't
say 'I know'; they say 'I don't know'. For example, if you ask a woman
for directions, she will say 'I don't know'. We have the equivalent
process, but it operates in a much more subtle manner — through
language, through the body, through attitudes towards things which
are below the level of consciousness. But this is not mechanistic; it does
not refer us to unconsciousness. As soon as we think in those terms, it
becomes clear that the work of emancipation is very difficult; it is a
question of mental gymnastics as much as consciousness-raising. And
as intellectuals we are not used to that. I call it a scholastic bias—a bias to
which we are all exposed: we think that the problems can be solved only
through consciousness. And that is where I differ from Foucault, and
would draw a contrast with his important concept of discipline.
Discipline, in French at least, points towards something external.
Discipline is enforced by a military strength; you must obey. In a sense
it is easy to revolt against discipline because you are conscious of it. In
fact, I think that in terms of symbolic domination, resistance is more
difficult, since it is something you absorb like air, something you don't
feel pressured by; it is everywhere and nowhere, and to escape from
that is very difficult. Workers are under this kind of invisible pressure,
and so they become much more adapted to their situation than we can
believe. To change this is very difficult, especially today. With the
mechanism of symbolic violence, domination tends to take the form of
a more effective, and in this sense more brutal, means of oppression.
Consider contemporary societies in which the violence has become
soft, invisible.

TE I would suggest there is a kind of irony there, because on the one
hand you are reacting against what you see as an excessive emphasis on
consciousness. I think that is right, but some of the Marxist tradition
has registered that too. At the same time that you were developing
these theories, the Marxist tradition itself, in the work of Althusser,
whatever its limits, was trying to shift the concept of ideology on to a
much less conscious, and much more practical, institutional place,
which in a way comes closer perhaps to your own position.

I would like to consider the point about political opposition or
pessimism from a different perspective, one that informs a vital area of
your work now. You talk very boldly and, I think, very imaginatively,
about linguistic markets and the price or the value of utterances - 'price
formation' — and you deliberately transpose a whole Marxist economic
language into the cultural or symbolic spheres; and you speak of the
field of struggle in which people try to amass an amount of cultural
capital, whether in education or the arts or whatever. I think this is very
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illuminating, not least your stress that in looking at the phenomenon
of art, we can't go directly to the whole social field, but have to pass
through the particular artistic cultural field first. I think that is enor-
mously useful. However, couldn't it be argued that you come out with
a notion of the whole of human practice, action and language as a
war, in which players will try to increase their stakes, to invest more
effectively to the detriment of other players? That is a true descrip-
tion of many fields of our experience, but are there not other forms of
discourse, other forms of action, which you couldn't conceptualize so
easily in those agonistic terms?

PB You are yourself giving a good example of the fact that such
forms exist, through your sympathetic engagement with my ideas!
Anyway, that is an important question, and one that I ask myself; I
agree that it is a problem. I don't know why I tend to think in those
terms — I feel obliged to by reality. My sense is that the kind of ex-
change we are now engaged in is unusual. Where this happens, it is
the exception based on what Aristotle called 4>LXUX ['philia'] — or
friendship, to use a more general expression. <kXux is, according to
Aristotle, an economic exchange or symbolic exchange that you may
have within the family, among parents or with friends. I tend to think
that the structure of most of the fields, most of the social games, is
such that competition — a struggle for domination — is quasi-
inevitable. It is evident in the economic field; but even in the religious
field you will find the description is right. In most fields, we may ob-
serve what we characterize as competition for accumulation of differ-
ent forms of capital (religious capital, economic capital, and so on),
and things being what they are, the undistorted communication re-
ferred to by Habermas is always an exception. We can achieve this un-
distorted communication only by a special effort when extraordinary
conditions are fulfilled.

I would just add a word on the analogy between linguistic exchange
and economic exchange, which you referred to just now. This anal-
ogy, in my view, is very fruitful in understanding many phenomena
that cannot be treated simply as communication, as language produc-
tion. Some English philosophers, like Austin, made a point of this;
they saw the presence of very important things in language — like
giving orders, for example, or making announcements — which do not
conform to the communication model. Many things cannot be under-
stood in terms of pure communication, and so by proposing my econ-
omic analogy I try only to generalize and to give to an insight of
analytical philosophy a sociological foundation which it lacks. I don't
criticize Austin; I say that he does not give a full account of the social
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conditions of possibility of the process he describes. So, though I may
seem very far from this philosophy of language, I am in fact very close.

TE Clearly, you are thinking sociologically as much as semiologically.
Running throughout the whole of your work is a sort of steady subtext
which is a deep preoccupation with the conditions of your own work
itself— or more generally, with the difficulty of a sociological discourse
that seeks, for whatever good, potentially emancipatory, reasons to
analyse the common life. That is, there is a very powerful commitment
in your work — not always explicit, but present as a kind of sensibility —
to what one might inadequately call 'the common life'. This is one of
many ways in which your work parallels that of Raymond Williams in
this country. But of course it is difficult for a sociologist involved in a
highly specialized discourse to take that common life as an object of
analysis or even of contemplation. You, like myself, don't come from
an intellectual background; and it seems to me that your work is very
interesting because it is marked by the tension between some sense of
common value that has nothing to do with intellect in the first place,
and the other dimension which is very much to analyse the academic
institution—the social condition of intellectuals and its implications. Do
you think this biographical circumstance helps to explain your
preoccupations?

PB What you say is very sympathetic and generous. You have
expressed my personal feeling exactly. I try to put together the two
parts of my life, as many first-generation intellectuals do. Some use
different means - for instance, they find a solution in political action, in
some kind of social rationalization. My main problem is to try and
understand what happened to me. My trajectory may be described as
miraculous, I suppose — an ascension to a place where I don't belong.
And so to be able to live in a world that is not mine I must try to
understand both things: what it means to have an academic mind — how
such is created - and at the same time what was lost in acquiring it. For
that reason, even if my work—my full work—is a so rtof autobiography,
it is a work for people who have the same sort of trajectory, and the
same need to understand.

TE We have some time for questions or comments. Would anyone
like to take up any of the points raised in the discussion?

// has been advanced as an argument against the concept of ideology that Marxism
credited people with too much ability to recognize ihe truth, and that those further
down the social scale are less likely to recognize it. Isn't it more the case that people
further down that scale don't have the economic power that would enable them to go to
discussion groups and escape from the narrow circle of their home life and recognize
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other possibilities? Do you think the part this has to play is more significant than
intellectual capabilities — that people have the potential to recognize the wider truths,
but their economic and family situations prevent them from reaching them?

TE I argue in my book that the full business of internalizing, legiti-
mating the authoritative power is itself a complex matter which re-
quires capacity, intelligence. A degree of creativity is needed even to
accept that one is being defined in a negative way, as low on the scale or
as oppressed. And it is a paradox, I think, that the legitimation of a
dominant power is never just a passive affair—a matter of taking it into
yourself; so the capacities you are talking about must be there even for
people to accept a dominant power, to define themselves in relation to
it. I would have thought dial much of Pierre Bourdieu's work is about
the conditions in which people can or can't acquire capital.

PB There is a sort of de facto division of labour of social production
with respect to major varieties of experience. Very often die persons
who are able to speak about the social world know nothing about the
social world, and the people who do know about the social world are
not able to speak about it. If so few true things are said about the social
world, the reason lies in this division. For example, doxa implies a
knowledge, a practical knowledge. Workers know a lot: more than any
intellectual, more than any sociologist. But in a sense they don't know
it, they lack the instrument to grasp it, to speak about it. And we have
this mythology of the intellectual who is able to transform his doxic
experiences, his mastery of the social world, to an explicit and nicely
expressed presentation. That is a very difficult problem for social
reasons. For example, if the intellectual tries to reproduce the
experience of a worker, as in France after 1968, he encounters the
experience of a worker who lacks the habits of an intellectual. Many of
the things he is appalled at are in fact quite run-of-the-mill. He must be
able to include in his vision a description of the worker's experience -
the fact that it is an experience from his point of view. And that is very
difficult. One of the reasons why intellectuals don't pay attention, in my
view, is that they have very many interests related to cultural capital. I
will give you an example: I was always shocked by what Marx said about
Proudhon; he was very hard on him. Marx said: 'He is a stupid French
petty-bourgeois'; that Proudhon only writes aesthetics from the point
of view of the Greek aesthetes; that Proudhon was very naive. Marx,
for his part, learnt Greek; when he was eighteen he was able to write in
Greek. He condescended to Proudhon as a poorly educated petty-
bourgeois, whereas Marx had had the classical education befitting the
son of a high functionary of the Prussian monarchy. Such distinctions
are very important. When you look for the crumbs of Marxism, the)
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are there. They come from the arrogance of the intellectual with
cultural capital. The behaviour and the many struggles of left-wing
parties are related to that: intellectuals hate and despise the workers, or
they admire them too much - which is a manner of despising them. It is
very important to know all these things; and so, for that reason, the
process of self-criticism, which one can practise by studying the
intellectual, academic mind, is vital - it is, as it were, a necessary
personal condition for any kind of communication on ideology.

Can I shift your attention to the arts for a moment. I am interested in the way the
ideology of symbolic capital rests on arts and aesthetics, which you attack in both
distinctions. At the end of your book you argue that people across the social scale
subscribe to the universal classification system. They buy into Kantian aesthetics from
the top to the bottom of the social range. What happens to the economy of symbolic goods
when taking into account, say, FredricJameson's claim that there is a proliferation of
new cultural codes? If it is true that there is a proliferation of new codes, how does it
relate to your analysis of symbolic power?

PB That is a difficult question. In my view, there are higher markets,
places in which the dominant code remains absolutely efficient; and
these places are where the main games are played — that is, the
academic system (in France, the Grandes Ecoles system, the places
from which the executives are selected). Since I have worked on
cultural themes, I will address these in my answer. We have a rehearsal
of the old idea that mass culture, popular culture, and so on, is
growing; that people are blind to thai, that they are unconsciously
attached to the difference of cultures. It is a form of dominant chic
among intellectuals to say 'Look at these cartoons,' or some other
cultural item, 'do they not display great cultural creativity?' Such a
person is saying 'You don't see that, but I do, and I am the first to see it.'
The perception may be valid; but there is an overestimation of the
capacity of these new things to change the structure of the distribution
of symbolic capital. To exaggerate the extent of change is, in a sense, a
form of populism. You mystify people when you say 'Look, rap is
great.' The question is: does this music really change the structure of
the culture? I think it is fine to say that rap is great, and in a sense it is
better than being ethnocentric and to suggest that such music has no
value; but in fact it is a manner of being ethnocentric when you forget
what remains the dominant form, and that you still can't realize
symbolic profits from rap, in the main social games. I certainly think we
must pay attention to these things, but there is a political and scientific
danger in overestimating their cultural efficacy. Depending on the
place in which I speak, I could be on one side or the other.

You say tiuil symbolic violence is violence. What do you mean by that?
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PB I believe that violence takes more sophisticated forms. One
example is opinion polls — at least in France. (I was told that here it is
different, but in France opinion polls are a more sophisticated form of
grasping opinion than the simple contact between political men and
their audience.) Opinion polls are an example of the kind of manipu-
lation we have been discussing — a new form of symbolic violence for
which nobody has full responsibility. I would need two hours to tell you
how it works, since the manipulation is so complex. I think that no
more than ten people understand what happens — not even the people
who organize the polls. For example, the political men - those in
government — don't know how the process operates, and it therefore
governs them. It is a complex structure with a lot of different agents:
journalists, opinion-poll makers, intellectuals who comment on polls,
TV intellectuals (who are very important in terms of political effect),
political men, and so on. All these persons are in a network of
interconnections, and everyone mystifies the others and mystifies
himself by mystifying the others. Nobody is conscious of the process,
and it works in such a manner that no one could say that France is
simply governed by opinion poll. To understand that, you need an
instrument much more sophisticated than the methods traditionally
used. I say that to all the union leaders. I tell them: you are late; we are
three wars on, you are three class wars too late; you fight with
instruments suited to the class struggle of the nineteenth century and
you have in front of you forms of power that are very sophisticated.

/ was very interested to hear the reference to the 'first-generation intellectual', and to
the trajectory of such a person. For obvious reasons it is still a fairly rare breed; but
since that breed is now itself at the age of breeding, what about the children of such
people? Do they become second-generation intellectuals? Do they merge seamlessly into
the middle classes or do they form some kind of subculture? I am ashing this of both of
you, partly because my own experience makes me despair of what seems to happen -the
subsequent generation appears both to lose the strengths of the working-class tradition
and somehow never completely goes into the middle-class tradition — and I would be
intettsted in the comments of such first-generation intellectuals on this.

TE Well, my children wouldn't touch an intellectual with a barge-
pole! I think they regard education as bourgeois ideology, which is very
convenient for them! You are right. There is something in what you say
about being neither one thing nor the other, but I don't see why that
should necessarily be a source of despair. I think that could be an
interesting position to be in, couldn't it? Such a generation, of course,
are not working-class any more —just as their parents aren't any longer
working-class - but they have also seen their parents in action and have
a proper suspicion of intellectuals. In other words, they don't think that
the answer is to be an intellectual.
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I'd like to pick up on a point Pierre Bourdieu was making about the young intellectual
talking about rap, and shifting the focus to culture. Don't you think that with your
notion of'habitus'you are in danger of obfuscating the basic economic determinants of
people's possibility for emancipation — by talking about capital and culture and
ideology, when, ultimately, if they haven't got the means to go and read a book then they
don't get emancipated in that way? The other thing I would like to question is the
notion of doxa. If people internalize their own domination, and in a sense it is
subconscious and they are happy with it, then don't you run into trouble trying to
justify the idea of emancipation?

PB Are you saying that you suspect I have a sort of intellectual bias
and that there is only one way to escape? Is that your impression?

You criticize the young intellectual for talking about rap as if this was a means of
emancipation; but in your notion of 'habitus' you are incorporating culture as a
determinant, and it could be that focusing on culture in that way shifts the emphasis
from economic determinants that do still provide access to means for emancipation.

TE I would like to formulate the point like this. Your concentration
on culture is shifting the emphasis away from the economic determi-
nants that prevent people from being emancipated. You are reacting to
economism by lifting economic imagery into the cultural sphere rather
than by registering the weight of the material and economic within
culture.

PB Maybe you are right. I tend to bend the stick too much, as Mao
Tse-tung said, while trying to correct the previous bias. In this domain
the dominant critical vision is in danger of economism. I tend to insist
upon the other aspects, but maybe I am wrong. Even if in my head I
have a better balance, I tend, in exposition of my ideas, to insist on the
less probable, less visible, aspect — so you may be right.

TE The second point is interesting — about people internalizing and
so feeling happy with their oppression. Wouldn't one have to argue
that they cannot be really happy if they are oppressed?

But if you are talking about the subconscious — if part of your subconscious habitus
determines how you are — then it becomes very difficult to change it. Fair enough, you
can't attribute happiness, but at the same time you can't attribute sadness; whereas
Marxism and ideology would want to retain the notion of the actor fighting against
something that seems wrong. With doxa you lose that; you don't begin to wonder what
the point is - there is no drive to emancipation.

PB I think this question of happiness is very important. The doxic
attitude does not mean happiness; it means bodily submission,
unconscious submission, which may indicate a lot of internalized
tension, a lot of bodily suffering. I am currently conducting a survey in
which I interview persons of indefinite social status — those who occupy
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places that are subject to powerful contradictions. And I try to be more
Socratic than is usual when making positivistic surveys: I try to help
them to express what they suffer. I have discovered a lot of suffering
which had been hidden by this smooth working of habitus. It helps
people to adjust, but it causes internalized contradictions. When this
happens, some may, for instance, become drug addicts. I try to help the
person who is suffering, to make their situation explicit in a sort of
socioanalysis conducted in a friendly and supportive way. Often when I
do that, the individuals experience a sort of intellectual pleasure; they
say 'Yes, I understand what happens to me.' But at the same time it is
very sad. I lack the positive confidence that psychoanalysts have; they
expect consciousness to be a tale of sadness, and respond with sadness
when the individual says 'Look what happened to me. Isn't it terrible?'
To some extent social work is like that: when you do it, it punishes you.
This is a situation that arises very often, and it does not contradict what
I say about doxa. One may be very well adapted to this state of affairs,
and the pain comes from the fact that one internalizes silent suffering,
which may find bodily expression, in the form of self-hatred, self-
punishment.

Note

1. Pierre Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Power, Cambridge 1991; Terry Eagleton,
Ideology, London 1991.
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Postmodernism and the Market
Fredric Jameson

Linguistics has a useful scheme that is unfortunately lacking in
ideological analysis: it can mark a given word as either 'word' or 'idea'
by alternating slash marks or brackets. Thus the word market, with its
various dialect pronunciations and its etymological origins in the Latin
for trade and merchandise, is printed as /market/: on the other hand,
the concept, as it has been theorized by philosophers and ideologues
down through the ages, from Aristotle to Milton Friedman, would be
printed -^market^. One thinks for a moment that this would solve so
many of our problems in dealing with a subject of this kind, which is at
one and the same time an ideology and a set of practical institutional
problems, until one remembers the great flanking and pincer move-
ments of the opening section of the Grundrisse, where Marx undoes the
hopes and longings for simplification of the Proudhonists, who
thought they would get rid of all the problems of money by abolishing
money, without seeing that it is the very contradiction of the exchange
system that is objectified and expressed in money proper and would
continue to objectify and express itself in any of its simpler substitutes,
like work-time coupons. These last, Marx observes dryly, would under
ongoing capitalism simply turn back into money itself, and all the
previous contradictions would return in force.

So also with the attempt to separate ideology and reality: the
ideology of the market is unfortunately not some supplementary
ideational or representational luxury or embellishment that can be
removed from the economic problem and then sent over to some
cultural or superstructural morgue, to be dissected by specialists over
there. It is somehow generated by the thing itself, as its objectively
necessary after-image: somehow both dimensions must be registered
together, in their identity as well as in their difference. They are, to use
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We are at present working discreetly with all our might to wrest this mysterious force
called sovereignty out of the clutches of the local nation states of the world.
—Arnold Toynbee, 1931

One of the notable shifts in post-Soviet world politics is the almost unimpeded
involvement of Western agents, consultants, and public and private institutions in the
management of national election processes around the world—including those in the
former Soviet allied states. As communist party apparatuses in those countries began to
collapse by the late 1980s and in almost bloodless fashion gave way to emerging political
forces, the West, especially the United States, was quick to intercede in their political and
economic affairs. The methods of manipulating foreign elections have been modified
since the heyday of CIA cloak and dagger operations, but the general objectives of
imperial rule are unchanged. Today, the U.S. government relies less on the CIA in most
cases and more on the relatively transparent initiatives undertaken by such public and
private organizations as the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), the U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID), Freedom House, George Soros’s Open Society, and
a network of other well-financed globetrotting public and private professional political
organizations, primarily American, operating in the service of the state’s parallel neoliberal
economic and political objectives. Allen Weinstein, who helped establish NED, noted: “A
lot of what we [NED] do today was done covertly 25 years ago by the CIA.”1

Among the principal targets of NED are the so-called transitional states formerly part of
the Soviet bloc. Both the Republicans and Democrats assume a post-“containment”
strategy toward central and eastern Europe (CEE), and even “liberal” Democrat John Kerry
chastised George Bush during the 2004 presidential political campaign for not putting
more money into NED. Acting as the umbrella organization for U.S. “democracy
assistance” programs, NED channels most of its congressionally-allocated funds to two
main subgroups, the International Republican Institute (IRI) and National Democratic
Institute (NDI)—representing the two parties—as well as to the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce’s Center for International Private Enterprise (CIPE) and the AFL-CIO’s American
Center for International Labor Solidarity (Solidarity Center), which are chartered to support
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electoral and civil society initiatives in target countries. One of the congressional leaders
behind the creation of NED, Dante Fascell, formerly chair of the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, said that this institutional design was intended to give each group “a piece of
the pie. They got paid off. Democrats and Republicans, the Chamber of Commerce, along
with labor.”2

Piece by piece, the United States expects to set up leaders in the twenty-four CEE
countries who will further open their state assets to transnational corporate investment,
help to isolate or force Russia into the fold, permit U.S. military hegemony over the region,
and protect the U.S.-controlled Euro-Asian oil pipeline. Russia, Ukraine, Georgia, Serbia,
and Belarus are among the countries in the region where American consultants, foreign
service personnel, NED and its member organizations, and other public and private
agencies have recently intervened in national elections. These are joined by a long list of
other countries where U.S. money has found its way to politicians and parties promoted by
the White House, the State Department, and the CIA. Compared to the surreptitious and
nakedly aggressive manner in which the CIA typically carried out its destabilizing forays in
the late 1940s through the mid-1970s, current forms of electoral manipulation are
conducted largely as spectacles of spin and moral drama.

Promoted as “democracy building,” electoral interventions are critically important to U.S.
global policy objectives, contributing to long-term state and corporate planning by
solidifying American linkages to foreign governments and helping establish economic and
military alliances. This article discusses the power context and ideological pretext behind
“democracy assistance”—how this term is rhetorically employed to overpower nationalist
and socialist resistance to foreign economic and cultural domination, with a particular
focus on Russia and several states within its “near abroad.” Although foreign interference
has occurred in almost all of the CEE countries, in consideration of space, the focus here
is on five particularly important target countries of U.S. interest, Russia, Serbia, Georgia,
Ukraine, and Belarus. Last, the article considers how government and media management
of public understanding of world politics, by spinning U.S. foreign policy meanings,
confers legitimacy upon the notion of “democracy assistance” and the overall good
intentions of the state.

‘Democracy Assistance’ and NED
The collapse of the Soviet Union gave the United States a unique opportunity to expand its
sphere of influence into formerly socialist central and eastern Europe, central Asia, and
Russia. In the 1990s, American “freedom” NGOs and private political consultants followed
the gold rush of free marketers to these regions to participate in “democracy-building” and
to introduce U.S.-style electioneering. Facilitating this global flow of “non-partisan
[political] expertise,” USAID adopted in 1991 a “democracy initiative” conditionality for
extending grants and loans to various “developing” countries (an act similarly adopted by
the European Union two years earlier). One organization involved in this initiative, the
Washington, D.C.-based International Foundation for Election Systems (IFES), notes how
the “end of the Cold War in 1989 created opportunities…to respond to an overwhelming
demand for technical non-partisan expertise in democracy and governance.” IFES claims
to have field offices in thirty-five countries with a cadre of 1,500 consultants, including big
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consulting names such as Stanley Greenberg (who helped direct Bill Clinton’s 1992
presidential campaign). Some IFES consultants are able to turn democracy-assistance
work into contracts with foreign political candidates. Joseph Napolitan, founder of the
International Association of Political Consultants, is on the IFES board, along with other
well-known American campaign specialists.3

The National Endowment for Democracy, which supports programs in over eighty
countries, is a quasi-private congressionally-funded instrument, created by the Reagan
administration in 1983, for channeling money, equipment, and political consultants and
other expertise to certain countries in order “to strengthen democratic electoral
processes…through timely measures in cooperation with indigenous democratic forces.”
That is, NED’s putative raison d’etre is to encourage electoral activity in countries
undergoing a transition to popular democracy and support others where elections have
already been instituted. NED has been described as “a full-service infrastructure-building
clearinghouse” that “provides money, technical support, supplies, training programs,
media know-how, public relations assistance, and state-of-the-art equipment to select
political groups, civic organizations, labor unions, dissident movements, student groups,
book publishers, newspapers, and other media.” Ironically referring to itself as a “non-
governmental organization,” its overriding purpose has been to “destabilize progressive
movements, particularly those with a socialist or democratic-socialist bent.”4

A number of critics in and out of government from both the left and right see NED as an
anti-communist Cold War relic falsely representing itself as non-partisan. The chairman of
the board of NED, former representative Vin Weber, is a senior partner in a consulting firm
that, according to his NED bio, “provides strategic advice to institutions interested in
issues before, and governmental processes of, the legislative and executive branches of
the federal government.” He is also a business partner with former Republican politicians
and government officials Jack Kemp, Jeane Kirkpatrick, and William Bennett and is known
inside the beltway as a “superlobbyist.” The president of NED is Carl Gershman, a one-
time Social Democrat who went on to become senior counselor to the archconservative
Jeane Kirkpatrick (currently on the board of IRI), when she was U.S. ambassador to the
United Nations under Reagan. Over the years, there have been several attempts in
Congress to disband the organization, including a recent one by a representative from
Texas, Ron Paul, who calls NED “nothing more than a costly program that takes the US
taxpayer funds to promote favored politicians and political parties abroad.” Currently, NED
is in good favor with most Democratic and Republican legislators.5

NED was supposed to provide an alternative (to the CIA) by means of encouraging
democratic institutions in formerly repressive states. Unlike the CIA, NED’s extensive
operations abroad create opportunities for political operatives who need not assume
underground lives and identities. However, even without engaging in the dirty work of the
CIA, “In a multitude of ways, NED meddles in the internal affairs of foreign countries by
supplying funds, technical know-how, training, educational materials, computers, faxes,
copiers, automobiles, and so on, to selected political groups, civic organizations, labor
unions, dissident movements, student groups, book publishers, newspapers, other media,
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etc.” By one estimate, the camouflaging of its imperial purposes while maintaining a
benevolent image makes the NED a far more effective instrument of state policy than the
CIA ever was—a soft imperialism.6

While most people in these former single-party authoritarian states no doubt welcome the
possibilities of open, multiparty politics, there remains a widespread suspicion and
sensitivity to foreign sponsorship of domestic political institutions. Even when NED’s
funding of Chile’s 1988 election helped bring down the Pinochet regime, the opposition
parties that benefited nonetheless expressed resentment against U.S. interference. And
such suspicion is not unwarranted. The center-right politics of CIPE and the AFL-CIO’s
Solidarity Center are clear. One look at the backgrounds and links of the members of the
National Democratic Institute and especially the International Republican Institute—listing
sixty-four corporate and foundation “benefactors”—reveals a formidable intersection of
bureaucrat-capitalists with representatives from the American Enterprise Institute and
Fortune 500 energy, automobile, media, and defense sectors. Although corporations such
as Chevron-Texaco, Exxon Mobil, and Enron help fund both NDI and IRI, but their influence,
particularly in major NED target countries such as Venezuela, Iraq, and the rest of the
Middle East, extends much farther than their relatively small direct contributions would
suggest. What makes NED a particularly useful instrument is that although federally
funded, the activities of its institutes are not reported to Congress.7

In its mission statement, IRI claims that its programs are “non-partisan and clearly adhere
to fundamental American principles such as individual freedom, equal opportunity, and
the entrepreneurial spirit that fosters economic development.” However, following its
“American principles,” the IRI organization, chaired by conservative leader John McCain,
does not suffer a version of “non-partisanship” that tolerates leftist organizations. IRI is
often partnered in its anti-leftist “non-partisanship” with another NED-funded organization,
the AFL-CIO’s Free Trade Union Institute (FTUI). In the 1980s, one of the FTUI’s
“democracy assistance” projects was a $1.5 million grant in support of a right-wing
extremist group, the National Inter-University Union, for the purpose of blocking what the
labor group saw as dangerous communist influences in François Mitterand’s socialist
government.In the IRI worldview, freedom equates to “free enterprise” those who resist
open-door economic policies are ipso facto undemocratic. Considerably more so than
NDI, IRI uses an ideological litmus test in its funding programs. Both organizations rely
primarily on people with experience not in development work, “but [rather] in the war
rooms of presidential campaigns, in congressional and lobbying efforts, and through
family relationships to top party officials.”

‘Americans to the Rescue’—A Russian Assignment
With the collapse of the Soviet Union in the 1990s, the U.S. electioneering industry began
to operate in a more globalized environment, sustained by state funding and
encouragement to establish in the name of “freedom” new bridgeheads for neoliberal
economic conquests. As a former bête noire, Russia was an electioneering plum for U.S.
foreign policy planners. Initially, with production of political television spots in 1993 and
then in the 1996 Russian presidential election, the first American consultants were invited
to Moscow to spin the blessings of capitalism and Boris Yeltsin over communism and
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Communist Party (KPRF) challenger Gannady Zyuganov. Just prior to the election
campaign, the United States helped bankroll Yeltsin with $14 billion in loans. German
Chancellor Helmut Kohl committed an additional $2.7 billion, most of which was fully
unconditional (thereby permitting its use for massive vote-buying), and French Prime
Minister Alain Juppé added $392 million to the kitty, “paid entirely into Russian state
coffers.” International Monetary Fund managing director Michel Camdessus committed
his organization, as a “moral obligation,” to supporting Yeltsin’s privatization plans. Most
of the IMF funds went to the state treasury for discretionary spending—with the caveat
that financial assistance would be suspended in the event of a Communist Party election
victory. “In the end, though, the KPRF’s door-to-door campaign was obliterated by the
heavily researched, well-financed, media saturating, modern campaign waged by the
Yeltsin team.”9

Operating under cloak in the Yeltsin campaign were American consultants, George Gorton,
Joe Shumate, and Richard Dresner, who previously had worked together on Pete Wilson’s
California gubernatorial campaign.10 At a moment when Yeltsin fared poorly in the polls,
the three were asked to use their American razzmatazz to help “rescue” Boris. They were
joined in this task by Steven Moore, an American public relations specialist, and a Russian
TV advertising production company, Video International. Dresner was a former business
partner of Dick Morris and former gubernatorial campaign consultant to Bill Clinton.
Morris, in turn, was Clinton’s main political advisor (previously having worked for
conservative southern senators, Trent Lott and Jesse Helms) and acted as a liaison
between the U.S. president and Morris’s friends on the Yeltsin team. Despite these close
associations, the consultants denied any connections between the Russian campaign and
the White House.11

Video International (VI) staff were trained for the election by the American advertising firm
Ogilvy and Mather (part of the worldwide WPP advertising group). The campaign strategy,
including use of archival footage of Stalin’s brutality, was to attack the KPRF and
Zyuganov with an assortment of anti-communist tactics. Within just a few years of the fall
of the Soviet Union, this was an extraordinary turnaround in Russian (formerly Soviet)
politics. As one scholar found in her interviews with VI, the company’s producers mocked
Zyuganov for failing to grasp the importance of political marketing, which suggested yet
another remarkable adaptation in Russian political thinking.12

VI was run by former KGB member Mikhail Margolev, who had previously spent five years
with American advertising agencies. Margolev next joined the Putin public relations team
for the 2000 election campaign. Since then he has became a “senator” in the Federation
Council, Russia’s legislative upper chamber. He and other close advisors to Putin have
been receiving “first-hand insights into strategies and techniques of American campaign
practice,” a tutelage they presumably assume will assist their leader’s grand political
ambitions. Another VI company executive, Mikhail Lesin, became Putin’s press minister.
Lesin is known in Russia for harassing media outlets that are critical of the Putin
government, marking the growing authoritarian style of that leadership.13

The American campaign consultants worked closely with Yeltsin’s daughter and campaign
operations manager, Tatyana Dyachenko, passing on to their Russian counterpart the
American techniques of spin-doctoring. According to a published news report, “they
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advised the campaign on organization, strategic and tactical use of polls and focus
groups” with a “central campaign message of anti-communism,” a role they shared with
Burson-Marsteller and other American public relations firms. They also urged Yeltsin to
assert authoritarian control and think in terms of how to make the state-run television
stations “bend to your will.” Boasting that they had saved Yeltsin from certain defeat and
Russia from a return to the Cold War, the consultants admitted to employing a host of
manipulative tactics in their advertising strategy to sow fear among Russians, a style that
has been well-rehearsed by many Republican political strategists. A Time magazine report
on these events came with the brazen cover lead, “Yanks to the Rescue”—later inspiring a
Showtime (cable TV and subsequent DVD) film undertaking, Spinning Boris, about how the
heroics of American political consultants “saved Russia from communism.”14

The consultants’ political ads, mostly aired over state-run television and radio stations,
which Yeltsin fully controlled, repeatedly pitched the theme that a Zyuganov victory would
bring back a command economy and a climate of terror. For “personality” styling designed
to capture the youth vote, the Americans asked Yeltsin to appear at rock concerts and had
him “jitterbug” onstage at one of them. Some of Yeltsin’s Russian advisors did not
approve of the stunt, possibly because it caused the candidate’s heart attack in the midst
of the campaign. Ignored in the campaign slogans, and by the Clinton administration, were
the out-of-control economy, Yeltsin’s poor health and alcohol addiction, and his broad use
of repressive policies. Despite his autocratic tendencies, disregard for constitutionally
guaranteed freedoms, frequent money-laundering scandals, and brutal war in Chechnya,
Yeltsin received the unreserved endorsement of the leaders of the main market
economies, as if open markets were the true measure of a democracy. A Time
correspondent rationalized the American intervention in pure Machiavellian logic:
“Democracy triumphed—and along with it came the tools of modern campaigns, including
the trickery and slickery Americans know so well. If these tools are not always admirable,
the result they helped achieve in Russia surely is.”15

Russians too have learned the dark arts of Machiavellian political chicanery. Moscow
hosts a Center of Political Consulting, more popularly known as “Niccolo M”—referring to
the famed theorist of political manipulation and spin. By 2002, Niccolo M, whose
organizers were trained in NED-funded seminars by the NDI and IRI, was joined in Russia’s
new electioneering business by several other new political consulting groups, such as the
Center of Political Technologies, which helps design campaign strategies and arrange
contacts between businesses and Kremlin officials. Niccolo M staff used all the methods
learned from their mentors, including candidate marketing, polling, focus groups, direct
mail, phone banks, heavy use of the mass media, attack ads, and spin doctoring. Following
its 1996 election defeat, the KPRF began studying Western campaign manuals and
adopting the same tactics. Russian business groups have learned to give their money
directly to the consultants rather than to candidates for tighter control over policy making,
a practice that corresponds to soft-money election financing in the United States.16

An NDI assessment congratulated itself on the role it played in transforming Russian
society through the introduction of American electioneering techniques. Under U.S.
influence, Russian political parties, the study confidently claimed, were now
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targeting their communication to voters based on demographic and
geographic information…conducting research on voter attitudes through
focus groups and polling…small meetings, coalitions with civic groups,
door knocking, phone banks, and public leafleting; organizing more
sophisticated press operations that attempt to create news and respond to
events….Much of this change can be attributed to NDI training. (emphasis
added)17

If the U.S. influenced Russian politics as much as the NDI claimed, then the accession of
Vladimir Putin suggests that American campaign practices have little to do with
institutionalizing democracy.

In fact, American “democracy assistance” to Russia has been part of a larger project to
transform that country into an open market economy and place it under the control of
stable and reliable pro-capitalist, pro-U.S. elected officials, regardless of their anti-
democratic history or inclinations. In the early 1990s, Harvard University’s Institute for
International Development (HIID), which “served as the gatekeeper for hundreds of
millions of dollars in USAID and G-7 taxpayer aid, subsidized loans, and other Western
funds,” sent a team of economic “shock therapists,” led by Jeffrey Sachs. HIID’s influence
extended to the coordination of $300 million in USAID grants that went to the global public
relations firm Burson-Marsteller and the “big six” international accounting firms operating
in Russia to help sell the privatization program.18 Working closely with Anotoly Chubais,
Yeltsin’s first deputy prime minister, minister of finance, and chief of staff, HIID support
led to the conversion of major state enterprises to private ownership. The Harvard group
actually “drafted many of the Kremlin decrees” to this effect.19 The policies the Sachs
group advocated have been widely discredited as disastrous, as measured by subsequent
Russian quality of life indicators.

Saving Other ‘Transitional Democracies’
Beyond Russia, NED, especially the IRI, has concentrated its funding efforts heavily in the
former Soviet bloc states. By 1990, American political consultants were already training
future campaign counterparts in a number of former communist party-run states, now
considered “transitional democracies.” If the semi-public, semi-private nature of NED blurs
the distinction between official and unofficial conduct of foreign policy, the political
intervention of individual American citizens does so even more. When Georgia president
Eduard Shevardnadze (formerly foreign minister of the Soviet Union under Gorbachev)
was forced to resign as head of state in Georgia after a rigged election and a national
uprising that followed in late 2003, the billionaire financier and international political
activist George Soros was seen as having a substantial hand in orchestrating the transfer
of power. Soros, whose organizations are involved in the destabilization of nationalist
regimes, had been funding the opposition television station Rustavi 2, the newspaper 24
Hours, and the Georgian youth movement Kmara!, just as he had supported another
student movement, Otpor, in Serbia three years earlier. Otpor was centrally involved in
organizing the overthrow of Slobodan Miloševic.
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Georgian student leaders acknowledged that they had imitated the Serbian revolt step-by-
step. “Otpor activists ran three-day classes teaching more than 1,000 Georgian students
how to stage a bloodless revolution. Both trips were funded by Soros’ Open Society
Institute.” Soros may be the more visible foreign hand in Shevardnadze’s defeat, but
USAID, NDI, IRI, Freedom House, and the State Department also were involved in various
ways in steering the outcome of the country’s election. Richard Miles, U.S. ambassador in
Belgrade who was a key player in the overthrow of Miloševic´, was transferred to Tbilisi,
where he “repeated the trick” by coaching Mikheil Saakashvili on methods to bring down
Shevardnadze. Ukraine president at the time Leonid Kuchma insisted that Shevardnadze’s
defeat was a “western engineered coup.” The U.S. touted Saakashvili’s 96.24 percent
margin of victory in January 2003 as a legitimate expression of electoral democracy.20

As the United States has central interests in the Georgia’s Baku Ceyhan pipeline, and the
Bush administration worried about Shevardnadze’s ongoing oil deals with the Russians,
the country’s opposition was likely lent a covert hand of the CIA. Clearly, the White
House’s first choice to replace Shevardnadze was Saakashvili, a George Washington
University and Columbia University law school graduate. The United States supplied his
campaign with pollsters, strategists, and consultants. Following Shevardnadze’s forced
departure, the United States raised $14 million to help pay Georgian government salaries,
and Saakashvili was swept into office in January 2004. To help assure his victory,
Saakashvili’s supporters in parliament were able to force a re-registation, which reduced
registration lists by one-third and thereby guaranteed an official turnout of 50 percent (of
registrants), the minimum required to make the election stand.21

The November 2004 presidential election in Ukraine provided another opportunity for U.S.
and western European governments to seek to influence a political reorientation of
eastern Europe away from its Soviet legacy. The U.S. and EU favorite was Viktor
Yushchenko, someone whom the United States and its European allies saw as bringing
Ukraine into NATO and adopting the general program of the WTO. As head of the
Ukrainian central bank in the early 1990s, Yushchenko, whose American wife had worked
in the Reagan administration, enthusiastically followed the IMF program of structural
reforms. Economic restructuring led to wildly inflated local commodity and service prices,
severely reduced real wages, and a downturn in the overall health of the economy that put
the Ukrainian people in serious jeopardy.22

Yushchenko’s rival for the presidency was prime minister Viktor Yanukovich, the candidate
supported by outgoing president Kuchma and Russian president Vladimir Putin. But the
State Department regarded him as corrupt and unacceptable and threatened sanctions if
he “stole” the election. Several agencies of the U.S. government, together with private
organizations, including the NDI and IRI and Soros’s International Renaissance
Foundation, contributed millions to Yushchenko’s campaign, while an executive of U.S. PR
firm, Rock Creek Creative, boasted of having created a Web site for the U.S./EU candidate
that served as a “virtual freedom plaza for the democracy movement” in Ukraine.23 They
were joined in support of Yushchenko by the Konrad Adenauer Foundation and Friedrich
Ebert Foundation of Germany and the European Peoples Party (Christian Democrats). With
considerable irony, the Bush administration sent to Kiev as emissaries for fair elections
former president and CIA director George Bush senior and former secretary of state Henry
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Kissinger, well known for his destabilization initiatives in Southeast Asia and Latin
America. It also appears to be a case of “situational ethics” that on the basis of its funded
exit polls, the IRI disputed the initial election victory declaration for Yanukovich, while the
same method of determining electoral outcomes was treated as irrelevant in places like
Florida (2000) and Ohio (2004).

Both the United States and the European Union funded pre-election and exit polling for
Yushchenko, defining beforehand a Yanukovich victory as an unfair election. Unfazed by
such obvious partisanship, the American Bar Association helped the cause by training
Ukrainian judges, including five of the Supreme Court judges who overturned the results of
the November poll and called for a new election.24 And as in Yugoslavia and Georgia, the
momentum behind the western-backed opposition candidate Yushchenko was a foreign-
funded student movement, Pora. Indeed, it was no secret that leaders from both Serbia’s
Otpor and Georgia’s Kmara! were brought in to provide tactical training for the Pora
activists.

Three prominent politicized NGOs in Ukraine, the International Center for Policy Studies,
the Western Ukraine Regional Training Center, and The Center for Political and Legal
Reforms have visible links to Yushchenko. According to a U.S. House Republican from
Bush’s home state of Texas, Ron Paul, the first was funded by George Soros and the latter
two by the U.S. government. Millions of dollars for the Ukrainian election also poured in
from USAID through the “Poland-America-Ukraine Cooperation Initiative,” which is run by
the private “democracy assistance” organization, Freedom House. The direct links of this
and a number of other nominal political “reform” groups to Yushchenko are highly
visible.25 Although the U.S. government and NGOs made a lot of noise about the alleged
voting fraud on the Yanukovich side, vote-rigging in Yushchenko-leaning western Ukraine
was no less conspicuous.

Moreover, as others have noted, the U.S. government did not show any similar outrage
about the massive manipulations that took place during Yeltsin’s election in 1996, the
Azerbaijan presidential vote in 2003, the unconstitutional ouster of Shevardnadze in
Georgia, the 2002 attempted military coup in Venezuela against popular president Hugo
Chávez, or the 2006 Mexican presidential election. It was also disclosed that the IRI
helped instigate and choreograph large street demonstrations, as well as design branded
symbols of resistance, such as clenched fists, in advance of the recent elections in
Belgrade, Tbilisi, and Kiev. These uprisings and icons were uncritically reported by the
mainstream American media as indicators of a sweeping popular, pro-Western tide. The
same media, often as submissively behaved as the controlled press in dictatorships,
ignored the massive protests in the United States, Britain, and many other countries on the
eve of the U.S. invasion of Iraq. If the subsequent March 2006 parliamentary elections
provided any measure of actual Ukrainian voter sentiments, they did not support the U.S.
claims, as Yushchenko’s WTO-oriented “Our Ukraine” party came in third place and
Yanukovich’s party came in first. By the summer of 2006, amidst a governing crisis,
Yushchenko was forced to ask Yanukovich to serve as prime minister.26

Global Electioneering: The Big Spin
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U.S. interventionism, except perhaps in the Second World War, has shown little respect for
democratic principles, yet its foreign policy rhetoric, a backhanded tribute to the
sensibilities of ordinary people, is always cast in that light. Whereas the U.S. has relied
extensively on providing aid to dictatorial regimes throughout the world (a policy it has yet
to abandon), in a communication-intensive world environment, it is now considered more
politically legitimate to accomplish its neoliberal ends through the discursive framing of
“democracy assistance.” With respect to historic Anglo-American designs on Russia and
eastern Europe, nothing much has changed since British foreign secretary Lord Balfour
declared in 1918 (the year of the British-French-U.S. military intervention in Russia): “The
only thing which interests me in the Caucasus is the railway line which delivers oil from
Baku to Batumi. The natives can cut each other to pieces for all I care.”27

Beyond the broad geopolitical strategy of controlling the oil reserves that beckon foreign
intervention in the states configuring the region of the Caspian Sea to central Asia and
asserting permanent military dominion over the area, there is the allure of new frontiers
for transnational capitalist penetration. The need for political legitimacy and domination
embodied in the benign expression “democracy assistance” is shared by a range of
transnational corporate and state interests and their local compradores, which rely on
public relations propagandists and electioneering mercenaries in hopes of establishing
footholds in the region. Rick Ridder, a political consultant and former president of the
International Association of Political Consultants, said in reference to the consulting gold
rush in Mexico in preparation for the 2000 elections in that country: “If there’s one thing
Americans can teach Mexicans it is this: Democracy is a booming business.”28

Indeed, “democracy assistance” is a growth industry. The election of “free market”
politicians and parties is the gateway through which all sorts of international
carpetbaggers and con men, including electioneering experts, are certain to follow.
However, there’s no certainty that western expertise and capital will always be welcome or
successful. There is indeed much skepticism in the world about the motives behind NED
and “democracy assistance.” Poles have referred derisively to the presence of foreign
campaign consultants and public relations professionals as the “Marriot brigades”—
referring to their favorite place of lodging.29

Belarus is one country in which the State Department, NED, the EU, and their neoliberal
fellow travelers have yet to make serious inroads. It is perhaps because Belarus has
created a stable economy without the incursions and plunder of neoliberal “shock therapy”
or the destruction of the public sector that even the tight-fisted Lukashenko government
retains legitimacy. In reaction to the sound defeat of the U.S./EU-backed candidate,
Alexander Milinkevic, and the failure of an Otpor-type youth movement, including Zubr,
and the right-wing Young Front, to get traction in during the 2006 election, Lukashenko
has been banned from visiting any of the EU states or the United States. This is not the
case, for example, for such democratic stalwarts as the heads of state of Egypt, Colombia,
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Equatorial Guinea, Israel, or Indonesia,
who enjoy easy access to the State Department and White House chambers. In such
brutally repressive pro-Western client states and (in some cases) former military
dictatorships that have opened themselves to transnational corporate enterprise, rigged
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elections are often used by ruling elites and endorsed by their foreign patrons in order to
“reap the fruits of electoral legitimacy without running the risks of democratic
uncertainty.”30

Such global electioneering on behalf of neoliberal capitalism is likely to lead to resistance
in targeted countries as they become more wise to these means of political manipulation,
particularly by outside forces. In the long term, we may hope the failure of faux-democracy
will give rise to a more authentic discourse of internationalism based on respect for
peaceful diplomacy, human and civil rights, national sovereignty, and deliberative and
popular participatory development—and without recourse to political spin and other
expressions of neocolonial hegemony.
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Notes from the LeftEast editors: this article is published in cooperation with Bilten.Org where it appeared in

Serbo-Croatian on the 12/16/2016.

Note from the author on the English language publication: In this article I focus on the latest chapter of the

ongoing ‘memory wars’ in Bulgarian public and political life. I tease out the demophobic implications

of the latest amendment in the 2000 Law that declares Communism a criminal regime. Anti-

communism was the staple food of the 1990s democratic opposition: “democracy” was conceived as

anti-communist by definition. The more time passes, however, the more the official anti-communist

rhetoric degenerates, as manifested in a 2016 amendment to the original law whose express concern

to make the law more ‘pragmatic’. The 2000 bill did not provide any actual lustration guidelines and

anti-communists deemed this a deficiency in the law from its inception. The 2016 amendment came to

remedy this ‘deficiency’ by criminalizing popular memory of Socialism as embodied in the diverse

material heritage the Socialist regime has left behind it. It is the culmination of the assault by liberal

intellectuals and policy-makers on what is referred to as “socialist nostalgia,” which is accused of

being the greatest fetter for the realization of “real” Western-style democracy in the country. By

taking a look at the law and the debates surrounding it, I demonstrate how anti-communism has

departed from its original democratic moorings and become anti-democratic; how liberal democracy

becomes democracy for liberals.

Judging from the amount of events, projects, political parties and civil society initiatives targeting Bulgaria’s Communist

past, it seems that the more times passes since 1989, the more the urgency for decommunization increases. Various

segments of the ruling elite in Bulgaria periodically resume the efforts for decommunization with renewed enthusiasm.

Most recently, the city of Varna ramped up the efforts to overcome the incomplete destalinization оf the city (called

“Stalin” between 1949-1956) by solemnly removing the status of Stalin as an honorary citizen.

Less humorous than this instance was the November amendment to a 2000 law that condemns the “criminal nature of

Communism.” The Act was drafted by Georgi Panev, from the radical-liberal party and passed by Parliament on April 26,

2000. It is a fairly straightforward Act consisting of only four articles. The bill has solely a declarative effect, that is to

say, no material implications arise from its implementation. This was behind some of the criticisms back then: namely,

the Act is not radical enough, it is not tied to lustration of the Communist-era cadre and so on.

Let us abstain, for a moment, from scoffing at or ridiculing the (obvious absurdity of the) Act and carefully examine its

phrasing.
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Article one opens thunderously: “The leadership and leaders of the Bulgarian Communist Party are responsible for 1.

purposeful and premeditated destruction of traditional values of the European civilization”. Point seven of article one

holds the party responsible for “the destruction of the moral values of the people” [narod]. In other words, we have the

figure of the evil party working against the people. (The party is held responsible also for the “systematic destruction of

nature”, as per point 10, art 1). Article three states that the Communist regime is “criminal” and so is the Communist

party. Article four rehabilitates the struggle of “everyone” who ever fought against Communism as “just, morally justified

and worthy of praise” (apparently, also of fascists.)

The great purge of public space

What emerges as the object of the Act’s attention is the Communist elites. Moreover, this elite is depicted as a source of

gratuitous violence (even “terror”, art 2, point 8) against “the people,” as, for example, in article 2 that states that “the

regime.. dispossessed the citizens from any possibility for free expression..” and “oppressed vast groups of the

population…”

In short, the paragraphs target explicitly members of the Communist party leadership: the word “party” appears 6 times,

“leader” – 2 times, “regime” – 4 times and whatever reference to the people there is, it clouts it in the language of

victimhood. (Save for art. 4, which exonerates “everyone who struggled against Communism” and was punished or killed

by the regime for that.)

In an interview on March 30th, 2000, the Bill author Panev stated the following: 

Q: Does your proposal have any practical value? 

A: A huge one because we need more than just bread for our existence. If we follow the history of humanity, we will see

how in moments of great tribulations, nations still experienced moral progress… if material actions have visible result, it

is because behind them stand moral stimulus like a motivation. And where there is an injustice, there is no motivation.

That’s why I am convinced that for the vast majority of our narod (and only 30% of the Bulgarians are directly or

indirectly connected to the Communist party), this [Bill] constitutes an act of reinstatement of justice. (my emphasis)

On 24 November the Bulgarian Parliament voted that law which now enforces material, and not just symbolic,

consequences to the Law that declared Communism a criminal regime. The Bill was drafted by the GERB MP Metodi

Andreev and 3 MPs from the Reform Bloc: Petar Slavov, Vili Lilkov and Martin Dimitrov (RB is the liberal pro-European

party). The amendment now targets Communist symbols. The crucial difference with the original law is that these

symbols can be found everywhere in the material make-up of Bulgarian villages and cities. Further, according to the Bill,

people who do not comply and remove the symbol from their property, or people caught wearing Che Guevara t-shirts,

are liable to pay 100 EUR fines, or 1000 EUR for organizations. The law now makes a provision for monuments to be

removed from public spaces and put in a museum. Those symbols, which are too heavy to move to a museum (such as

housing blocs), should be supplied with a plaque stating that this is a symbol of a “criminal regime”.

From “enemy of the people” to people as the enemy

In addition to the fines, the Law also makes mandatory the teaching of “Communist crimes” in the national school

system. Actually, the Socialist period already is featured in school textbooks but that doesn’t prevent education activists

to demand its inclusion in the curricula.

The targeting of symbols and the intervention in school curricula not just makes the amendment of the act a practical

compensation for the purely symbolic nature of the original law but also departs from the original law in its

understanding of the sources and carriers of the responsibility for Communism. If the old version of the law assigns
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A plaque on the side of the house of communist militant
Ivan T. Uzunov in the town of Strelcha, Bulgaria, which
was under fire and was robbed by a fascist gang during
the communist rebellion in September 1923 in (source:

Raia Apostolova)

symbolic responsibility for the crimes of Communism to the Communist Party elites, the new one punishes materially

the wider Bulgarian population.

Because the amendment’s interpretation of “symbol” is extremely

broad (buildings, monuments..), under this definition fall the vast

Socialist-era concrete panel blocks which still house the majority of

the Bulgarian urban population. Not to mention t-shirts that

common people are more likely to wear than are ex-nomenklatura.

Similarly, the impact on school curricula will have a potentially

lasting effect millions of school pupils.

In short, if in the original, 2000 version of the law, Communism was

associated with “the elite” (or at least, “not more than 30% of the

population”, as Panev declared), today the ‘totalitarian masses’ are at

the heart of the ever-escalating liberal project to purge the country from “the metastases of Communism”.

What can explain this change?

At least one financial crisis, would respond scholars of Eastern Europe such as Kristen Ghodsee who explains documents

such as the Prague Declarations with the onset of the 2008 financial meltdown. In fact, economic and financial crises are

the typical context in which anti-communism bursts out and thrives. But we cannot explain the eruptions of vituperative

anti-communism solely by virtue of the oscillations in the global political economy. Local history also matters. Let us

attend to the Bulgarian one in a brief historical detour.

Our saviours are God and Czar

Even though the first democratic elections in 1990 were won by the “reformed Communists” of the Bulgarian Socialist

Party, the transition to liberal democracy actually enjoyed substantial public support. Election turnouts then were twice

as high as they are today, which attest to an enthusiasm for democracy that is lacking today. In 1997 mass riots in Sofia,

culminating with a siege on Parliament, forced the then-ruling BSP out and the snap elections were won by the anti-

communist opposition on a platform promising market solutions to the raging economic and hyperinflation crisis as well

as fast integration with Europe. The Euro-Atlantic liberal consensus endured at least until 2005, even though in 2001 it

changed its main representative with the return of the exiled Bulgarian ex-czar as a prime minister. In 2005 the first

cracks in the consensus appeared with the electoral shock gains of the far-right “euro-skeptic” party ATAKA.[1] ATAKA

gradually evolved into a pro-Russian party, especially after the strong geopolitical confrontations of 2013, which reached

their high point with the annexation of Crimea. Intellectual round-tables about the “dangers of populism”, which were

already happening because of the destruction of the two-party model by the ex-czar[2], also intensified after 2005. The

liberals had found a formidable enemy: “populism”.

In the early 2000s some disillusionment on part of the intellectual class with how the Transition was unfolding was

finding outlets in ruminations about “the totalitarian masses” and their “atavistic Balkan unconscious”. These are quotes

from a famous article by cultural theorist and literary scholar prof. Alexander Kiossev detailing the deterioration of the

public sphere after 1989 for which great hopes were harbored with the demise of Communism but which supposedly fell

prey to the psychopathologies of the Bulgarian people [narod].

The cadres decide everything

http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/kristenghodsee/files/history_of_the_present_galleys.pdf
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This is immanent to the following conundrum anti-communist intellectuals and activists found themselves at pains to

solve: formally, Bulgaria is a liberal democracy with smooth electoral transition of power, competing parties, separation

of powers, private property over enterprises guaranteed by the law and so on. If it wasn’t, it wouldn’t be an EU-member.

Yet, while formally Bulgaria is an apparent democracy, the right-wing are not always happy with the result. My

explanation is that the only way one can keep one’s faith in liberal democracy yet jab at its effects, is to declare the

existence of substantive deficits. In other words, the deficiencies of the liberal capitalist system get externalized and

projected onto a mythic “populist”, “Balkan mentality” that is found guilty of harboring “the metastases of Communism”

and thus subverting Bulgaria’s “return to Europe”. No one summarized the “problem” better than long-time PM Boyko

Borissov himself who said in a 2009 in a meeting with Bulgarians living in Chicago that “we’ve got bad human material

in Bulgaria”:

What is the foundation of the population at the moment? – 1 million gypsies, 700-800 thousand Turks, 2,5 million

retired. [Read “unproductive” populations]. The stupid pensioners are solely motivated by their nostalgia [for socialism].

And you guys [to the Bulgarians in Chicago but he means the entire Bulgarian diaspora in the West] who ran away… The

material that comes to vote and from which we can pick cadres, it’s not very rich.”

The term “metastases of Communism” is in wide circulation nowadays and informs much of the post-EU accession

efforts of anti-communist intellectuals to implant a “correct memory” about Communism to the Bulgarian population,

oftentimes accused of having no memory at all. For instance, the Konrad Adenauer Stiftung sponsored a conference in

2013 in which historians and sociologists announced the “worrying” results of a survey according to which 60% of

Bulgarian youth do not know what terms like GULAG or the Iron Curtain mean, whereas 14% think that Socialism was a

democratic regime.

The trouble with soul-engineering

The education system was singled out by the activists as the primary culprit for the deplorable situation, but also the lack

of public museums dedicated to “communist art” or memory sights such as “Memento Park” or “Teror Haz” in Budapest.

(The private sector meanwhile had not hesitated to occupy this niche, with think-tanks such as the “Hannah Arendt

Institute”, or publishing houses such as “Institute for the Study of the Recent Past” churning out regularly scholarly as

well as propagandist publications about the Socialist period, or private websites that acts as ersatz-archives about the

activities of the Secret services).

The moral panic the survey results generated led to further intensification of the decommunization efforts of the

intellectual class. One of the most influential activists and prolific commentators on the “lack of memory” has been prof.

Evelina Kelbecheva, who teaches history in the American University in Bulgaria. She is less famous for her academic

work (of which there is hardly any trace) than for her political work and countless interviews in which she chastises the

Bulgarian nation for having “no memory” about Communism and is thus supposedly unable to extricate itself from the

trap of “socialist nostalgia”. She initiated the drafting of a 2013 petition signed by over 2000 “civil society signatories”

and later endorsed by the outgoing Bulgarian President Rossen Plevleniev. Throughout his term, the president

participated actively in such activities. For example, he chaired the “25 years free Bulgaria” initiative, which consisted of

exhibitions, lectures, and public talks.

“There’s proof on the Internet”

In 2016 another petition to introduce “in-depth” knowledge about Communism in schools was drafted, this time around

by Metodi Andreev, a GERB MP. Andreev is also a co-author of the above-mentioned amendment to the anti-communist

http://www.dnevnik.bg/bulgaria/2009/02/05/669511_boiko_borisov_nedovolen_ot_loshiia_choveshki_material/
http://desebg.com/
http://desebg.com/2011-01-06-11-52-00/2613-2016-01-29-13-03-31
http://25freebg.com/
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law, which bans the “symbols of communism.” A sports journalist asked him if the famous Sofia-based CSKA sports club,

formerly associated with the Bulgarian army, will be fined since their logo contains the five-pointed star, to which

Andreev replied:

No! I see no connection between the star of CSKA and the communist pentagram. This is because when the Communist

state got created in Russia, the authorities wanted to clout it in some symbol… They were torn between two symbols: the

five-pointed star and the swastika. Both are very ancient symbols. The star was selected on the insistence of Trotsky and

Rothschild, who bankrolled the Communist revolution. The star symbolizes the five sons of Rothschild. That’s why it has

nothing in common with the star of CSKA. These facts are accessible in the Internet. Let the youth read them.

In other words, an MP who openly espouses the typical Nazi view of Communism as a “Judeo-bolshevik” conspiracy, and

urges everyone to “check the facts” online, is bent on reforming the school system so as to introduce “in-depth”

knowledge of Communism. It is safe to assume that the depth of this knowledge is not far from his “erudite”

understanding of October 1917. Andreev also endorsed the legislative attempts to purge the Bulgarian judiciary system

from the “influence of Masonic groups.”

Usually the word “totalitarianism” is used to describe the so-called “twin evils” of Communism and Nazism but both

petitions operate with a restricted meaning of “totalitarianism” in which the only connotation is Communism, without

any comparable plea to deepen pupils’ knowledge about Nazism/Fascism. Not to mention that a petition to teach school

pupils deeper knowledge about Fascism than what already exists in textbooks has not yet been initiated by the liberal

policy and intellectual elites.

The new spectres of communism

The description of this situation will be less than complete without a few words about the opposition to these legislative

attempts. This opposition usually comes from academic circles arguing against the collapse of different memories and

experiences of Socialism into the non-democratic propagandist category of “non-memory”, on the one hand, and for the

freedom from political meddling into the university autonomy and the concomitant threat to impartial scholarship.

However, not all academics are always impartial, not only because many of them sign/draft these petitions, such as prof.

Kelbecheva, but also because their indignation at political meddling is triggered selectively. (For example, the nationalist

uproar concerning the teaching of the Ottoman period of Bulgarian history is a case in point of selective academic

indignation).

There are intelligent opinions, which fear that the law ultimately represents a closure on what should be an “unending”

and free public discussion about the history of the Socialist regime. For example, historian Elitza Stanoeva is one of the

few liberal commentators who approach the issue from the “free debates” perspective and details the practical

absurdities, which the implementation of the law would necessarily generate, such as punishing scholars of Socialism,

like herself, for publishing books containing “communist symbols.” She warns against the dangers of rehabilitation of

fascists and the possible repercussions on scholars by providing examples from Poland where similar attempts on part of

the state to legislate on memory have led to the persecution of leading historians such as Jan Gross for questioning the

state dogma about the Polish “innocence” in the Holocaust. She points also to some convenient omissions on part of the

legislators: for example, while in the 2000 Bill, the crimes of Communism are illustrated by reference to the so-called

“People’s Tribunal,” which sued and executed politicians and collaborators of Bulgaria’s WWII government[3], as well as

to the labor camps, it omits the so-called “Revival Process,” which is how the ethnic cleansing of Bulgarian Turks in the

1980s was referred to by its apologists.

http://www.novsport.com/news2179271_1003.html
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To conclude, 27 years after November 1989 it appears that the politics of decommunization becomes ever more resilient,

and therefore counter-productive. As if influenced by Derrida’s Specters of Marx, the BSP MP Yanaki Stoilov warned

that “At the end of the 1980s, Todor Zhivkov [the General Secretary of Bulgaria’s Communist Party between 1954 and

1989] enjoyed higher disapproval than today. According to a recent survey, 50 per cent of Bulgarians have a positive

opinion about Zhivkov.”

Jana Tsoneva is a PhD student in Sociology and Social anthropology at CEU, Budapest. She researches the latest anti-

government mobilizations in Bulgaria and is interested in theories of populism,

ideology and civil society.

 

 

 

 

[1]  “Euro-skeptic party” is of course, an expression from the

vocabulary of (liberal) political science, which occludes more

than it reveals about the attitude of these parties to Europe.

Parties like ATAKA actually often claim they stand for

“European civilization” against

Asiatic/Islamic/Communist/refugee/etc barbarism. Also,

back in 2005 ATAKA declared itself resolutely against

Turkish EU-membership, thereby assuming the role of

“guardian” of Europe against Turkey, and it also helped found the far-right “Europe of the nations” party in the

European Parliament. I therefore consider the word “euro-skeptic” a misnomer, but deploy it since it has a wide

circulation.

[2] The czar was the first to run on an explicit anti-political platform of expert-led and “new morality” rule (beyond left

and right). He also availed himself liberally of the discourses found in business literature and “new public management”

and initiated the privatization of public services such as utilities and energy.

[3] I highly recommend the excellent article of Kristen Ghodsee on the production of “victims of Communism” in

contemporary Bulgaria, and how this discourse is functional for neo-fascist politics: “Tale of “Two Totalitarianisms”: The

Crisis of Capitalism and the Historical Memory of Communism.” History of the Present: A Journal of Critical History,

Vol. 4, No. 2, Fall 2014, 115-142.
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formulated and discussed by individual citizens, opinions are passively
absorbed from the mass media; there is virtually no room for deviant posi-
tions; the state controls the ways in which opinion is translated into action;
and the mass now “has no autonomy from institutions” (ibid.: 304). The
reason why all this is possible is that people in mass society (above all in big
cities) live in isolation from one another “sunk in their routines,” uninter-
ested in participating in public life (ibid.: 320). Instead of viewing them in
social contexts, they see their personal troubles and worries as disjointed,
individual questions. There is a lack of political education and discussion.
This all makes it possible to manipulate the mass. Thus “the idea of a mass
society suggests the idea of an elite of power” (ibid.: 323). The autonomous
associations which in the past “[stood] between the various classes and the
state” are losing their political effectiveness and being replaced by central-
ized organizations which, using all the means of power at their disposal, are
taking “charge of the terrorized or – as the case may be – merely intimidated
society of masses” (ibid.: 310).

4.2 The reproduction of the ruling class (Pierre
Bourdieu)

The analysis of the social elite or the “dominant or ruling class” likewise
plays a central role in Pierre Bourdieu’s5 theory. Unlike Mills, however,
Bourdieu is concerned less with the way in which the political system func-
tions than with the mechanisms that reproduce the “dominant class.” When
asked by Loïc J.D. Wacquant in an interview conducted on the occasion of
the publication of “La Noblesse d’Etat” about the reasons for the book,
Bourdieu replied that he believed that “in advanced societies” it was not
possible to investigate “the ‘ruling class,’ the ‘elite,’ the ‘dominant class’ . . .
without elucidating the conditions under which they reproduce themselves”
(Bourdieu 1993b: 19).

He first addressed the issue in his early studies on the French education
system (Bourdieu and Passeron 1964 [1979]).6 Bourdieu further developed
his theory in studies on the general significance of academic titles for the
reproduction of classes, and in particular of the ruling class (Bourdieu 1974;
Bourdieu and Boltanski 1975; Bourdieu et al. 1973 [1977]) as well as on the
role of class-specific habitus in this process (Bourdieu 1979 [1984]), later
deepening and rounding off his theory in studies on individual segments of
the ruling class (Bourdieu 1984 [1988], Bourdieu and de Saint Martin
1978, 1982) and, finally, on the “field of power”7 as a whole (Bourdieu
1989a [1996]; Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1987).

Two propositions form the point of departure of Bourdieu’s reflections:

1 Academic careers are largely dependent on the social background of
school and university students.

2 The process of structural economic change forces the dominant faction

46 Elites and classes



of the ruling class – whose power extends to the business world – to
radically alter its reproduction strategies, a shift that greatly increases
the weight accorded to academic degrees in filling top positions.

With regard to the first point, Bourdieu sees discrepancies in academic
success – which tend to differ as a function of parental background – as due
primarily to the unequal endowment of families with economic and cultural
capital. The acquisition of academic titles as an institutionalized and thus
socially accepted form of cultural capital is dependent on the cultural capital
of which a family is already in possession. Since cultural capital can only be
accumulated personally, through “internalization,” and is thus “fundament-
ally embodied” and lays claim to considerable personal time, primary social-
ization in the family appears to be either “a positive value (a gain in time, a
head start) or a negative value (wasted time, and doubly so because more
time must be spent correcting its effects)” (Bourdieu 1983 [1997]: 48). Cul-
tural capital can be accumulated from earliest childhood on, without any
loss of time or substance, only where the entire time invested in family
upbringing is at the same time a period of accumulation (ibid.: 49). Further-
more, availability of economic capital is not the only thing required for this
internal family teaching/learning process – families, and as a rule mothers,
have to be able to afford the time they need for the purpose – economic
capital also improves the chances of such children to acquire a higher acade-
mic qualification by making it possible for them to postpone their entry into
working life in favor of a protracted phase of education and training (ibid.:
54). The more cultural and economic capital available to a family, the earlier
the acquisition process can begin, the more effective it will later prove in
school and university, and the longer it can be protracted (ibid.: 49–50).

As regards the second point, Bourdieu sees the central impact of the
process of structural change in the economy as a whole as well as in indi-
vidual companies in the fact that traditional family businesses are increas-
ingly being superseded by large corporations as well as in the growing
differentiation, complexity, and bureaucratization of internal and external
business relationships. Career trajectories within companies are generally
depersonalized and rationalized, with the result that official academic titles
have become far more important than ever before. A diploma from a
“Grande école” “tends to become a necessary (but not sufficient) condition of
access to positions of economic power” – and the larger the corporation, the
more this applies (Bourdieu et al. 1973 [1977]: 200).8 The dominant faction
of the ruling class, whose power rests principally on the possession of eco-
nomic capital, is forced to adapt its reproduction strategies to altered con-
ditions. Whereas in the past executive positions inherited as family-owned
companies were passed on to the next generation, today the focus is on
acquiring exclusive academic titles. Part of the existing economic capital is
transformed into institutionalized cultural capital with a view to securing
the claims of offspring to top positions and power in corporations (ibid.:
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209). Even so, economic capital also retains its direct power beyond this
process of transformation. It is, for example, far easier for the offspring of
entrepreneurs to do without prestigious academic degrees (particularly those
of the Grandes écoles) than it is for their rivals (ibid.: 221–2), and the
incomes they earn with the same qualifications, Bourdieu continues, are also
considerably higher, because all this amounts to a “dissimulated form of
appropriation of profit” (ibid.: 209, 225).9

In his later writings Bourdieu deepens his analysis of reproduction
mechanisms in two distinct directions. First, he deals in greater detail with
the role of the Grandes écoles in this process (Bourdieu 1989a [1996], 1993;
Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1987); and second, he looks more closely into
the significance of habitus10 for these reproduction strategies (Bourdieu 1979
[1984], 1992, 1993a; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992). For Bourdieu, habitus
is a key factor in this context in that it represents the internalization of “a
determinate type of social and economic condition” (Bourdieu and Wac-
quant 1992: 105) and it thus determines (as a rule unconsciously) the strat-
egies that are pursued, or indeed can, generally, be pursued.11

Bourdieu sees a person’s habitus as mediating between this person’s posi-
tion in social space and his or her lifestyle. Habitus is a system of disposi-
tions, a general, basic stance which determines a person’s perception, feeling,
thinking, behavior, and which, more than anything else, marks the bound-
aries drawn for every individual by his social origin and position. In an
interview Bourdieu outlines these boundaries as follows: “A person who has,
for example, a petty-bourgeois habitus, simply has, as Marx says, boundaries
in his brain which he cannot cross. He for this reason finds certain things
simply unthinkable, impossible” (Bourdieu 1992: 33).

Anyone who has grown up in a working-class family, Bourdieu notes,
will dress differently from someone whose father was a senior physician, he
or she will like different food, enjoy different films and music, will be fond
of different sports and leisure activities, have different reading and learning
habits, speak a different language, have other career plans and a different
circle of friends. The experiences, individual and collective, of the individual
and his family and class will have become embodied in his habitus. While it
is of course impossible that all members of a class should have precisely the
same experiences in exactly the same order, the chances of their being con-
fronted with situations typical for their class are far greater than they are for
members of other classes (Bourdieu 1980 [1990]: 59–60). This is the basis
of the class-specific habitus, which thus represents “embodied class” (Bour-
dieu 1979 [2004]: 437).

Bourdieu draws his distinctions on grounds of the volume of capital avail-
able to three major classes: the dominant class, the petty-bourgeoisie, or
lower middle classes, and the “classe populaire,” or lower classes. These can
then be further broken down into various factions, depending on the actual
distribution of the economic and cultural capital they possess. Each of these
classes has its own characteristic habitus: the ruling class the habitus of dis-
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tinction and legitimate taste, the petty-bourgeoisie a habitus driven by
striving and educational ambition, and the “popular class” the habitus of
necessity and popular taste. Bourdieu focuses in particular on the difference
between the habituses of the ruling class and the petty-bourgeoisie, because
he sees habitus as defining the boundaries of the field of power and the
limits set to the social aspirations of members of the petty-bourgeoisie. For
Bourdieu, the central element of the habitus of the dominant class is its self-
assurance, which is felt by its members to be “necessary, that is, as a materi-
alized coincidence of ‘is’ and ‘ought.’” It “supports and authorizes all the
inner or manifest forms of certitudo sui, casualness, grace, facility, elegance,
freedom, in a word naturalness” opposed to the “petit-bourgeois ethos of
restriction through pretension, the voluntaristic rigour of the ‘called’ but
not yet ‘chosen’” (Bourdieu 1979 [2004]: 339; italics in original). The
dominant class achieves the distinction which creates distance by dint of the
very fact that “one is not seeking distinction, seeking to be different; ‘truly
distinguished’ people are those who do not care about distinction” (Bourdieu
1989b: 18). As a rule this provides them with an unbeatable advantage in
terms of access to exclusive educational institutions and positions of social
power.

In his book Distinction. A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste Bourdieu
characterizes the effects of habitus as follows:

In a whole host of markets, from the major state examinations to editor-
ial boards, from job interviews to garden parties, the cultural produc-
tions of the petit-bourgeois habitus are subtly discredited because they
recall their acquisition in matters in which, more than anywhere else,
the important thing is to know without ever having learnt . . . The petit
bourgeois do not know how to play the game of culture as a game. They
take culture too seriously to go in for bluff or imposture or even for the
distance and casualness which show true familiarity; too seriously to
escape permanent fear of ignorance or blunders, or to sidestep tests by
responding with the indifference of those who are not competing or the
serene detachment of those who feel entitled to confess or even flaunt
their lacunae.

(Bourdieu 1979 [2004]: 330)

The reproduction strategies of the dominant class, aimed as they are rein-
forcing its position, are rooted in this difference. Essentially, Bourdieu notes,
strategies are nothing more than an anticipation of the future based on past
experience. They are determined by objective capital endowments as well as
by expectations, hopes, and action perspectives (in the form of habitus) that
have been shaped by the past. The frequently observed, very close correlation
between subjective expectations and objective probabilities is thus not the
result of an individual’s precise assessment of his chances of success, it is
due, rather, to the fact that the most improbable practices are eliminated by
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habitus, itself an important factor in the objective conditions concerned
(Bourdieu 1980 [1990]: 54). Habitus is primarily guided by the signals it is
tuned to perceive, signals that are directly related to the past internalized in
it. In contrast to widespread belief, strategies are, then, mostly of an uncon-
scious nature and are objectively keyed, in the form of ordered actions, to
goals which, as Bourdieu points out at one stage, need not necessarily be the
ones subjectively aimed for. “The strategies I am talking about are actions
objectively oriented towards goals that may not be the goals subjectively
pursued” (Bourdieu 1993a: 76). The objective homogenization of class
habitus, originating as it does from the homogeneity of given conditions of
existence, ensures that, despite all conflicts, countless individual practices
and strategies harmonize with one another. In this way they contribute
incessantly to reproducing the given social structure (Bourdieu and Wac-
quant 1992: 140).12

Because of their habitus attachment, strategies are invariably most suc-
cessful – i.e. optimally adapted to a given situation – when current con-
ditions are the same as or similar to the conditions under which a habitus
was formed.13 Accordingly, the greatest danger involved in rapid or pro-
found changes in conditions is that a person may not be able to behave ade-
quately in a particular new situation, the reason being that a habitus based
in part on outdated experiences is not able to adapt quickly enough.
However, Bourdieu continues, this danger is relatively small. While
thought and behavior patterns generated by past experiences do shape per-
ceptions of existing situations and the actions derived from them, there is
nothing automatic about the process; habitus can of course “at every
moment, structure new experiences in accordance with the structures pro-
duced by past experiences” (Bourdieu 1980 [1990]: 60). While it does favor
certain reactions, there is no immediate constraint involved. Although
everyone prefers approaches that correspond most closely to the dispositions
determined by his past, and habitus is thus characterized by its relatively
closed nature, it still remains open in that “habitus reveals itself . . . only in
reference to a definite situation” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 135). Bour-
dieu goes on to argue that we perceive situations from the perspective of the
earlier experiences internalized in our habitus, although as a rule we are
obliged to react more or less positively to concrete situations and to major
changes, that is, to react by adapting our own habitus to new conditions.
Thus habitus is not characterized once and for all by wholly specific features
(e.g. particular dress or behavior) or specific tastes (for example, in painting
or in music). Dogged insistence on outdated behavior patterns, and the
failure which inevitably results – one might think of Cervantes’ “Don
Quixote” in this connection – remain the exception.

Today education is the one sector of society that plays a particularly
strong role in the reproduction strategies of individuals and classes, and in
which changes in these strategies are especially clearly manifest. If the
dominant class is forced by economic restructuring to attach major, indeed
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in many cases even crucial, importance to the possession of higher academic
qualifications in filling positions of power, thus according less significance to
direct inheritance, this necessary change in the dominant class’ reproduction
strategies is in many respects facilitated and fostered by its habitus as well as
by the capital available to it.

With regard to strategies for investment in education, Bourdieu notes
that, generally speaking, the risk of misinvestment is considerably higher for
members of the lower and middle classes. In the first place, they are not
familiar enough with the institutions of the education and employment
system to be able to correctly assess future developments and hence the value
of certain academic qualifications; and second, they do not have sufficient
economic and cultural capital to be able to wait for uncertain returns to
investment or to be able to choose the more risky but often more prestigious
path (Bourdieu 1974 [1981]: 179). Furthermore, educational institutions
themselves are at pains to select only “predisposed” actors. There are, for
instance, institutions in which “little more is expected of students than that
they be themselves, that is, demonstrate the attitudes and skills (behavior,
accent, stance, etc.) which are the legacy of their class of origin.” Since
purely technical skills would never be sufficient for a position as manager of
a corporation or as a distinguished physician, and since the overall habitus
that goes along with such positions is likewise important, educational insti-
tutions tend to select predisposed habituses and to superimpose “on this
selection effects of rupture, of closure, of consecration, which are crucial for
the inheritors to take over their inheritance” (Bourdieu 1993b: 32).

All these factors, Bourdieu holds, are particularly apparent with respect
to admission to the most renowned educational institutions, e.g. to the
famous Grandes écoles such as ENA, Polytechnique, and HEC, or the sim-
ilarly exclusive Sciences Po. The principle function of these elite universities,
whose exclusive character has remained untouched by the expansion of edu-
cation due to their specific structures and strict admission conditions, is to
produce an elite generally accepted by society.14 Their alumni represent,
both in their own eyes and in the eyes of the general public, the “elite’s
elite.” And thus degrees from these institutions are becoming increasingly
indispensable for top positions and are more and more taking on the charac-
ter, even in large corporations, and in particular in those without majority
private ownership, of an “entry pass” (285; italics in original) to the top eche-
lons of management (Bourdieu 1989a [1996]: 285, 308–9).15

To ensure that the reproduction of the dominant class is guaranteed by
the need to acquire these exclusive academic titles, though, the Grandes
écoles have to demonstrate the necessary degree of social selectivity. As
Bourdieu shows in a study on the background of students and graduates,
there is no doubt that this is the case (ibid.: 137–8, 169, 246–8). The over-
whelming majority of students at the Grandes écoles are in fact offspring of
the dominant class. The principle reason for this heavily disproportionate
bias is, according to Bourdieu, the similarity or structural rapport between
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the requirements of these elite educational institutions and the habitus of
applicants from the dominant class. This applies in two different ways. First,
the selections made by the responsible faculty are influenced in key ways by
a habitus-related affinity vis-à-vis candidates from the upper middle classes
or the upper class. This serves to create sympathy. Second, the very behavior
of these candidates suggests they should be admitted, whereas others
exclude themselves, as it were, spontaneously (ibid.: 141).

In her analysis of the French aristocracy, de Saint Martin quotes ENA
examination reports which cast light on this dual effect. To quote:

The examination interview does not serve to test the candidate’s know-
ledge . . . [It is rather] a methodical attempt to appraise human qualities
at an age at which people are not yet able to properly dissimulate . . . A
member of the examination committee once said, “I try to imagine
whether I would like to work with the candidate I am listening to, and
whether I would trust him or her completely.” In other words, the
emphasis is on the human personality, and not some being armed with
diplomas and book knowledge. Being able to admit to gaps in one’s
knowledge, having a casual but not arrogant attitude, the gift of
showing presence of mind in one’s replies, and intellectual curiosity are
[seen as] excellent characteristics.

(de Saint Martin 1993: 203)

It is impossible to overlook the way in which these desirable traits har-
monize with the habitus of the dominant class. Even so, Bourdieu argues,
the path through these exclusive educational institutions does curtail the
“power of the family,” that is:

the power to single out from the total of all children belonging to a
particular cohort and coming from the same social class those children
who are destined to reproduce their class with all its features, or who are
to be excluded from this class.

(Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1978: 23)

Whereas in the traditional system of inheritance this decision was wholly in
the hands of the family, the family is now obliged to bow to the rules of the
education system as a field in its own right. In statistical terms, the effect
remains the same: the reproduction of the dominant class in general is just
as secure in this case as when power is handed down directly; it is the prin-
ciples of selection that are different. Educational institutions, it is argued,
can only make their contribution to reproduction if they follow their own
rules, i.e. if they are prepared to sacrifice individual dominant-class children
who would have been “spared” under a reproduction mechanism fully con-
trolled by the family (Bourdieu 1989a [1996]: 287; Bourdieu and de Saint
Martin 1978: 25).
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However, this loss of direct influence is, Bourdieu contends, mitigated by
the fact that academic titles are neither necessary nor sufficient prerequisites
for all dominant positions. On the one hand, the traditional mechanisms by
which power is transferred continue to be very important in companies that
are still predominantly family-owned, even though this is becoming less and
less the case and company heirs are finding themselves increasingly com-
pelled to present more prestigious academic qualifications. On the other
hand, a diploma from one of the famous Grandes écoles is not as a rule suffi-
cient on its own to capture top positions, even in large state-owned enter-
prises or in companies not under the control of private shareholders. There,
too, the key is generally the right parental background, i.e. one must come
from the ranks of the dominant class. This is clearly illustrated by the social
background of the top managers in these companies (Bourdieu 1989a
[1996]: 288–9, 306, 310).

Moreover, the new mode of reproduction has one inestimable advantage
over the old: its statistical effectiveness alone goes a long way toward
masking the real power mechanisms in operation. Since the anonymous
“concours” in principle gives everyone the same chances,16 and since there
are always new examples of people who have reached the top of large corpo-
rations without the “right” background, the effectiveness of this mode of
reproducing the dominant class is not apparent on the surface. This provides
for a high degree of legitimacy. And this in turn affects the self-image of the
new business elite. “Convinced that its own legitimacy stems not from
wealth or birth, but from ‘intelligence’ and ‘competence,’ the business nobil-
ity perceives itself as an enlightened avant-garde, able to conceive, desire,
and direct the change necessary to ‘conserve’ [power]” (Bourdieu 1989a
[1996]: 320).17

All in all, Bourdieu notes, there have been few dominant groups in
history that have had so many and so varied principles to legitimize their
power as the top ranks of the French bourgeoisie. These persons are in the
position to invoke family descent and academic achievement, the ideology of
“public service,” and the cult of profit and productivity. Consisting almost
exclusively of the major Parisian families, bankers, industrialists, top civil
servants, and high-level judges, among whom – by dint of “vocations” and
cooptation – the important positions of power are distributed,18 they tend,
in all fields, to maintain a power which resembles the power over economic
capital, i.e. a power that results from their ability to mobilize financial
capital (ibid.: 335).

Bourdieu sees the Grandes écoles fulfilling another important role beside
the reproduction of the dominant class as a whole. By virtue of the fact that
there are various types of Grande école (from the schools such as ENS that
focus on the arts to the HEC with its clear orientation toward the economic
sciences) these schools solve a second central problem, namely the internal
structuring of this class. Both the practice of cooptation by teaching staff
who have themselves attended a Grande école and the fact of their varied
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appeal to the different groups of the dominant class mean that each of the
different Grandes écoles provides for a high degree of social homogeneity
(ibid.: 181–7). It is important in this context that the struggles between the
two major segments, the ruling faction, which is dominated by economic
capital, and the ruled faction, with its mainly cultural capital, are deprived
of some of their severity when they are channeled in the right directions.19

The arrangement in effect at the Grandes écoles are, Bourdieu notes,
equivalent to the arrangements for succession from former days, which
aimed to prevent fratricidal struggles over succession between heirs (Bour-
dieu 1993b: 22). In this respect as well, then, the structures of the education
system ensure that the dominant class is reproduced.

4.3 Summary

The theoretical approaches of Mills and Bourdieu concur in two central
points. Both agree that there is not a large number of interdependent sub-
elites of generally equal standing, asserting instead that what we find is a
single power elite or ruling class which, despite its internal differentiation
(which both see), is marked by strong internal cohesion and dominated by
the owning, or ruling, class, and above all by the faction of the dominant
class that is endowed with economic capital. Mills and Bourdieu also both
see the principle foundation of this cohesion in an identical or at least
similar family and school socialization of members of the power elite or
dominant class. They thus contradict the functionalist assumption that the
meritocratic principle has opened access to the elite for all social groups.
Furthermore, both Mills and Bourdieu, unlike most functionalist theorists,
focus relatively sharply on the relationship between the power elite or
dominant class and the other classes or strata of society as well as on the
historical changes they have undergone. This can be seen particularly clearly
in Mills’ work, where he breaks down the position of US elites into various
historical phases, especially in his analysis of the New Deal (Mills 1959:
259–68), as well as in his depiction of the social conditions requisite to the
rise of multimillionaires like Carnegie or Rockefeller (ibid.: 97–101).
Indeed, it can be said that comparisons between the different classes of
society run through just about everything Bourdieu wrote. The differences
between these classes are the factor that shapes both his early work on educa-
tional sociology and his later studies on habitus and power.

Irrespective of this extensive common ground, there are substantial differ-
ences between Mills and Bourdieu both in their approaches to the central
issues concerned and in their individual analyses. While Mills is principally
interested in the question of how and by whom core decisions affecting
society at large are made, Bourdieu focuses his attention primarily on the
mechanisms responsible for the reproduction of the dominant class and its
power. This distinction then also gives shape to the individual stages and
results of his studies.
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Three examples may serve to illustrate this point. Mills, for instance, is
explicitly concerned with the manner in which the mass forms and formu-
lates its political will. What he finds is: widespread unknowledgeability,
uniformity, and passivity, all due in essence to the mass’s disinterest in “par-
ticipation in public life” and the manipulative power of the mass media,
which are controlled by the power elite.20 Bourdieu, in contrast, does not
devote nearly as much attention to this issue and is far less instrumental in
his arguments regarding the process of the formation of broad public
opinion and the role of the mass media. At the forefront of his interest are
the habitus-related mechanisms used by the ruled classes to adapt “voluntar-
ily” to given social conditions. Bourdieu explicitly derives the fact that the
ruled show more subordination (and less subversion and resistance) from the
logic involved in adapting dispositions to given conditions (Bourdieu and
Wacquant 1992 [1996]: 111). Accordingly, terms such as “terrorized” or
“intimidated” masses, which are not hard to find in Mills, are wholly absent
in Bourdieu’s works.

Mills also sees the role of smaller self-employed persons in a different
light. While Bourdieu views the lower middle classes exclusively from the
angle of their (generally) futile attempts to ascend into the ranks of the
dominant class, describing both these efforts and the overall petty-bourgeois
habitus in unambiguous terms, indeed often even with biting irony, Mills
has a certain tendency to idealize, at least in historical retrospect. In his
view, the old middle class represented the last bastion against the advance of
large organizations and, ultimately, the victory of the power elite – the last
independent force with a power basis of its own. With this class, he asserts,
both of one of the most important – if not indeed the most important –
national foundations of a relative balance of political power and the power of
the classic professional politician in US government and administration have
disappeared from the scene once and for all.

Finally, Mills places far greater emphasis than Bourdieu on the direct
interests and projects of the power elite. While he expressly rejects conspir-
acy theories and stresses the central significance of structural conditions
(organizational interests, origins, cooperation), he also accords attention to
the personal desires of the members of the power elite as well as to their
strategic projects. He even goes so far as to speak of plots directly forged by
this elite. While its rise to power was not achieved on the basis of such
plots, it was instrumental in formulating projects, programs, and, above all,
organizational structures like the National Security Council, the existence of
which, he asserts, is certainly not the result of the normal workings of the
major national institutions in the economic, political, and military sectors.
Although the power elite normally uses existing organizational structures to
push through its own projects, certain “more far-sighted” members of the
elite make use of the opportunities their positions offer to create new organi-
zations, the advantages of which become evident only much later, even to
most other members of the elite (ibid.: 292–3). Bourdieu’s overall line of
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argument, on the other hand, is focused on mechanisms that operate sublim-
inally. In his view the dominant class is always at its most effective in the
pursuit of its goals when its actions emerge largely unconsciously from its
habitus. Bourdieu even criticizes, for instance, social scientists like Edward
P. Thompson (to whom he attributes a particular sensitivity for symbolic
effects) for their inclination to believe that symbolic practices such as
pompous robes or powdered wigs were “explicit strategies of domination
intended to be seen (from below) and to interpret generous or charitable
conducts as ‘calculated acts of class appeasement.’”21 And yet it may be pre-
cisely “that the most sincerely disinterested acts may be those best corre-
sponding to objective interest” (Bourdieu 1983 [1997]: 57).

Differences between Mills and Bourdieu are also evident where they deal
with the role of social background and educational institutions. While
Bourdieu places the significance of class-specific habitus and official acade-
mic qualifications at the center of his argument, Mills accords greater
weight to internal organizational mechanisms, that is, to nonfamily and
nonscholastic socialization processes. This is less true of the business sector,
where, in Mills’ opinion, people are chiefly reliant for advancement on the
sympathy of their superiors, whose expectations they must meet and whose
confidence they must win. All this is easiest for those who have “started
from on high, because they have from their beginnings been formed by
sound men and trained for soundness” (Mills 1959: 140–6). This, however,
is different in the case of the military. Here, parental background and associ-
ated personal attributes play a smaller role in filling top positions. These are
“far less important” for higher-ranking officers than for others in top posi-
tions of society because the military world is so “all-inclusive” that it “domi-
nates” one’s entire life. The military constitutes a “caste;” the social
background of members of the military should not be underestimated in
looking at military recruitment and action, but it is important not to lose
sight of the fact that the military sector is far more autonomous, i.e. subject
to laws of its own, than, for instance, the business sector (ibid.: 192–7).

Apart from the above-described similarities and differences, the theo-
retical approaches of Mills and Bourdieu also have one common weakness.
Although in numerous formulations both accord the ruling class or the
dominant faction of the ruling class a pre-eminent position within the
power elite or ruling class, in the end their lines of argumentation remain
more or less vague. At first sight it is evident that both authors focus their
analyses on the owners and top executives of large corporations. In the
“Power Elite” Mills devotes almost twice as much space to them as he does
to the political and military elite together, and Bourdieu deals less inten-
sively with this class or class faction and its reproduction strategies than he
does with the segment of the dominant class whose position is rooted pri-
marily in ownership of economic capital.

This first superficial impression is further reinforced when we take a
closer look at the development of their lines of argumentation. Not only
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does Mills attribute the uniformity of the power elite to its common origin
in the propertied class, he also describes in considerable detail the great
extent to which important political positions are filled by representatives of
big industry. Although he repeatedly points to the intertwinement of the
three sectors business, politics, and the military, in his actual analysis he
focuses almost exclusively on examples that serve to illustrate the direct
influence of the business elite on politics or to depict its direct ascent into
high political office. He furthermore speaks of cliques consisting of the
leading men of industry who, without having to play much of a role as
actual members of the political or military leadership, are still “in on most
major decisions regardless of topic” (ibid.: 292). In view of all these state-
ments it is not surprising to see Mills refer to the “chief executives who sit
in the political directorate” as “those who, by fact and by proxy, hold the
power and the means.” Put in a nutshell, what he is saying is: “If they do
not reign, they do govern at many of the vital points of everyday life in
America . . .” There are, he states, “no powers [that] effectively and consis-
tently countervail against them” (ibid.: 125).

Such drastic remarks are not to be found in Bourdieu’s work. However, in
many of his writings, particularly those published before the end of the
1980s, he does speak of the dominant role of economic capital and its
owners. He makes his position particularly clear in the essay which most
systematically sets out his theory of capital. Here he states:

So it has to be posited simultaneously that economic capital is at the
root of all the other types of capital and that these transformed, dis-
guised forms of economic capital, never entirely reducible to that defini-
tion, produce their most specific effects only to the extent that they
conceal (not least form their possessors) the fact that economic capital is
at their root, in other words – but only in the last analysis – at the root
of their effects.

(Bourdieu 1983 [1997]: 54)

This statement, certain elements of which (e.g. the term ‘in the last analy-
sis’) are very reminiscent of Marx, accords well with what he has to say about
the dominant faction of the ruling class. Bourdieu likewise explains this
faction’s dominance over the ruled faction of intellectuals and artists in
terms of the various amounts of economic capital they have at their disposal.
In his more recent writings he also concedes that “obviously, in advanced
capitalist societies, it would be difficult to maintain that the economic field
does not exercise especially powerful determinations” (Bourdieu and Wac-
quant 1992: 109).

On the other hand, both Mills and Bourdieu repeatedly and explicitly
criticize the assumption that there is such a thing as a power hierarchy with
the business elite at its top. Both take a firm stand against any simplified
economism which directly equates economic power with political rule.22

Elites and classes 57



Mills, for whom this is a reason to entirely avoid using the term ruling class,
points in his criticism primarily to the degree of autonomy which has to be
ascribed to political and military elites. Judging by the way he depicts polit-
ical decision-making structures, he must have been thinking chiefly of the
military. In his opinion, the military’s power has grown considerably as a
result of the world-political situation and the potentials of modern weapons
systems, and he sees the military’s level of power as extremely high.
However, his study contains no precise definition of the overall power rela-
tions between the three subelites. In view of his own analysis of the social
origins of the power elite and the extent of the influence which the business
elite has on the making of political decisions, his reference to the autonomy
of politics and the military is not sufficient to clarify this issue. In the end,
his statements on the role played by the owning class and the business elite
in the constitution and the actions of the power elite leave a good number of
questions unanswered.

The thrust of Bourdieu’s thinking is a different one. From the very begin-
ning he is critical for example of Sartre’s myth of the free intellectual as the
“opponent of any and all power” (Bourdieu 1992: 41), that is, he criticizes in
particular the view that the critical stance taken by numerous intellectuals
toward the owners of large companies or (more generally) toward big eco-
nomic capital constitutes any fundamental antagonism. Clearly influenced
by the events of May 1968, he sees in such strife no more than a conflict
between the two factions of the dominant class over their respective share of
power. Ultimately, Bourdieu argues, the conflict between the two factions of
the dominant class “fosters a form of complementarity which is the basis of a
veritable organic solidarity within the division of labour of domination. Thus,”
Bourdieu goes on, “the couple of those who act and those who speak is at
once antagonistic and complementary” (Bourdieu 1993b: 25; italics in
original).

Many revolutions, he notes unequivocally, are “exclusively revolutions
within the dominant class,” adding that these are concerned with nothing
other than the value of individual types of capital in given situations. As in a
game, everything centers in essence around deciding “whether one chip of
‘economic capital’ is really worth three chips of ‘cultural capital’” (ibid.: 38).
However, this approach in essence leaves open the question of the actual
power relations between the two factions of the dominant class; and there is
no reason to assume that the dominated faction might not itself one day
become the dominant one. It would be entirely conceivable for the intellec-
tuals to supplant those whose power is based chiefly on the possession of
economic capital.

Beginning in the late 1980s, however, Bourdieu goes a step further. In La
Noblesse d’Etat he explicitly rejects the term dominant class in favor of “field
of power.” His reason for doing so is, he states, his need to “break with all
existing theories” about the dominant class because they, regardless of all
differences, have one thing in common: they study populations of power
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players rather than the structures of power (Bourdieu 1993b: 20). This cer-
tainly applies for many approaches in elite research, but whether or not it
can justifiably be asserted at this level of generality is more than question-
able. When, in one of his last major publications, Bourdieu seeks to explain
his use of the term “field of power,” he notes that:

domination is not the direct and simple action exercised by a set of
agents (“the dominant class”) invested with powers of coercion. Rather,
it is the indirect effect of a complex set of actions engendered within the
network of intersecting constraints which each of the dominants, thus
dominated by the structure of the field through which domination is
exerted, endures on behalf of all the others.

(Bourdieu 1994 [1998]: 34)

This is a formulation that is more than extremely complicated. Reduction,
albeit indirectly, of the dominant class to a group of actors who actually
hold and exert coercive power may be justified as a critical comment on
many analyses of elites which use this term, but it is not applicable for
example to Mills, and certainly not to his own older publications that
operate with the term dominant class. Bourdieu’s core arguments on the
position of the various classes in relation to one another and the central
significance of the possession of the various types of capital for one’s own
position in social space are all unambiguously stated there. The approach of
La Noblesse d’Etat, which simply adopts some important sections from earlier
studies (sometimes verbatim), simply altering their terminology, would not
otherwise have been possible. All in all, it is difficult to see what advantages
are gained by these terminological amendments.

However, the difficulties into which this leads Bourdieu are plain to see.
This goes for one point in particular. Bourdieu does not really succeed in
drawing a clear line between the field of power and state power. He does
point out explicitly that the field of power should not be confused with the
political field (Bourdieu 1994 [1998]: 34), but at the same time he states
unmistakably that the historical concentration of the different types of
capital have led to the emergence of state capital, a “kind of meta-capital.” It
is this that permits the state to “wield power over the different fields and
over the various forms of capital” as well as over their relative currency with
respect to one another. The “construction of the state consequently goes
hand in hand with the construction of the field of power.” The latter should
be understood as the space in which the various owners of capital “struggle
in particular for power over the state, that is, over the statist capital that
grants power over the different species of capital and over their reproduction
(via the school system in particular)” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 114;
original italics). It is impossible to overlook the fact that what he has in
mind here is the French system, with its (by international comparison) con-
siderable state influence and its Grandes écoles.23 At the very least, the
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weakening of the structures of the nation-state as a result of globalization
and the rapidly progressing internationalization of the economy has placed a
question mark over any such marked focus on the state. For the same reason
it would, conversely, appear essential to place greater emphasis on the eco-
nomic field, and, to use Bourdieu’s words, the power of the top executives of
large multinational corporations.

Questions

1 What does Mills understand by the “power elite”?
2 How does Mills explain the relationship between the military, the polit-

ical, and the business elite?
3 How does Mills characterize the mass society?
4 What is the difference between the two reproduction strategies of the

“dominant faction of the ruling class” in Bourdieu?
5 Which part do the cultural and the economic capital play in the repro-

duction process?
6 How does Bourdieu define the “habitus”?

60 Elites and classes



12 | CHAPTER 1

rhetorical toolkit to legitimize radical reforms, social cuts, and 
other controversial policies. This book devotes much attention to 
neoliberal discourse, the analysis of which can be more revealing 
than the assessment of quantitative data. Percentages and growth 
statistics should always be interpreted with a grain of salt.

The manner in which systems changed from the 1980s on 
depended to a large degree on the way societies, social groups, 
and individuals adjusted to enormous challenges. Individual 
adaptation to the new neoliberal order can also be termed “self-
transformation.” The “heroes” of the present book are not the 
handful of reform politicians, but the millions of individuals who 
managed to cope with the rapidly changing environment, support 
their families on monthly incomes of the equivalent of one or two 
hundred US dollars, and still look ahead with vitality and opti-
mism. Europe today seems almost to have lost this sense of possi-
bility and confidence in the future. Perhaps the Eastern European 
experiences of the early nineties can be useful for dealing with 
the present-day economic and social crises. Although these are 
certainly severe, especially in Greece, other societies can be shown 
to have overcome similar circumstances in quite recent history.

Postrevolutionary Europe

At what point does a period of time become an epoch in history? 
When does it leave the present and become historical? Though 
contemporary history can be defined as the “epoch of the still liv-
ing,”6 the death of pertinent actors can also be a reference point. 
Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan, the earlier protagonists 
of neoliberalism, have died. So has Milton Friedman, the econo-
mist who paved the way for their policies. The ranks of 1989’s rev-
olutionaries are thinning out. The prominent civil rights activists 
Václav Havel, Jiří Dienstbier, Bronisław Geremek, and Tadeusz 
Mazowiecki have all passed away in recent years. The political 
leaders who allowed the turnaround to happen are also passing 
into history. Mikhail Gorbachev is over eighty; many other for-
mer reform communists have already died. Younger generations 



INTRODUCTION | 13

are, of course, also affected by the inexorable passing of time. 
Those who filled the streets of Warsaw, Budapest, East Berlin, and 
Prague in fall 1989, and Kyiv (as the Ukrainian capital has been 
named since the country gained independence) and Moscow in 
1991, have now entered middle age. The demonstrations in fall 
1989, the rejoicing when the communists stepped down, the ex-
citement at the first free elections— this all seems very distant, not 
least because so much changed during the nineties, not only in 
the lives of the over 330 million citizens of postcommunist coun-
tries in Europe but ultimately for all Europeans.

The gaps left by actors’ passing and memories fading are filled 
with political interpretations of history. At the 2009 celebrations 
marking the twentieth anniversary of the revolution, the political 
elites across Europe paid respect to the courage of the dissidents 
and demonstrators in 1989 and their achievements of liberty and 
democracy. In Berlin, a symbolic wall was created out of polysty-
rene blocks, decorated by artists, that were then knocked down 

Fig. 1.1. Fall of the Berlin Wall on November 9, 1989: people celebrating 
by the Brandenburg Gate. Photo: ullstein bild / imageBROKER / Norbert 
Michalke.
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consecutively like falling dominos. In this way, 1989 was staged as 
a foundational moment for united Germany and a united Europe.7

Some years ago, academic discussion of the events of 1989 and 
the subsequent reforms entered the realm of historical debate. 
Twenty years after the Iron Curtain was torn down, scholars began 
discussing whether the changes thus initiated could be considered 
a revolution at all. They also asked which approach to reforms 
had been more successful: “shock therapy” or the gradual reor-
ganization of economy, government, and society. These historical 
inquiries have gained contemporary relevance because the same 
repertoire of reforms has been revived by the European Union, 
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and 
local experts for use in crisis-torn Southern Europe. Germany’s 
cotransformation began as early as 2001, when social-democratic 
chancellor Gerhard Schröder was in power.

As a university lecturer, I have noticed the topic’s transition into 
history because of my students’ questions and backgrounds. Al-
most all of my students in recent years were born after 1989. They 
do not remember the Berlin Wall, the border lined with spring 
guns, the hundreds of thousands of secret service spies, or a po-
litical system to rival liberal democracy. Although the subsequent 
neoliberal reforms changed Europeans’ lives in many ways, bring-
ing freedom to travel, open borders, increased—though unequally 
distributed—affluence, and stronger economic competition in 
many fields, historical research on the epoch is still in its infancy.

This book starts by tracing the chronological development of 
neoliberal Europe. The ground was prepared for 1989 by the re-
form debates of the eighties in Eastern and Western Europe. The 
book proposes that the combination of these debates, the fail-
ure of gradual reforms in the Eastern Bloc, and the end of sys-
tem rivalry resulted in a hegemony of neoliberalism, first among 
economic experts, and later in a wider political arena. The Cold 
War and its end in Europe are explored in a separate section. The 
revolutions that occurred in 1989–91 are analyzed in the light of 
their specific qualities and causes (see chapter 3). Next, the focus 
is placed on the course and results of the subsequent transforma-
tion―a term that is usually used in the singular even though the 
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postcommunist countries evolved in quite different ways. This is 
not surprising in view of their number, their varying precommu-
nist histories, and the differences in the duration and character of 
communist rule within them. It is more surprising that the area re-
ferred to as Eastern Europe or the “Eastern Bloc” during the Cold 
War is still often treated as a cohesive unit in the social sciences.

The fifth chapter of this book explores the growing differences 
within the postcommunist countries caused by the new neoliberal 
order.8 The urban economic growth centers and the rural areas 
that fell far behind as a result of the reforms are literally worlds 
apart. This discrepancy is considered in a section titled “Rich Cit-
ies, Poor Regions.” Even today, one need only drive fifty miles 
beyond Berlin, Warsaw, or Budapest into the country to see the 
differences. But appearances can be misleading. By way of com-
parison, the book also refers to extensive statistical material, in-
cluding information from the EU statistical agency Eurostat, the 
World Bank, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD), the IMF, and various government agen-
cies and national banks. A list of all the databases consulted 
would outstretch the book’s scope, but they are referenced in the 
endnotes, mostly with keywords to facilitate further research on 
the internet.9 Processing the—sometimes conflicting—information 
from these databases is complicated by the fact that they are based 
on different premises, and tend to be constructed along strictly na-
tional lines. In any case, statistics do not say much about people’s 
everyday lives. Hence, they are combined here with archival ma-
terial (from city administrations, for example), expert opinions, 
newspaper reports, and other media sources, as well as personal 
observations by the author.10

Regional divergence has been accompanied by convergence 
on an international level. This is demonstrated by a comparison 
of the cities of Warsaw, Prague, Budapest, Berlin, and Vienna. 
Bratislava (despite its smaller population of around four hun-
dred thousand) and the Ukrainian capital Kyiv are also consid-
ered, as post-Soviet examples. West Berlin and Vienna were not 
part of the Eastern Bloc but are included here nevertheless. More 
than twenty-five years after the end of the Cold War, the mental 
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mapping it generated should be revised and new spatial perspec-
tives allowed. It is time to jump the wall that divided Europe for 
many decades.

The city comparison also reveals that the German capital, 
which believed itself to be fast evolving from “a city to a global 
city to a metropolis,”11 was outpaced in the East Central European 
economic stakes by Prague and Warsaw in 2007–8. This is shown 
by various indicators such as per capita gross domestic product, 
unemployment rates, and population development.12 Yet the 
same indicators show that in the early nineties Berlin had been 
well ahead of the capital cities in Eastern Europe. Why did it fall 
behind for two decades? What does this tell us about Germany’s 
Sonderweg, or special path of transformation? Berlin-bashing, a 
popular sport in unified Germany, is not a concern of the pres-
ent author. Rather, the aim of this book is to critically examine 
this transformation. As developments in the various capital cities 
are analyzed, a picture emerges of very different consequences of 
neoliberalism from country to country, region to region, and even 
town to town. It also emerges that the impact of reforms was by 
no means confined to Eastern Europe, but caused major changes 
west of the former Iron Curtain as well.

Neoliberalism on the Rise

The origins of neoliberalism lie in the late interwar and early post-
war period. In 1947, the liberal economist Friedrich von Hayek 
gathered together a group of like-minded acquaintances near 
Mont Pèlerin at Lake Geneva in Switzerland to devise an alterna-
tive economic model to Soviet planned economy and the Keynes-
ian welfare state. The enigmatic international circle of thinkers 
that became the Mont Pèlerin Society agreed on the central goals 
of promoting free market economy, free competition (it applied 
the concept of freedom primarily to the economy), and limiting 
government to its basic functions. It developed its standpoint in 
reaction to the nascent Cold War—the influential public intellec-
tual Walter Lippmann, who had coined this term, was among the 
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founding members—and the long-term dominance of the Roose-
velt New Deal and state interventionism in Western economic 
policy.13 Initially, the Mont Pèlerin Society was widely viewed as 
renegade.

Until the 1970s, economics were shaped by Paul Samuelson’s 
“neoclassical synthesis”—his writings still count among the stan-
dard reference works on economics today—which followed on 
from Keynesian theory.14 But “stagflation” (low economic growth 
rates in combination with high inflation) after the oil crisis and 
rising national budget deficits put the Keynesians in the United 
States and the United Kingdom, and, a little later, in continental 
Europe, on the defensive. An increasing number of economists 
challenged the idea of state interventionism and advocated a 
supply-oriented economic policy and monetarism. Under this sys-
tem, independent central banks were supposed to steer the econ-
omy and combat inflation by controlling the supply of money.

This paradigm shift was largely propelled by the Chicago 
School following Milton Friedman, a supporter of Hayek and 
longtime member of the Mont Pèlerin Society. The Chicago 
School’s theories hinge on belief in the efficiency of the markets 
and the rationality of market participants. These tenets were in-
scribed in the Washington Consensus, devised in 1989 as a form 
of crisis intervention to stabilize the economies of debt-ridden
countries by means of strict austerity policies. The architects in-
cluded the World Bank, the IMF, the US Treasury Department, 
and senior members of the US Congress. Originally tailored for 
the economically ailing countries of Latin America, it was later 
applied dogmatically to the postcommunist countries. It would 
go beyond the scope of this book to reproduce all ten economic 
commandments contained in the Washington Consensus (in a 
Decalogue written by economist John Williamson). In summa-
tion, the central goal was the triad of liberalization, deregula-
tion, and privatization. Foreign direct investments and financial 
capitalism were also important ingredients in its global economic 
recipe.15 Of course, even in the nineties there were critics of the 
Washington Consensus and the Chicago School. But they were 
firmly in the minority―until the New York stock market crash of 
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2008 and the outbreak of the world economic crisis. Joseph E. 
Stiglitz has attacked what he branded “market fundamentalism” 
(the belief in self-regulating and balancing markets) and the over-
emphasis on private property and faith in the rationality of market 
participants.16

Yet neoliberalism is a hard concept to define. Having coined 
the term by means of the prefix “neo,” to indicate a departure 
from the failed laissez-faire liberalism of the interwar period and 
the world economic crisis of 1929, its proponents did not identify 
with it beyond the early postwar period. Even Milton Friedman 
distanced himself from the term; John Williamson, too, dismissed 
it as nothing more than a political battle cry.17 Critics of neoliber-
alism are, then, attacking a slippery fish that contemporary econo-
mists and politicians do not like to be associated with. However, 
neoliberal theory and policies have been advocated by a range of 
different actors, from professors at small colleges and renowned 
universities to major think tanks such as the conservative Heritage 
Foundation in the United States, and powerful politicians. Dieter
Plehwe has asserted, “hegemonial neoliberalism must be con-
ceived of in plural terms as a political philosophy and a political 
practice.”18 It is a moving target that is constantly being changed 
and adapted, which is precisely why it is so effective.

It would be wrong, then, to portray neoliberalism in a his-
torical perspective as a homogenous, coherent concept. Its chief 
proponents frequently disagreed on issues such as the role of 
central banks (which is central to monetarism but hard to rec-
oncile with minimal state intervention) and the implementa-
tion of shock therapies. As well as disagreements on theory, de-
viations in practice had perhaps an even greater impact. Even 
Thatcherism and Reaganomics showed unintended effects, as 
did the radical reforms in postcommunist Europe, which had to 
be followed by a number of corrections and adjustments. Neo-
liberal theory and rhetoric is one thing, neoliberal practice quite 
another. Many soapbox speeches were held in postcommunist 
Europe in order to entice—or pacify—international creditors 
and investors. But in practice, economies were driven largely by 
compromise and pragmatism. Nevertheless, all postcommunist 
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countries eventually jumped on the neoliberal bandwagon and 
introduced radical economic reforms, some earlier, some (such 
as unified Germany) later.

This neoliberal hegemony can be compared on an abstract level 
with nationalism, the most successful ideology of the nineteenth 
century. Nationalism was also ideologically nebulous, advocated 
by a wide range of actors, and adaptable to completely different 
setups: to the requirements of stateless national movements as 
well as to those of large empires; to rural and industrial societies. 
Yet two ideological goals always remained central: the creation of 
statehood (or reinforcing the power of the extant state) and the 
greatest possible congruence between the state and the nation. 
Neoliberalism’s ideological benchmarks were the primacy of the 
economy, minimal government intervention in business (one of 
the motives behind extensive privatization), and a concept of hu-
mans as homo oeconomicus. In another parallel, few advocates of these 
ideologies called themselves nationalists or neoliberals, respec-
tively. These attributes were considered pejorative. But national-
ism research, which uses the term in a neutral sense, has made an 
important contribution to our understanding of the ideology that 
shaped an epoch of history (the “long” nineteenth century). Like 
research into neoliberalism, it began contemporaneously, with 
the first scholarly studies on nationalism appearing in the 1930s. 
Those early publications are of course now outdated, as one day 
this book will be. But regardless of what the future brings, histori-
cal inquiries and surveys are useful tools for orientation. Without 
them, it would be difficult to understand contemporary Europe 
and its most recent history.

Today, the term “neoliberalism” is often used as a catchall for 
aggressive, right-wing economic policy. Sometimes neoliberal-
ism is confused with neoconservatism, which George W. Bush 
advocated during his controversial presidency. He stood for 
the postwar, Anglo-Saxon Protestant ideal of traditional family 
values and small-town life—a worldview that would have been 
quite alien to European neoliberals such as Friedrich von Hayek. 
But neoliberals and neoconservatives such as Francis Fukuyama 
have one thing in common: the teleological conviction that a 
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democratic order based on Western-style market economy marks 
the “end of history.”

This book is not a fashionably fundamental critique of neolib-
eralism but a study of its application and social consequences. 
The postcommunist countries served as experimentation sites 
for neoliberal policy. This is not to say that they faithfully swal-
lowed all neoliberal prescriptions.19 The governments of Eastern 
Europe developed their own neoliberal methods and put them 
into practice. The history of “transformation” can therefore pro-
vide insight into how neoliberalism was implemented and how it 
eventually changed the actions, values, and everyday lives of the 
people affected.

Europe in Transformation

In the United States today, it is still more common to refer to post-
communist change as a transition than a transformation. In some 
respects interchangeable, the two terms nevertheless accentuate 
different aspects. The term transition is borrowed from the Span-
ish word “transición” as used by Juan Linz and other political sci-
entists to refer to the establishment of democracy after dictator-
ship and the demise of the military regimes in post-Franco Spain 
and South America.20 An academic discipline of transitology has 
emerged, focusing on democratic consolidation and political 
value changes in societies formerly ruled by dictators. After the 
events of 1989, economists David Lipton and Jeffrey Sachs pub-
lished an article in the magazine Foreign Affairs pleading the case for 
“dual transition” in Eastern Europe following Poland’s example. 
By this, they meant establishing market economy, which they re-
garded as essential for democracy.21 This dual telos of planned 
economy to market economy (the first dimension of transition) 
and dictatorship to democracy (the second dimension) reflected 
the dominant trend in contemporary thought, also represented by 
Francis Fukuyama’s aforementioned essay.

The changes began to be termed transformation by social scien-
tists, mostly in Europe, who were more skeptical of untrammeled 
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market economy and wanted to draw attention to the social di-
mensions of the changes. As this book aims to explore the bigger 
picture, it, too, uses the term transformation. The state of research 
in the field cannot be given in a nutshell; suffice it to say that 
its focus has shifted over time. Initially, political system change 
and the consolidation of democracy were the main objects of in-
vestigation. Later, economic reforms and privatization with all its 
side effects, such as corruption and mass unemployment, began 
to garner scholarly interest. During the nineties, the processes by 
which states were rebuilt (the third dimension of the transforma-
tion) were more intensively researched. Most recently, the focus 
has shifted to the fourth dimension: the influence of external ac-
tors such as the World Bank, the IMF and the European Union.22

This broad field of research has produced an enormous yield 
of facts, data, and analyses that are invaluable to historical study. 
But it should be borne in mind that contemporary writers were 
at least indirectly influenced by the hegemony of neoliberalism, 
if not always convinced by it as an ideology. These scholars and 
theorists were often employed as political and economic advisers 
and played their part in steering the course of transformation. 
Publications of the time should therefore be regarded as part of 
the transformation discourse and as historical sources requiring 
critical appraisal.

As well as considering neighboring disciplines in the social 
sciences, this book extends the conventional timescale. The year 
1989 is often regarded as a kind of “year zero.” Indeed, it was one 
of the most important caesuras in modern European history. But 
successful businessmen and convinced supporters of democracy 
did not suddenly mushroom in Eastern Europe that year. The 
dysfunctionality of planned economy, resulting in widespread 
scarcity, forced growing sections of Eastern Bloc societies to start 
playing the market some time before 1989. The human capital 
comprising these actors cannot be measured in the same way as 
economic data. Yet it was crucial for transformation and helps 
to explain why, for example, Poland experienced an “economic 
miracle” and other countries did not. Hence it seems a good idea 
not to fixate on the caesura of 1989, which was just the start of a 
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revolutionary phase that lasted de facto until 1991. Taking conti-
nuities and longer-term influences from the period of state social-
ism and even the precommunist era into consideration helps us 
to understand the different paths of development, some far more 
dynamic than others, of the various countries and regions.

The book will also endeavor to broaden some spatial horizons. 
Previously, the transformation has been viewed within a territorial 
container, defined by spatial concepts such as “Eastern Europe.” A 
few scholars, chiefly political scientists, have compared the politi-
cal system change in Eastern Europe with developments in South 
America and other parts of the world. (See, for example, Samuel 
Huntington’s The Third Wave, a classic work on the three waves of 
democratization.)23 But by and large, the Cold War boundary di-
viding Europe into East and West has remained strangely intact in 
the minds of academics. Only East Germany got out of the box, 
because it was absorbed into the prosperous West when Germany 
unified. Yet it is more accurate to regard the Federal Republic of 
Germany (FRG) as another country in economic transformation, 
even if neoliberal reform debates reached West Germany only in 
the late 1990s—around a decade later than in the postcommunist 
world.

As the reforms progressed and the European Union enlarged, 
the terms transformation and transition lost some of their earlier 
allure. Padraic Kenney was the first historian to draw a provisional 
balance sheet of the transformation era.24 For historians, whose 
métier is analyzing the changes that occur over time, the term 
transformation is only useful when applied in a specific sense. In 
a historical perspective, transformation denotes the especially far-
reaching, extensive, and accelerated change of a political system, 
economy, and society.

As mentioned above, such changes began before the revolu-
tions of 1989. Yet this caesura should not be played down. Charles 
Tilly, like the sociologist Theda Skocpol, ranks it among the great 
European revolutions.25 The essential difference between 1989 
and 1789, 1848, and 1917 was its predominant lack of violence 
and willful destruction. Insofar as violence was used in 1989, as in 
Romania, Soviet Lithuania, and Georgia and, most notoriously, 



INTRODUCTION | 23

on Tiananmen Square in Beijing, it was used as an instrument of 
power, wielded by counterrevolutionaries. In some respects, then, 
the radical changes of 1989–91, which ended with the collapse of 
the Soviet Union and the independence of its constituent repub-
lics, conflicted with the traditional concept of revolution.

The sociologist Zygmunt Bauman has linked the two phases of 
revolution and transformation by emphasizing the strong drive 
for political and social nation-building among the revolutionary 
elites of 1989.26 In this way, he places the transformation in a tem-
poral continuum of sequential action, following on from the pre-
ceding revolutions in all their different guises. Hence the transfor-
mation can be regarded as a process of postrevolutionary change. 
Of course, the results of this change differed within the Eastern 
Bloc, from country to country, and especially within each country. 
That is the main subject of this book.

Such variance also existed in earlier revolutionary periods, such 
as the late eighteenth century and after World War I. The Ameri-
can Revolution is an example of a partial change. The founding 
fathers of the United States created a new state and political sys-
tem but only slightly altered the social order. Nevertheless, ac-
cording to Hannah Arendt, among others, there is good cause 
to regard the War for American Independence as a revolution.27

Despite the considerable distance in time and space, the events of 
1776 show a certain similarity with developments in 1989 on the 
other side of the Atlantic. Both revolutions marked the establish-
ment of constitutional democracies as one of their most important 
results. Neither ended in orgies of violence or mass terror, as in 
France after 1789 or Russia after 1917. The price for this was the 
survival, relatively unharmed, of some sections of the old elites. 
In some countries they were even able to return to positions of 
power. But this does not mean that revolution must entail extreme 
violence to be real. The bloody French and Russian revolutions, 
for example, produced surprising continuities with regard to im-
perial, autocratic rule. While such aspects are open to debate, it 
remains undisputable that the revolutions of 1989–91 and the 
postrevolutionary transformation are comparable with earlier pro-
cesses of similar importance.
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As in the case of earlier revolutions, it does not make much 
sense to identify a certain point in time as the zero hour. To un-
derstand the American Revolution, one must consider the period 
before 1776 and the British Empire’s ongoing struggle with politi-
cal representation and participation in its transatlantic colonies, 
which were developing economically and socially at a dynamic 
pace. Alexis de Tocqueville’s and Edmund Burke’s observations 
on the French Revolution also begin with comprehensive analyses 
of the preceding regimes.28 Transformation was, then, never ex-
clusively postrevolutionary, but gained a new dynamic with each 
revolutionary upheaval.

German sociologist Claus Offe has proposed that the syn-
chrony of change in the state, economy, and society is an addi-
tional element defining transformation.29 Offe in turn owed a cer-
tain debt to Reinhart Koselleck, one of the most distinguished 
German historians of the postwar era, who dealt intensively with 
the (a)synchrony and temporality of historical processes. Indeed, 
a distinctive concept of time prevailed in the transformation 
epoch—the sense of time racing, and one historic moment follow-
ing the next. History unfolded at a breathtaking pace between 
1989 and 1991, similarly to the years following World War I, when 
Polish writer Maria Dąbrowska noted a sense of acceleration. In 
her Warsaw diary of 1918–19, she wrote: “One wakes up and finds 
oneself in another state, another life.”30

It is striking how often politicians and intellectuals spoke of his-
toric moments, events, missions, and breaks with the past in 1989. 
The Canadian writer Douglas Coupland parodied what he saw as 
tediously frequent references to history as “historical overdosing”31

in his novel Generation X, published in 1991. Commentators went 
into overdrive in an attempt to capture the increasingly transient 
present. But for most of the postcommunist elites, history was no 
more than a negative background to contemporary developments. 
The communist era was demonized in the same way as the ancien 
régime in France after 1789 and the Habsburg, Romanov, and 
Ottoman Empires after their falls in 1918.

Equally, the period after 1989 was full of visions of future 
glory. The general tone of contemporary discourse was that the 
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historic opportunity to usher in a future of liberty and prosper-
ity was there to be seized. Ultimately, this call to historic action 
served to gloss over the rather gloomy present. Like all revolution-
ary events, those of 1989 occurred in connection with, and almost 
inevitably compounded, economic crises. The prevalent concept 
of time in 1989 and the early nineties is part of the transforma-
tion discourse that this book seeks to investigate in the context of 
neoliberal developments. As well as the course of reforms, growth 
statistics, and other “hard facts” of transformation, it will consider 
legitimizing strategies, semantics, and meanings in the sense of 
New Cultural History.32

This book is the product of years of scholarly interest.33 It 
builds on my own personal experience of the Velvet Revolution, 
my many years’ professional activity in the Czech Republic and 
Poland in the nineties, my extended research visits and trips to 
Ukraine, Russia, and the Caucasus, and academic cooperation 
with Eastern European colleagues. It was thanks to the changes 
of 1989–91 that this wide world was open to me at all. Strangely, 
no concept of a generation of 1989 has emerged, although many 
young protesters from that fall and the ensuing months of high 
hopes and idealism certainly perceived themselves as such. Un-
like the generation of 1968 or 1848, they have not been immortal-
ized in print. Any sense of generational community has since been 
weakened by the rapid pace of change, the divergent experiences 
of transformation depending on individuals’ gender and social 
background, and the sobering results of the changes in the early 
1990s. It is the task of contemporary history to explore these sub-
jective, individual experiences more closely than does mainstream 
transformation research, which has dealt primarily with states and 
economies on a macro level.

What does it mean for a historian to tackle a domain of so-
cial science? The more recent the historical period in question, 
the more sociologists, political scientists, anthropologists and 
proponents of other branches of the social sciences will be inves-
tigating it. This changes the role of historical science, and espe-
cially hermeneutics, the methodology of text interpretation. On 
the premise that reality in the modern world is a construct, the 
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media are an important source. Neoliberalism, which has ideo-
logical characteristics but not the coherence of Marxism or other 
“classic” ideologies, was made and conveyed by the media. A criti-
cal examination of neoliberal discourses is therefore essential for 
any historical survey. Reviewing past research, such as interviews 
conducted by social scientists thirty or forty years ago, can also 
be very fruitful. A closer look at everyday life in the 1970s and 
1980s shows “real existing socialism” to have been not as gray or 
stagnant as the politburos of the time but the seedbed of a long 
period of change.

While some things become clearer as the events recede further 
into the past, other aspects are clouded. It seems to go without 
saying that the opinions of today’s historians on neoliberal trans-
formation have no impact on the process itself. But this was not 
true of earlier social-scientific transformation research, which has 
now become historical, too. Many economists and sociologists 
dealing with postcommunist Europe in the nineties acted as po-
litical advisers and influenced the course of reforms with their ex-
pert opinions. The US economist Jeffrey Sachs was the archetypal 
analyst-reformer. Active first in Poland, then Russia (officially 
named the Russian Federation since 1991) and elsewhere as an 
economic adviser, he was one of the architects of the “shock ther-
apy.” Sachs and the Brygada Marriotta, as the Western experts were 
ironically dubbed (after the swish Warsaw hotel in which they re-
sided), stood out for their disarming self-confidence. A Harvard 
professor, Sachs’s absolute faith in the market made his prescrip-
tion for improving the present and the future irresistible. It was 
characteristic of the neoliberal epoch that one country after the 
next adopted very similar economic models and reform packages, 
as Sachs advised. He and his fellow experts obviously expected 
the standard formulae to work equally well wherever they were 
applied.

But the reforms had very different outcomes. For around the 
last fifteen years, the various resultant economic orders have been 
analyzed under the banner of “varieties of capitalism.” They are 
considered here in chapter 4.34 Rather than following the social-
science model of investigation, taking a top-down approach to 
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focus on the ideology’s embeddedness in institutions and abstract 
economic data, the aim here is to provide a historical narrative of 
transformation from the bottom up. The book sets out to guide 
the reader through neoliberal Europe, for the most part chrono-
logically, and across various spatial configurations (transnational 
regions, states, intranational regions, and cities).

Another characteristic of neoliberalism is the aforementioned 
fixation on private ownership. Considered an essential pillar of 
market economy,35 it went hand in hand with an aversion to big 
government, which was regarded as stifling and oppressive—as
state socialism had demonstrated on the extreme end of the scale. 
While privatization became a top political priority in the former 
GDR and Czechoslovak Socialist Republic (ČSSR), with the for-
mer country pursuing restitution rather than the sale of national-
ized property wherever possible, it was slowed down in Poland in 
the mid-nineties. To this day, much of the property nationalized 
by the communists remains in state hands. But Poland is neverthe-
less a functioning market economy. The history of the last twenty-
five years, then, seems to challenge the dogma of privatization. 
When addressing questions such as these, contemporary history 
should resist the temptation to simply invert arguments. Russia 
is a reminder that this does not always work: here, the purchase 
and sale of state-owned real estate was delayed until the Land Act 
of 2003, resulting in the neglect and decline of large stretches of 
rural Russia.36

The Budapest-based political scientists Dorothee Bohle and 
Béla Greskovits have identified three distinct types of systems that 
became established in the new European Union member states 
as a result of different transformational processes and outcomes: 
“neoliberal capitalist,” “embedded neoliberal,” and “corporatist.”37

Each type corresponds with a specific geographical area, namely 
the Baltic states, the Visegrad countries (Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
and Hungary, which forged an economic and political alliance in 
the Hungarian town of Visegrad in early 1991), and Slovenia, re-
spectively. If one extends the model to Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, 
and Moldavia—that is, the European successor states of the So-
viet Union—the number of neoliberal-capitalist market economies 
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with at most rudimentary welfare states is even larger. Hence the 
reforms can be seen to have had a predominantly neoliberal out-
come. Russia and Ukraine did not establish stable democracies; 
their economies are dominated by oligarchs. The “oligarchic-
neoliberal” system could, then, be added to the above typology.

Since Bohle and Greskovits identified more or less neoliberal 
system types in all postcommunist countries, with the exception 
of Slovenia, the question is raised of how precise the concept is. 
Does it not overstretch the concept of neoliberalism to apply it 
to almost the entire former Eastern Bloc and beyond, indeed to 
the global order since the mid-eighties?38 Have the outcomes of 
political and economic system change not been too various to be 
covered by one neoliberal umbrella? The course of reforms and 
the intentions of the actors involved certainly varied greatly, from 
country to country and year to year. Yet the basic principles in-
scribed in the Washington Consensus were applied across the 
board. Every postcommunist country in Europe attempted liber-
alization, deregulation, and privatization, often with unexpected 
consequences and ripple effects. The one common outcome in all 
countries prior to European Union enlargement was growing in-
equality on a social and spatial level. As this common ground was 
so predominant, it is accurate to speak of the establishment of a 
new, neoliberal order, despite the many differences.

While postcommunist countries and English-language scholar-
ship continued to take a skeptical view of the welfare state, some 
continental European transitologists began to regard fully func-
tioning government as a precondition for successful system 
change. In 2007, the most prominent German expert, Wolfgang 
Merkel, proposed that state continuity, especially with respect 
to education and social security, facilitated transformation. The 
Harvard-based political scientist Grzegorz Ekiert considers gov-
ernment reforms, such as the building of local and regional ad-
ministration, to have been a key factor in Poland’s rise since 1989.39

In this regard, one can differentiate between three groups of 
countries: those that enjoyed territorial continuity and whose 
statehood remained largely intact throughout the period 1989–
91; those that emerged from collapsed empires and multinational 
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states and had to first consolidate their (mostly weak) new state-
hood; and a third group struck by ethnic conflicts and violence. 
The civil wars in the Caucasus and the former Yugoslavia, and 
the bloodshed they caused among the civilian populations, over-
shadowed all other transformational experiences.40 But Yugosla-
via must nevertheless be included in the history of the transfor-
mation era. After all, the collapse of this multinational state was 
linked to disagreements over reforms. Yugoslavia, like the entire 
Eastern Bloc, had been in the midst of a deep economic crisis 
since the mid-eighties. The IMF and international creditors pre-
scribed reforms which only some sections of the political elites ac-
cepted. Because the country was federally organized, the reforms 
could not be implemented. It was in the subsequent dispute over 
whether to extend federalization or to return to centralization 
that the battle lines of the future armed conflict were drawn.41 Ro-
mania was also on the brink of civil war in 1990. In Bucharest, 
regime-loyal miners clashed with students and intellectuals in vio-
lent riots known as mineriads; interethnic conflicts also helped the 
postcommunists to stay in power.42 These conflicts should not be 
missing from any balance sheet of transformation.

A central focus of transitology is how democracy is consoli-
dated and political values change in postdictatorial societies. The 
state of research on these issues is excellent. This book will there-
fore concentrate mostly on questions of social history. But it also 
aims to shed some light on the strikingly divergent developments 
on the road to democracy. In East Central and Southeastern Eu-
rope, and in the Baltic states, the dominant trend was to orien-
tate political change toward the German system of parliamentary 
democracy. Presidential power was curtailed and parliaments ac-
corded greater authority. Poland, which had been at the vanguard 
of regime change in 1989, took a leading role again. In the coun-
tries of the former Soviet Union, by contrast, presidential systems 
have come to predominate. In Russia, Vladimir Putin has estab-
lished an authoritarian regime.43 This discrepancy in the outcomes 
of political system change shows that Samuel Huntington’s “third 
wave of democratization” occurred unevenly, giving rise to new 
forms of governance that had not been anticipated in the early 
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nineties. China and Vietnam are particularly striking examples.44

The establishment of market economy in these countries did not 
lead to comprehensive democratization. Does this mean that post-
communist capitalism can work without democracy? Russia, in 
spite of its structural problems and high dependency on oil and 
gas exports, seems to point in this direction. Authoritarian state 
capitalism has certainly become a serious rival to the West since 
the crisis of 2008–9 (see chapters 5 and 10).

Transitologists have approached their core fields of interest—
political system change, the adoption of market economy, and the 
transformation of statehood—almost exclusively from a nation-
state perspective. Journals such as the Economist and various think 
tanks have orchestrated a kind of international competition be-
tween nations battling toward democracy and market economy. 
Points are awarded for the degree to which the respective gov-
ernments have achieved the targets advocated by the IMF and 
neoliberal think tanks. In the early nineties, the Czech Republic 
and Hungary were considered model transformation countries 
while Poland was criticized for its reliance on agriculture and 
general backwardness. Hence a country’s level of modernization 
or perceived lack of sophistication was a second, rarely overtly 
expressed criterion for evaluation. Ironically, this continued a ten-
dency of state socialism. The communists had made great efforts 
to catapult Eastern Europe to a Western level of development by 
forced industrialization, collectivization, and other means.45 After 
1989, “catch-up modernization” remained the primary goal, but 
without the utopian promise of communist paradise. The ideal 
now was wealth and consumerism.

At the Copenhagen summit of 2002, the European Union can-
didate countries were commended for having achieved the transi-
tion to market economies and democracies. This success, and Eu-
ropean Union enlargement in the years 2004–7, posed a problem 
for transformation studies. It rendered a number of its research 
objects irrelevant, insofar as it adhered to the old backwardness 
paradigm. In terms of gross domestic product per capita (which 
is of course only one of many indicators), the wealthiest post-
communist countries had already overtaken the poorest old EU 
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member states by 2002–3. Taking only capital cities into consider-
ation, the East caught up at an even faster pace. Far less scholarly 
attention was paid to this upswing than to the previous transfor-
mation crises. Perhaps contemporary academia had internalized 
the journalistic rule of thumb that only bad news is good news.

With the crisis of 2008–9 came the anticipated bad news. Some 
postcommunist countries went into recessions almost as deep as 
the economic collapse of 1990 or 1991, with negative growth rates 
of up to 18 percent. The former Eastern Bloc countries managed 
to overcome the crisis faster than the Southeastern European 
countries, albeit at the cost of more radical social cuts. The IMF 
now exemplifies states like Latvia as crisis-beaters to be imitated 
by countries such as Greece. Whether neoliberal reforms actually 
generated any economic growth is a question that runs through 
this entire book, and is discussed by the example of a number of 
case studies in various periods. Germany felt the impact of the 
second wave of neoliberalism not only from without—in economic 
competition from its easterly neighbor countries—but also in its 
adjoined Eastern half, the former GDR. Postcommunist reforms 
here created many new problems for the unified German state 
and its social security system. Strangely, this cotransformation in 
Germany and Europe as a whole has been very little researched. 
Transformation research has by and large remained a field of “area 
study,” restricted to Eastern Europe. Even if one were to regard 
postcommunist transformation as completed by certain key years, 
such as 2004 or 2009, neoliberal reforms and post–welfare state 
transformation continue to be topical issues, pertinent to South-
ern Europe and the entire eurozone.

In this book, elements of cotransformation, or East-West trans-
fer (terms such as “influence” and “diffusion” are too simplistic 
since they suggest the straightforward adoption of foreign mod-
els), are discussed predominantly in the context of contemporary 
German history and three main points of inquiry: political trans-
formation discourses before and during Germany’s pension and 
labor market reforms of 2001–5; academic and public debate on 
the concept of “civil society”; and the role of politicians from the 
former GDR (such as Angela Merkel), whose political identities 
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were formed during German transformation. Transfer history is 
not only made up of “successful” transfers, in which one culture 
adopts and adapts elements from another, but also processes of 
demarcation. They occurred not only in postcommunist states, es-
pecially Putin’s Russia, but also in the West.

As mentioned above, transitologists as well as traditional histo-
rians of Europe tend to adopt a nation-state perspective. There are 
certainly plausible arguments for this: Nation-states steer macro-
economic development, adopt reforms, organize social security 
systems, and are the most important framework for democratic 
decision-making. But as is shown below, there can be tremen-
dous intrastate divergence—growing gulfs between rich and poor, 
large cities and rural regions—which has a particular impact on 
the everyday lives of the populations.46 Research on urban trans-
formation after 1989 has focused on the geographical and social 
metamorphoses of cities and urban areas.47 This book will further 
zoom in on the cities, because they bear striking witness to the 
rapid changes of the past twenty-five years. Literature, informa-
tion, or source material on individual urban districts, villages, 
or streets, and the groups, families, and individuals who inhabit 
them is hard to come by. But social anthropologists and ethnolo-
gists have begun to close this gap with studies of factory commu-
nities, small social groups, and specific environments, which are 
of great interest to historians.48 The state of literature on the trans-
formation era is low (with the exception of the aforementioned 
short book by Padraic Kenney). Tony Judt, Hartmut Kaelble, 
Harold James, and most recently Konrad Jarausch have discussed 
the 1990s in the respective last chapters of their major surveys of 
twentieth century or postwar European history.49 But there is still 
no book conceptualizing the quarter-century since 1989 as a dis-
tinct historical epoch.50 Neoliberalism was the guiding ideology 
of this epoch, so it deserves to be the center of attention. Knowl-
edge of its history is the precondition for understanding the pres-
ent, in Europe and beyond.
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Where the East Meets the West

Crisis and Reform Debates in the 1980s

The Demise of State Socialism

The collapse of communist rule and the Eastern Bloc took the 
world of international politics and most Western observers com-
pletely by surprise. In the United States, especially, socialist 
countries had been widely regarded as totalitarian states where 
communists reigned supreme over “atomized,” passive societies. 
Schoolchildren in the West learned from their atlases that the So-
viet empire was all the countries behind the Iron Curtain, swathed 
in a blanket of foreboding red and juxtaposed against the Western 
states in their light and airy blue. But the Eastern Bloc under late 
state socialism was not such a static, homogenous unit. Only a few 
experts, such as the German political scientist Klaus Segbers and 
the Swedish economist Anders Åslund, recognized the force of 
the social dynamics and implications of the economic crisis in the 
Soviet Union before 1989.1

The protracted demise of state socialism had begun many years 
previously, in the late 1960s. The brutal suppression of the Prague 
Spring destroyed any hopes for “socialism with a human face” or 
reforming the system. True, Poland and Hungary opened eco-
nomically in the 1970s. But rather than improve the performance 
of their planned economies, the import of Western technology (for 
instance, for auto manufacturers “Polski Fiat” and the shipbuild-
ing industry on the Baltic Coast) only resulted in massive foreign 
debt. The Soviet Union, which appeared so formidable to the out-
side world, was stagnating economically. All of the Eastern Bloc 
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countries missed the “digital revolution” that not only marked the 
dawn of new technologies but also increased the importance of 
productivity gains and international trade.

As the economic gulf between East and West widened, the 
legitimacy of communist rule was increasingly undermined. In 
the GDR in 1956, the First Secretary of the Socialist Unity Party 
(SED), Walter Ulbricht, had famously promised to “overtake, 
not catch up” (überholen, ohne einzuholen).2 Some decades 
later, his slogan had a hollow ring. In the GDR as much as in 
the other Eastern Bloc countries, the communists were unable 
to fulfill the unofficial contrat social of a better supply of consumer 
goods in exchange for political compliance.3 Many items were 
rarely or never available; if at all, they could only be purchased 
in foreign currencies from special stores: Intershop in the GDR, 
Tuzex in the ČSSR, Pewex in Poland, and Beriozka in the Soviet 
Union. Hence the importance of black-market deals, bartering, 
and currency smuggling as described in the introduction. (My 
Bohemian grandmother invented a fail-safe solution for the lat-
ter: three West German one-hundred-mark notes could be folded 
to the same size as one rectangular Bahlsen butter cookie. The 
cookie packet was carefully unglued using steam, the notes in-
serted, and the packet resealed.) The communists were held re-
sponsible for the scarcity because they had a monopoly on politi-
cal power.

The situation escalated in Poland first. In 1979–80, the Polish 
government tried to reduce the country’s budget deficit by raising 
the prices for consumer goods and even basic foodstuffs. The pub-
lic responded with mass protests and other forms of unrest. This 
led to the founding of the independent trade union Solidarność 
(Solidarity), the first mass movement to emerge beyond the party 
or official state organizations in a communist-ruled country. 
Mikhail Gorbachev later tried to alleviate the ongoing crisis of 
the planned economy by instituting glasnost and perestroika, but 
to no greater avail than the efforts of the reform communists in 
Hungary and Poland.

Contrary to expectations, communist rule was undermined by 
the East-West détente and, in particular, the Helsinki Conference 
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on Security and Cooperation in Europe in 1975.4 The leaders 
of the Eastern Bloc countries initially took the Final Act of the 
CSCE to be a resounding success. Agreeing to respect the coexis-
tence of the different systems and abide by the principle of nonin-
tervention, the signatory states seemed to confirm the status quo 
for decades to come. But the communist regimes underestimated 
the impetus that the conference gave. The opposition in many 
countries took advantage of the legal provisions of the Helsinki 
Accords to formulate their demands. One result was Charta 77 
in Czechoslovakia, which referred explicitly to the text of the ac-
cords and called on the government to respect human rights.

Another result of the détente and the CSCE was the partial 
opening of the Iron Curtain for individual travelers. The Poles, 
Hungarians, Czechs, and Slovaks who were permitted to travel 
could in this way gain firsthand impressions of the rival system. 
The West—including former “archenemy” West Germany—exuded
a magnetic attraction, not only on account of its much more color-
ful consumer world but also its greater freedoms in most other 
areas of life. While the majority of GDR citizens were not permit-
ted to cross the Iron Curtain, they were close enough to receive 
West German television signals and thus get a tantalizing idea 
of the West. In the second half of the 1980s, my Czech relatives 
visited West Germany at least once a year in order to purchase 
durable electronic appliances, water faucets that did not drip, and 
textiles of all kinds. Tens of thousands of Poles worked as harvest 
hands in West Germany and Sweden. Poland also sent between 
ten thousand and thirty thousand contract laborers to the GDR 
each year. As well as performing their regular tasks, these seasonal 
laborers and guest workers traded popular Western products and 
items from other socialist countries as a sideline. Commercial 
tourism became such a widespread phenomenon among Poles 
that sociological studies were written on the subject, dubbed tur-
izm zarobkowy. Even diplomats participated in the mass-scale smug-
gling, much to the annoyance of the GDR border authorities who 
were obliged to let them pass. Warsaw evolved into a hub of trade, 
where Western products were illicitly sold and distributed across 
Eastern Europe, right up to the USSR.5
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Communist propaganda suggested that international contact 
within the Eastern Bloc consolidated the brotherly ties between 
socialist nations. But often enough, the opposite was true. The 
cautious increase in commercial opportunities bred rivalry and 
misunderstandings that seemed to confirm personal prejudices 
(as, for instance, when Polish “tourists” in Frankfurt an der Oder 
snapped up the last available frying pan or pair of children’s 
shoes, as residents of the East German border town recalled with 
indignation as late as 2004). It also enabled growing sections of 
the Polish population to acquire capitalist skills.

The same can be said of government functionaries engaged in 
the economic sphere. In 1989–90, they had the choice of using 
their skills and contacts to ease their way into capitalism or try-
ing to uphold the old order by force. Many managed to maintain 
a comfortable lifestyle after their regime’s collapse. Back in the 
seventies Egon Bahr, the main architect of West Germany’s social-
democratic Ostpolitik (policy toward the Eastern Bloc), had trusted 
in “change through rapprochement” (“Wandel durch Annäher-
ung”). Although the Eastern Bloc changed too little to prove him 
right, rapprochement between the East and West certainly oc-
curred on a popular level, through trade, travelling, and tourism.

At the same time, the front lines between communist authori-
ties and opposition forces in Eastern Europe began to yield. Over 
the course of bitter and extended disputes, the regimes and their 
opponents came to form Janus-like units. In the USSR, Poland, 
and Hungary in the second half of the eighties, reform commu-
nists adopted some of the opposition’s arguments and became 
increasingly open to change. Even in the reform-averse GDR 
and ČSSR, the official press started disseminating ideas that had 
originated with the opposition. The vision of Europe on which 
Gorbachev’s concept of a “common European home” was based 
is one example.6 Cold War historians have questioned the serious-
ness and impact of these visions. In any case, like the ideas of the 
international peace movement, they testify to trans-bloc thinking.

Meanwhile, the official economic cooperation between East 
and West gathered its own momentum. In the wake of the oil crises 
of 1973 and 1979 and the subsequent recessions, the West turned 
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increasingly to the Eastern Bloc as a supplier of raw materials, a 
trade partner, and even a potential sales market. Despite having 
inflamed tensions by invading Afghanistan, the Soviet Union was 
still able to clinch the “deal of the century” with West Germany: 
they agreed to supply Russian natural gas to the Federal Republic 
in exchange for steel pipes, compressors (which were subject to 
export restrictions according to the Coordinating Committee for 
Multilateral Export Controls, or CoCom), and turbines to trans-
mit the gas. The Austrian company VÖEST constructed an entire 
steel mill in the East German Eisenhüttenstadt steelworks com-
bine; the banking group Raiffeisenbank founded its first Eastern 
European subsidiary in Hungary; IKEA and other major West-
ern companies contracted with factories in Poland and the GDR 
to manufacture their products.7 These transactions were indeed 
“confidence-building measures,” and they deepened the East’s de-
pendence on the West.

An Alternative Reading of the Cold War

All these changes before 1989 can be woven together into an al-
ternative reading of the Cold War. Mainstream American Cold 
War historiography explains the end of the East-West conflict in 
confrontational terms. The doyen of this school of thought, John 
Lewis Gaddis, basically argues that Ronald Reagan’s arms race 
brought the Soviet Union to its knees in the eighties.8 The realiza-
tion that the USSR could not keep pace with military rearmament 
supposedly convinced Gorbachev to introduce the reforms that 
ultimately led to the collapse of the Soviet empire. But there are a 
number of arguments to challenge this view. On a global level, for 
one, the ongoing confrontation with the West has served to con-
solidate the communist regimes in North Korea and Cuba until 
today, and reaffirmed their disapproval of reforms.

The policy of détente, by contrast, contributed significantly to 
ending the Cold War. This is especially evident when the East-
West conflict is seen from a “Eurocentric” perspective.9 As out-
lined above, the rapprochement on the old continent gave rise 
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to crucial confidence-building measures, dependencies, and en-
tanglements. The problem with this narrative is that it is not based 
on a clear juxtaposition of good and evil and does not produce 
any heroes. On the contrary, it shows that the West German gov-
ernment under social-democratic chancellor Helmut Schmidt ne-
glected to support the Solidarność movement in Poland. With the 
benefit of hindsight, one might ask why the West supplied the 
GDR and other Eastern Bloc countries with loans of billions for 
many years. This alternative reading of the end of the Cold War, 
then, explores a political and moral gray zone of interaction and 
compromise between East and West and between the regimes and 
their respective oppositions.

Whatever significance changing perceptions, dependencies, 
and entanglements had for ending the Cold War, these factors 
certainly shaped the manner in which regime changes were ef-
fected in the years 1989–91. The use of military or physical force 
had declined since the end of Stalinism. True, the Red Army had 
marched into Hungary in 1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968, and Af-
ghanistan in 1979. But the Soviet Union had subsequently paid 
a high political and financial price. Partly for this reason, it tried 
to avoid repeating the occurrence in Poland in 1980–81. Another, 
equally important factor was the communists’ relaxation of vio-
lence against their own citizens. The thaw in 1956 marked the end 
both of mass terror in the USSR and the Gulag system, which had 
never become fully established on the fringes of the Soviet em-
pire anyway. By the 1970s and ’80s, although demonstrations were 
still violently suppressed and dissidents tortured, political mass 
murder had been stopped. Paradoxically, this is illustrated by the 
case of a Polish priest, Jerzy Popiełuszko, who was abducted and 
murdered by security forces in 1984. The incident provoked such 
an outcry that the henchmen were subsequently indicted by their 
own regime. Despite the nominal sentences they received, their in-
dictment signalized to police agents and spies to exercise greater 
restraint. Overall, the police and security forces in the Eastern 
Bloc stopped inspiring the intense fear they had in the 1950s and 
’60s. The open discussions about the political and economic situa-
tion my family engaged in during our summer vacation in Poland 



WHERE THE EAST MEETS THE WEST | 39

in 1977, and conversations I had in the streets, bars, and restau-
rants in the eighties, testified to this.

Of course, the situation differed from country to country. In 
Poland, people spoke openly and freely; Czechs looked over their 
shoulders in cafés and restaurants, checking for unwanted listen-
ers; East German citizens avoided talking about “real existing so-
cialism” or communist party leader Erich Honecker in public. But 
in general terms, the citizens of Eastern Bloc countries were not 
as “atomized” as totalitarianism theory—previously a major influ-
ence on Cold War studies—has claimed.

The Neoliberal Turn in East and West

Viewing Europe in the latter years of the Cold War as a system of 
interconnected conduits casts a different light on the reform de-
bates of the 1980s. Some developments occurred almost in paral-
lel in Western and Eastern Europe. Margaret Thatcher responded 
to the United Kingdom’s economic stagnation in the 1970s by 
drastically reducing government expenditure, cutting subsidies 
and social security benefits, and combating inflation. Her reform 
package included extensive privatization, even of key industries 
such as the national railways. In this way, Thatcher put an end to 
the Keynesian policies pursued by her predecessors, which had 
failed to solve the country’s problems following the oil crisis and 
ended in spiraling inflation and national debt.

Experts in think tanks, universities, and international financial 
institutions had prepared this political paradigm shift for some 
time. An increasing number of economists at British, American, 
and, eventually, other Western universities held neoliberal views, 
and they did not confine them to academic discourse. Milton 
Friedman, one of the best-known proponents of the Chicago 
School, appeared in his own TV series in 1980 to convey his views 
to a mass audience. The first episode, entitled “The Power of the 
Market,” clearly spelled out his message of faith in free, unfettered 
markets.10 He coupled his economic doctrine with an ideologi-
cal, libertarian critique of big government and the welfare state, 
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which he demonized as an obstacle to economic activity and the 
cause of the day’s crisis. A follow-up series was made in 1990 in 
a slightly different format. This time, prominent politicians and 
actors including Ronald Reagan, former US Secretary of State 
George Shultz, and Arnold Schwarzenegger moderated the pro-
grams, lending additional weight to the PBS series. Since the 
Eastern Bloc had recently collapsed, one episode was dedicated 
to the “Failure of Socialism.”

Initially, neoliberalism and the teachings of the Chicago School 
resonated less in continental Europe. In France, the Socialists led 
by François Mitterrand won the 1981 general election and pur-
sued an opposite course, increasing public expenditure and gov-
ernment intervention in an attempt to boost the economy after the 
second oil crisis. But inflation remained high, debts mounted, the 
economy stagnated, and the government was under constant pres-
sure to devalue the French franc against the West German mark. 
Just two years later, Mitterrand was obliged to bow to the inter-
national capital markets and introduce a cost-cutting program in 
order to avert the further devaluation of the franc and an even 
higher rate of inflation.

Meanwhile, the social-democratic chancellor Helmut Schmidt 
was brought down by the burgeoning budget deficit and disagree-
ments over how to overcome the deep recession caused by the 
second oil crisis. The new center-right government distanced itself 
from the Keynesian policies of the previous government. Chris-
tian Democratic chancellor Helmut Kohl announced a new eco-
nomic policy, “away from more state to more market; away from 
collective burdens to more personal achievements; away from 
entrenched structures to more flexibility, individual initiative and 
competitiveness.”11 Germany’s tradition of proportional represen-
tation and coalition governments prevented radical changes akin 
to those in the United States or Britain with their two party sys-
tems. But a pronounced paradigm shift nevertheless took place 
in German economic think tanks and universities. They now saw 
the strong state as a burden rather than a solution to the current 
economic problems. For the first time in postwar history, social 
expenditure was criticized and cut. When the Berlin Wall came 
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down in 1989 and the course was set for the transformation of East 
Germany, hardly any Keynesians remained in Germany to sup-
port state interventionism or state ownership of industries.

As Geoff Eley has argued in his groundbreaking work on the 
European Left, the Social Democrats in all European countries 
adapted to neoliberal economic paradigms over the course of the 
eighties.12 “The markets,” which Friedman had still referred to in 
the singular, became a buzzword in the media and politics. Like 
a supreme, personalized, and yet anonymous authority, “the mar-
kets” have judged the economic power and viability of compa-
nies and even entire nations ever since. As the stock market crash 
in 2007 demonstrated, it remains unclear who exactly is passing 
judgment or who will take responsibility for errors.

The Chicago School wanted society and the economy to be 
propelled by the “hidden hand” of the market(s) and demonized 
the visible presence of the state. Friedman and other commenta-
tors railed against big government “standing on your shoes,” as 
Arnold Schwarzenegger put it in the aforementioned TV show. 
And in some respects, Europe’s new social movements and the 
up-and-coming “Green” parties voiced similar demands for less 
government control and more public participation in environ-
mental protection, education, and many other fields. Still, the 
paradigm shift away from government intervention was less 
prominent in continental Europe than it was in the United King-
dom and the United States. In broad terms, the West reacted 
in one of two ways to the economic problems following the two 
oil crises and recessions of 1973–74 and 1980–81, either attack-
ing the welfare state and its allocative functions (Thatcher and 
Reagan), or returning to more defensive, conservative politics 
(continental Western Europe). All of Europe’s moderate politi-
cal parties, from the Christian Democrats and other center-right 
parties who now assumed government (as in West Germany) to 
the left-leaning Social Democrats and Socialists who remained in 
power (as in France, Sweden, and Austria), tried to preserve the 
welfare state. In terms of growth rates or, perhaps more impor-
tantly, the discourse on economic policy, neoliberalism clearly tri-
umphed over welfarism within the West. European policymakers 
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enviously watched the United States emerging from the reces-
sion in the early eighties with greater economic growth than the 
core states of the European Community.13 In fact, there were 
many different reasons for this. Reagan’s policy of rearmament 
had the effect of an economic growth program (something that 
was theoretically anathema to his economic advisers); the “digi-
tal revolution” generated further growth. Great Britain profited 
from the oil boom in the North Sea, as well as London’s status as 
a global finance center. The growth figures in the United States 
and the United Kingdom were also partly the result of statisti-
cal adjustment: from the basis of their earlier and deeper crises 
in the late 1970s, their recoveries appeared more rapid. The ex-
tent to which Reaganomics and Thatcherism were responsible for 
their countries’ economic upturns can, then, be questioned. But 
they certainly placed increasing pressure on the welfare states of 
continental Europe to conform. These had been designed during 
the “trente glorieuses”; in times of rapidly rising unemployment and 
aging populations, it was becoming impossible to finance them. 
As a consequence, even confirmed Social Democrats and Social-
ists, including the later president of the European Commission, 
Jacques Delors, eventually adopted neoliberal ideas.

The Eastern Bloc, in contrast, seemed virtually immune to all 
the crises affecting the West in the early eighties. The develop-
ments that put an end to Fordism (the labor-intensive mass pro-
duction of consumer goods) and full employment, along with all 
the problems this posed for social security systems, seemed to stop 
at the Iron Curtain.14 The Soviet Union even indirectly profited 
from the two oil crises. These enabled it to demand higher prices 
for oil and gas from the West while cushioning the oil-price blow 
for its allies by supplying them cut-price energy.

But under the surface of apparent stability the problems were 
mounting. Hungary and Poland were not able to pay back their 
foreign debts from the 1970s. The GDR accumulated increasing 
debts in order to maintain its standard of living—the highest in 
the Eastern Bloc. Bulgaria accrued mounting foreign debt in the 
late eighties; the Soviet Union suffered from the rapid drop in oil 
and gas prices after 1982. The economic problems were reflected 
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in the increasing divergence between the official and unofficial 
rates of exchange for foreign currencies described above.

Poland faced additional problems. The imposition of martial 
law and the suppression of the Solidarność movement plunged 
the country further into recession. Almost all basic foodstuffs were 
rationed; the black market boomed.15 State repression and con-
stant scarcity demotivated the workers. Aware that the People’s 
Republic of Poland was on the verge of economic and politi-
cal bankruptcy, the Polish government welcomed perestroika 
and the opportunity to concede greater freedoms, especially to 
farmers and smaller firms. In 1986 General Wojciech Jaruzelski 
announced an amnesty for political prisoners. One year later, the 
government entered into negotiations with the opposition, medi-
ated by the Church. In 1988 additional economic reforms were 
introduced that further loosened the restrictions on private entre-
preneurs, and the following year the controls on prices for agricul-
tural products were lifted. These measures were groundbreaking 
for Eastern Europe.

Even further-reaching reforms were introduced in the commu-
nist countries of East Asia. As early as 1979, the party leadership 
in Vietnam had allowed farmers to sell some of their output pri-
vately. In 1986, in step with perestroika, it abolished the entire 
system of compulsory levies and state price regulation in agricul-
ture. This bold move to accommodate the individual profit motive 
in what was then a key sector of the Vietnamese economy paid 
off. Agricultural production rose and Vietnam soon became a rice 
exporter. But the communists protected their positions of power 
at the same time. The land the farmers cultivated was only ceded 
to them as usufructuaries; they did not own it. Like China, then, 
Vietnam introduced market economy without privatization.

By contrast, Poland’s reform program of 1989 focused on privati-
zation. One reason for this was the country’s high foreign debt—the 
Polish government needed the revenue from the sale of state indus-
tries and enterprises. Two groups of actors cooperated to design 
the reforms: foreign advisers from the IMF and other international 
institutions, who prescribed Poland a neoliberal austerity program, 
as they had previously the ailing countries of Latin America; and 
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national experts who had worked their way up the government 
career ladder and now supported radical reforms. These experts did 
not look to the Western European model of the welfare state for 
inspiration, but to the policies of Margaret Thatcher and Ronald 
Reagan. In late 1988, the Polish weekly Polityka had already com-
mented on the growing influence of “eastern Thatcherites.”16 These 
were on the rise because of growing discontent with Gorbachev’s 
perestroika and its Eastern European variants. Hence domestic cir-
cumstances paved the way for 1989’s radical reforms.

Similarly to Yugoslavia, Poland lurched toward hyperinflation. 
The cheap aluminum coins of the seventies were immobilized 
and ever more zeroes printed on Polish banknotes. International 
and Polish economic experts agreed that the only way to curb the 
price rise was to strictly limit government expenditure and money 
supply. Even wages were not safe. In 1988 industrial workers had 
successfully taken strike action to have their wages index-linked
to the rate of inflation. While this boosted incomes, it also caused 
inflation to rise even further. As a consequence, wages and salaries 
were rigorously controlled and de facto reduced after 1989.

Reforms in Hungary were shaped by debates within the Com-
munist Party. The Hungarian private sector was expanded during 
the eighties, as was the Polish. But Hungary’s private enterprises 
did not have sufficient influence or scope to propel the economy. 
In 1987 the party abandoned its guarantee of employment for 
every adult citizen; the specter of unemployment loomed on the 
horizon. At the same time, Hungary opened its borders to foreign 
direct investments.

In the Soviet Union, too, the authorities were forced to admit 
that they could not simply grind on. Leonid Brezhnev’s successor 
Yuri Andropov, a former head of the KGB, had been aware of 
the dismal state of the economy since the early eighties. In 1986, 
Andropov’s protégé Mikhail Gorbachev proclaimed glasnost and 
perestroika (literally, “openness” and “restructuring”). He also 
introduced a different course in foreign policy. Recognizing the 
hopelessness of the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, he tried to 
end the arms race in order to redirect more resources toward the 
economy.
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Gorbachev hoped to save state socialism by reforming it. State 
enterprises were to retain some of their output to sell on their own 
initiative; kolkhoz farmers were encouraged to cultivate small 
plots of farmland independently; productivity was to be improved 
by raising workers’ morale. These measures were less targeted than 
the reforms in China and Vietnam, and, thanks to glasnost, dis-
cussed more than they were actually implemented. Such a ten-
tative approach to reforms and decentralizing the economy only 
served to aggravate the Soviet Union’s problems. The individual 
republics drifted further apart and pursued their own increasingly 
nationally defined interests. Even glasnost had unintentional side 
effects. While the opportunity to articulate criticisms and discuss 
problems initially had a liberating effect, as long as it failed to al-
leviate the USSR’s economic plight, it ultimately undermined the 
authority of the party.

In 1989, the disclosure of major crimes committed by the 
state under Stalinism shook the foundations of the ailing Soviet 
Union. The Politburo’s admission of the existence of the Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact delegitimized Soviet rule in the Baltic states and 
gave the oppositions in Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia a tremen-
dous boost (see fig. 2.1). Civil rights activists started demanding 
independence for the Baltic republics. They, too, took advantage 
of contacts with exiles and other actors in the West. In the Cauca-
sus, armed conflicts broke out between Armenians and Azerbai-
jani, forcing tens of thousands to flee their homes. The pogroms 
and unrest further undermined the legitimacy of the Soviet em-
pire, which was proving incapable even of maintaining internal 
peace. In retrospect, the interethnic violence of the late eighties 
can be seen to have presaged the war in the former Yugoslavia 
and the Caucasus. Then, as later, conflicts flared up over the issue 
of whether to preserve the territory of the constituent republics or 
draw new, ethnic borders. Nationalism, then, was a crucial factor 
contributing to the breakup of the Soviet Union.17 But it was bred 
on the ground of economic crisis.

Struggling enough with the economic problems in his own 
country, Gorbachev ceded the peripheral states of the Soviet 
Union greater freedoms, and encouraged the other Eastern Bloc 
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countries to introduce reforms. But glasnost and perestroika cre-
ated new difficulties without remedying the flaws of the existing 
system. Soviet experts and managers increasingly doubted the vi-
ability of—or possibility of reforming—“real existing socialism,” a 
term that now inevitably carried a mocking overtone.

At this point, several of the Eastern Bloc’s later reform politi-
cians finally rejected state socialism and embraced neoliberalism. 

Fig. 2.1. On August 23, 1989, over a million people marked the fiftieth 
anniversary of the signing of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact by forming a 
human chain that stretched approximately four hundred miles, from Vilnius 
via Riga to Tallinn. Photo: ullstein bild / Juraitis.
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They included Václav Klaus, Leszek Balcerowicz, and Yegor Gai-
dar, all three of whom were state-employed experts working in 
official think tanks. Balcerowicz had even received a government 
scholarship to study in New York, where he became familiarized 
with the teachings of Milton Friedman. Having hitherto known 
only ineffective, spoon-feeding governments, these Eastern Euro-
pean economists were particularly drawn to the antistatism that 
is characteristic of neoliberalism.18 Thus neoliberalism and the 
theories of the Chicago School were disseminated via various 
channels: first, encounters between individuals, especially econo-
mists (interpersonal cultural transfers); and second, the reception 
of various writings (intertextual transfers). Both channels of ex-
change with the West were, however, more restricted in the Soviet 
Union than in East Central Europe.

The manifest failure of the reform communists’ efforts in the 
Soviet Union, Poland, and Hungary had repercussions in the 
West, too: Western variants of socialism lost their appeal. A num-
ber of comments and writings by prominent contemporaries such 
as US economic historian Robert Heilbroner testify to this. In 
early 1989, even before the Eastern Bloc crumbled, Heilbroner 
wrote in the New Yorker that “the contest between capitalism and 
socialism is over. Capitalism has won.”19 Milton Friedman took 
this up in the abovementioned TV series of 1990 and produced a 
sequence with the title “The Failure of Socialism.”20 It is interest-
ing to note the choice of vocabulary: not communism—the United 
States’ Cold War adversary—but socialism was seen to have failed. 
By this cipher, Friedman and other confirmed anticommunists 
conveyed their hostility toward the already much-reduced welfare 
state and liberal left in their own country. Friedman’s TV program 
features a bizarre appearance by Ronald Reagan, who confused 
the Nobel Peace Prize with the Nobel Prize for Economics (the 
latter of which Friedman had indeed received) in his introduc-
tion declaring Friedman the recipient of the “Nobel Peace Prize 
in Economics.”

While Heilbroner focused primarily on the past, the neoconser-
vative Francis Fukuyama looked to the future. In his controversial 
theory of the “end of history,” he claimed there was no longer any 
alternative to democracy and market economy, a view that liberal 
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sociologist Ralf Dahrendorf shared. The Western elites’ entire po-
litical and ideological spectrum seemed to be made up of variants 
of dissociation from socialism. Previously Heilbroner had viewed 
economic history from a Marxist perspective. Clearly the failure 
of state socialism had such a deep impact that it changed the na-
ture of the Left in the West, too.

Yet even at this point, some Eastern European civil rights ac-
tivists continued to propagate a Third Way, linking market econ-
omy with the positive achievements of state socialism in their 
countries. Left-wing Western social democrats such as Egon Bahr 
supported their views. But the economic collapse of the Eastern 
Bloc and the de facto bankruptcy of Yugoslavia and its system 
of self-administration precluded the combination of the two sys-
tems. Czechoslovakia was less encumbered with debts and so 
could afford to postpone drastic reforms (which Friedman ex-
plicitly criticized in his TV series). But Yugoslavia, Poland, and 
other debt-ridden countries had no other choice than to follow 
the recipes of the Washington Consensus to secure the financial 
support of the West. As attempts to reform socialism failed be-
fore the eyes of the world, its Western, welfare-state variant also 
lost support and legitimacy. Even Sweden’s Social Democrats, 
who had run the country for many decades, were soon forced to 
surrender power. After 1989, then, the traditional Left-Right po-
litical framework was fundamentally challenged in Eastern and 
Western Europe alike.

The proponents of deregulated, free market economy seized the 
opportunity these changes presented. The Washington Consen-
sus established the hegemony of neoliberalism on a global level. 
Here, too, it is important to note the subtle use of terminology. 
Referring to the economic prescriptions it advanced as a “consen-
sus” implied that alternatives were deviant. Thus the ground was 
prepared in East and West for the revolutions of 1989–91 coming 
to a neoliberal end. But neither the civil rights activists nor the 
millions of people out on the streets foresaw this conclusion.
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The Revolutions of 1989–91

Milestones of the Revolutions

The term “revolution” is commonly used to denote a great change, 
attended by mass mobilization and exuberance, that leaves a last-
ing imprint on the course of history. But in the fall of 1989, only 
a few demonstrators and dissidents dared to spell it out. Doing so 
would have put them at considerable personal risk and perhaps 
provoked a violent crackdown by the communist security forces. 
After decades of obligatory annual celebrations to commemorate 
the Bolshevik Revolution, the term had become tainted and over-
used. Indeed, revolution was still associated with mass violence, 
which conflicted with the opposition’s strategy of nonviolent resis-
tance. Moreover, for a long time, dissidents called for the reform 
of the existing system, not its abolition. They formulated their de-
mands within the parameters of perestroika and its Eastern Euro-
pean variants. To a degree, then, describing the upheaval of 1989 
as a revolution is anachronistic. Contemporaries did not refer to 
it as such until the communists were already losing their grip on 
power.1 But then this term endowed the turmoil with meaning, 
and hope that communism in its gray form of “real existing social-
ism” was over. It signified that better times were ahead.

In the sense of Charles Tilly, Theda Skocpol, Hannah Arendt, 
and other older revolution theorists, the years between 1989 and 
1991 certainly fit the definition of the term.2 There was a prehistory 
and a classic causal precondition—the decay of the ancien régime—
followed by a revolutionary process and completed by revolution-
ary results. The main questions in this chapter are then: What kind
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From Nomenklatura to New Elite

Olga Krishtanovskaia and Stephen White

Revolutions, according to Vilfredo Pareto, are above all a matter of elite
transformation. The revolution in Eastern Europe at the end of the
1980s brought on changes in government and a shift toward pluralist
and democratic politics throughout the region. Today, many of these
changes look less decisive. Former communist parties have returned to
power in Hungary, Poland, Lithuania, and Bulgaria. In Romania, there
has been a shift in leadership but less clearly a change of political re-
gime. Former communists maintained their positions in Serbia and in
Slovakia, and there has been a transformation of the nomenklatura in
much of former Soviet Central Asia. In Russia, the Communist Party
left office but was revived in the beginning of 1993. It fared well at the
polls in the December election of that year and was by far the largest
party in the Duma elections that took place in December, 1995. The
Russian public, for their part, remained committed to the concept of a
USSR. They rated their new political system lower than the one they
had experienced in the Soviet years. Furthermore, they believed the
Communists were still in power.1

Views differed as to the extent to which communists or former com-
munists were, in fact, still in power throughout the Central and East-
ern European countries. There was relatively little direct continuity
in the Czech Republic, where the Communist Party quickly became a
marginal force, and only a limited degree of continuity of leading per-
sonnel in Poland. In Russia, some argued that there was “relatively
little overlap between the Gorbachev and Yeltsin political elites.” Oth-
ers pointed to the very high degree of continuity at local levels in the
early post-Soviet period, and went on to emphasize the continuities
in post-Communist government more generally. As a commentator for
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Nezavisimaia Gazeta put it, if an observer had gone to sleep in Russia
at the start of 1990, then awoke at the end of 1992, he would conclude
that the reformist wing of the Communist Party headed by Boris Yeltsin
had finally come to power.2

Clearly, as the changes at the leadership level increase, the Russian
and Eastern European transition can be more readily considered a revo-
lution. At the same time, we need to differentiate between changes in
central government and in the regions; between changes in different
sections of the central government; and between rates of change in dif-
ferent subperiods. We need to know if the elite has been changing in
terms of age and gender, social and geographical origin, national com-
position, and levels of education. Above all, we need to know the
extent to which the Russian elite has recruited its membership from
the Soviet nomenklatura of the past, and from which of its constituent
groups. In the discussion that follows, we consider some of the oper-
ating principles of the former nomenklatura and examine the ways in
which they attempted to protect their position, mostly through privi-
leged access to the market, in the late 1980s. The final section of this
chapter provides a sociological portrait of the Russian elite of the mid-
1990s and discusses the extent of its origins in the Soviet system.3

Defining and Measuring the Elite

Generally, an “elite” is a ruling group in society. We define the elite in
largely positional terms: on the basis of their occupancy of posts that
involve the making of decisions of national importance. Included
are the deputies of the Russian Federal Assembly who were elected in
December, 1993, government officials, the Russian president, and his
closest associates. We have not separately distinguished the leaders of
the major political parties or the heads of regional administrations as
these two categories account for the bulk of the membership of the
Russian Parliament.

A separate business elite is a constituent part of the ruling elite,
whose influence on public policy is defined by their position in the
most important sectors of the economy and by the assets they control.4

Our analysis is based upon a series of investigations conducted be-
tween 1989 and 1994 by the Sector on Elite Studies of the Institute of
Sociology of the Russian Academy of Sciences.5 The main methods of
study included informal in-depth interviews with members of the elite;
formal interviews; surveys of expert opinion; observation; the study of
official biographies; press analysis; and the study of official documents
and statistics. The core of the study was based upon an examination of
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official biographical directories,6 as well as a series of interviews with
elite members themselves, conducted by the Sector of Elite Studies
in association with the University of Glasgow. Altogether, 3,610 biog-
raphies were analyzed, consisting of members from the Brezhnev elite
(57 members of the government, 1,500 deputies of the USSR Supreme
Soviet, 282 members of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU) Central Committee, 26 Politburo and Secretariat members, and
131 obkom first secretaries); the Gorbachev elite from 1985 to August,
1991 (consisting of 251 Russian Supreme Soviet deputies, 371 mem-
bers of the CPSU Central Committee that were elected in 1990, 35 mem-
bers of the Politburo and Secretariat, and 132 obkom first secretaries);
and the Yeltsin elite from September, 1991 (consisting of 35 members of
the Russian government, 44 members of the higher ranks of the presi-
dential administration, 68 heads of regional administrations, 35 party
leaders, 100 members of the business elite, and 543 members of the
Federal Assembly).

Our elite groups consist of six main sections: 1) the government
(before 1985, during the Gorbachev years, and in 1993); 2) Parliament
(for the Brezhnev period, the 11th Supreme Soviet of the USSR that
was elected in 1984; for the Gorbachev period, the Supreme Soviet of
the Russian Socialist Federation of Soviet Republics (RSFSR) that was
elected in 1990; and for the Yeltsin period, the Federal Assembly of the
Russian Federation that was elected in December, 1993); 3) the party
elite (for the Brezhnev period, the CPSU Central Committee that was
elected at the Twenty-seventh Party Congress in 1986; for the Gorba-
chev period, the Central Committee that was elected at the Twenty-
eighth Party Congress in 1990; and for the Yeltsin period, the leaders
of the major Russian parties as they stood in 1993, the section that,
despite the change from a single to a multiparty system, manifested
the greatest degree of direct continuity); 4) the top leadership (for the
Brezhnev period, the members and candidate members of the Polit-
buro and the secretaries of the Central Committee as of January, 1985;
for the Gorbachev period, the members and candidate members of the
Politburo and the secretaries of the Central Committee as of January,
1991; and for the Yeltsin period, the president’s immediate associates,
the leading members of his administration, his advisors, and members
of the presidential council); 5) the regional elite (for the Brezhnev pe-
riod, the obkom first secretaries that were in office at the start of 1985;
for the Gorbachev period, the obkom first secretaries that were in
office in 1990; and for the Yeltsin period, the heads of regional admin-
istrations as of 1993); and finally 6) the business elite (for the Yeltsin
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period alone, consisting of the heads of the largest banks, exchanges,
and industrial-financial groups).

The Soviet Nomenklatura

In order to understand how the elite changed in the post-Soviet pe-
riod, we must understand how it formed over many decades of single-
party, Communist rule. As this is a subject that has already been dis-
cussed in the scholarly literature, we will simply identify a number of
the elite’s most distinctive features.7

The elite had a precise form as a result of its institutionalized charac-
ter. Lists of leading positions were maintained in the Central Commit-
tee apparatus. Appointment to these leading positions was impossible
without the agreement of the party hierarchy. The highest ranked mem-
bers of the nomenklatura, that is, the holders of positions to which ap-
pointments required the approval of the Politburo, or Secretariat of
the CPSU Central Committee, were in effect the national elite. Equally,
in spite of the varied character of the positions that were included in
the upper nomenklatura, the Soviet elite was monolithic in nature, ex-
tending across all spheres of party, state, and social life. Its monolithic
character was assured by the fact that all its members were Commu-
nists and by the manner in which all leading appointments had to be
made or at least approved by higher-level party bodies. Elite members
were obligated to espouse Marxism-Leninism and other conventions
of Soviet public life.

The structure of the Soviet elite can be derived from the composi-
tion of the membership of the CPSU Central Committee. The following
groups were always represented: the national leadership (the Polit-
buro and Secretariat of the CPSU Central Committee, which were, in
effect, political executives); the leading officials of the Central Com-
mittee apparatus (the national administration); the most important re-
gional party first secretaries; the prime minister and other leading
members of the government; the most important members of the armed
and security services; leading diplomats; and the leaders of youth, trade
union, and cultural organizations. Formally, the Central Committee and
Supreme Soviet also included workers, collective farmers, engineers,
and scholars. This group of “ordinary Soviet people” had a purely dec-
orative character: its function was to demonstrate that the USSR was a
state run by cooks rather than professional politicians (as Lenin put it).8

The Soviet nomenklatura elite was strictly hierarchical. As early as
the Stalin era, all nomenklatura positions were divided into fourteen
ranks.9 The General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee was
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at the highest level, followed by members of the Politburo, candidate
Politburo members, and the Central Committee secretaries. The next
rank in the hierarchy consisted of the nomenklatura of the Politburo
(those with positions that were appointed and approved at Politburo
level). This group included the first and (sometimes) second secre-
taries of Republican Party organizations, the first secretaries of re-
gional party committees, all-union ministers, the military hierarchy,
ambassadors to all the socialist countries (as well as the ambassadors
to the largest capitalist countries), directors of the largest military-
industrial enterprises, the leading officials of the creative unions, and
the editors of central newspapers and journals. The level below this
group was the nomenklatura of the Central Committee Secretariat,
which included deputy ministers, the second secretaries of regional
party committees, the heads of regional Soviet executives, and so forth.
Then came positions that required the approval of the relevant Central
Committee department, followed by positions that needed approval
from regional, urban, and district party committees. The lowest level
positions were those approved by local party branches.10 The hierar-
chical principle required a steady progression through these stages,
from level to level: it was similar in many ways to an army hierarchy,
and (as in the armed forces) exceptions were rare.

The nomenklatura system had mechanisms that limited self-recruit-
ment, or semeistvennost’. According to an informal convention, the chil-
dren of higher-level officials never inherited positions with the same
level of seniority as their fathers. Rather, “elite children” had a series
of special professional niches, often connected with work abroad and
supported by a nomenklatura system of education at elite institutions,
particularly those that trained economists, diplomats, and journalists
specializing in international affairs. As a result of the restrictions on
internal recruitment, the nomenklatura was replenished to a large ex-
tent by new members from other sections of society, including the in-
telligentsia, working class, and collective-farm peasantry. The biogra-
phies of Central Committee members for the whole period of Soviet
rule demonstrate how few of the members had a Moscow or big-city
background. Furthermore, there were almost no members who had
themselves been brought up in nomenklatura households (this prin-
ciple began to be violated in 1986 when Brezhnev’s son Yurii and son-
in-law Churbanov joined the Central Committee; both had been ex-
pelled by the following party congress, in 1990).

The nomenklatura, in addition, required its members, particularly
those who were likely to obtain advancement, to serve in different
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parts of the country. The traditional nomenklatura career trajectory be-
gan with study in Moscow, followed by work in the Soviet, Komsomol,
economic, or party apparatus at the district level. The member would
then be recalled to Moscow for a one- or two-year stint in the Cen-
tral Committee headquarters, and then a return to the provinces to a
higher-level post (often an obkom first secretaryship).

Apart from geographical mobility, another characteristic was a
change in career specialization. During the Brezhnev period a number
of typical nomenklatura career patterns developed, all of them under
Central Committee auspices: party-economic, Komsomol-party, Soviet-
party, and party-diplomatic. The most typical was a career that moved
upwards from Komsomol to party work, or from party to Soviet work
and back, or from economic to party work and back. There were also
“pure” career progressions, most often on the part of economic ad-
ministrators. In such cases, the people involved moved upwards at the
same factory to the level of director, then into the relevant ministry
and eventually to the rank of minister. The party-diplomatic career
type, by contrast, was a feature of the decline of the nomenklatura,
with ambassadorial posts in less important countries being filled by
disgraced politicians as a form of honorary retirement.

The nomenklatura was served by a comprehensive and finely dif-
ferentiated system of privileges. In Voslensky’s words, “the nomen-
klatura lived in another, entirely different, and special country” from
which ordinary citizens were “carefully isolated.” 11 The existence of
a system of this kind was related to the chronic deficits that existed
throughout the Soviet period. Members of the nomenklatura were not
rich in the conventional sense but were removed from hardships by
their positions and allowed to enjoy a better quality of life. Their
money incomes were generally high, but their living standards were
sustained by a whole system of indirect payments and benefits. Prices
in official restaurants were significantly below the real costs, certain
forms of recreation were heavily subsidized, and so forth. Nomen-
klatura members were also given flats and dachas in the most fashion-
able areas; the rentals were symbolic.12

Apart from this, a well-developed distribution system supported the
special needs of nomenklatura members. At food processing plants, for
instance, there was always a section producing higher-quality food-
stuffs for the elite. Special construction companies looked after their
housing requirements at a level far above those of ordinary citizens.
There were special ateliers, special shops, special polyclinics, and even
(a labor veteran complained) special graveyards.13 Privileges were pro-
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vided strictly according to rank, and each rank in the nomenklatura
ladder had its own list of benefits. In addition, there was a system of
special nomenklatura education. It included the Higher Komsomol and
Party Schools, the Academy of Social Sciences attached to the CPSU
Central Committee, and the Academy of the National Economy. The
Higher Schools were generally concerned with the training of the lo-
cal and regional nomenklatura members and sometimes provided a lo-
cal official with the educational qualifications that were felt to be ap-
propriate. The Moscow Party School, the Academy of Social Sciences,
and the Academy of the National Economy were, by contrast, institu-
tions for raising the qualifications of nomenklatura members. A place-
ment at any of these institutions meant, in practice, that the official con-
cerned was being prepared for advancement to a still higher position.

From Power to Property

As the Soviet system began to change under the impact of the Gor-
bachev reforms, so too did the patterns of elite advantage that had
become established over decades of Soviet rule. And as political posi-
tion became a less secure guarantee of those advantages, the emphasis
shifted to private property, as Trotsky had predicted many years ear-
lier.14 One of the most significant ways this transition took place was
through the alternative or “Komsomol” economy that began to de-
velop in the late 1980s under the supervision of Yegor Ligachev.15 Its
focus was the Coordinating Council of Centers of Scientific and Tech-
nical Creativity of Youth (TsNTTM), established in 1987 and staffed by
Komsomol officials, with a network of centers attached to every dis-
trict party committee in Moscow. These were, in effect, the first com-
mercial structures of any kind in the former USSR, and it was through
these centers that many in the first wave of new Russian entrepreneurs
became established, including Konstantin Borovoi, a computer scien-
tist who moved into Komsomol business and thereafter established the
country’s leading raw materials exchange and his own political party;
Igor Safaryan, who progressed from a Komsomol center to a coopera-
tive and then his own firm of brokers; Konstantin Zatulin, a Moscow
history graduate who gave up his dissertation to work for the econom-
ics secretary of the Komsomol Central Committee and then became
chairman of “Entrepreneurs for a New Russia”; and Mikhail Khodor-
kovskii, who graduated from a deputy Komsomol secretaryship at the
Mendeleev chemistry institute to the chairmanship of Menatep Bank.16

The “Komsomol economy” took its origin from a resolution adopted
by the CPSU Central Committee on July 25, 1986, in which it approved
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a proposal from the Komsomol that it establish a network of scientific
and technical centers for the benefit of its members. The new centers
were supposed to operate on a commercial basis, based on agreements
with enterprises and providing services that were not otherwise avail-
able. A series of more formal agreements followed in the course of
1987, including one in March that established a Coordinating Council
for the Scientific-Technical Creativity of Youth under the chairman-
ship of Deputy Premier Boris Tolstykh. By the end of the year, the
term “Komsomol economy” had come into regular use among Komso-
mol officials, and it was repeatedly employed by First Secretary Victor
Mironenko in his address to a Komsomol plenum in December, 1987.
He was able to report that coordinating councils had been established
in most republics and regions and that more than sixty centers were
already operating in towns throughout the country.17

The scope of the new centers was extended considerably during
1988, allowing them to engage in the manufacture of consumer goods
and to establish economic relations with foreign firms and organiza-
tions. They could set their own prices for the goods they imported
from abroad and were relieved of all customs duties. The Law on Co-
operatives, adopted in May, 1988, was modified as a result of pressure
from the Komsomol to cover “other public organizations,” allowing
the new youth centers to broaden the base of their activity. Complaints
soon reached the government that youth organizations had been buy-
ing and reselling video recorders, computers, and other technological
items at inflated prices and with “crude violations of the law”; Gorba-
chev, addressing the Twenty-first Komsomol Congress in April, 1990,
warned that it was not appropriate for the party’s youth movement to
become involved in this sort of “middleman activity.” Nevertheless, the
system was developing its own momentum; there was already a youth
commercial bank, an import-export center, and a network of fashion
shops, and by 1990 more than seventeen thousand youth cooperatives
were in operation, employing about a million staff members.18

The Komsomol and its youth centers performed a number of im-
portant functions in the establishment of early Russian capitalism, in-
cluding converting paper assets into liquid cash. Not a single state en-
terprise in the late 1980s had the right to conduct a relatively simple
operation of this kind. Armed with this concession, the new centers
of scientific and technical creativity were able to charge a rate of up to
30 percent on the profits that arose from such transactions; of these
profits, 5 percent were remitted to the CPSU Central Committee.19 For-
merly, the privileges of the nomenklatura had been given largely in
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kind, reflected in the granting of state property for private use or in
special services. Now the privileges began to acquire an increasingly
“monetary” character. The members were allowed to engage in activ-
ities that were prohibited for others and to make profits from such ac-
tivities. During the perestroika period, the main privileges of this type
were 1) joint enterprises, 2) cash assets, 3) credits, 4) property, 5) im-
port privileges, and 6) privatization benefits.

The Establishment of Joint Enterprises

The nomenklatura had always been distinguished by its special rela-
tionship with the outside world—and for many reasons not necessar-
ily connected with high politics. The difference between the official
and unofficial exchange rates for the ruble, for instance, made any for-
eign economic activity profitable and gave opportunities for a specu-
lative gain to anyone who was able to travel abroad. Contacts with the
West were not simply agreeable and prestigious, they were also lucra-
tive. In the broadest terms, the Soviet government itself was involved
in commerce during Brezhnev’s years of “developed socialism.” Staff
members of the Ministry of Foreign Trade, for instance, bought and
sold commodities on the American stock exchange; and several grain
deals in the 1960s and 1970s are still remembered in ministerial circles
as enormously profitable.20

From the very first stages of economic reform, the question of for-
eign dealings came to the leadership’s close attention. An association of
joint enterprises was established in 1988, headed by Lev Vainberg, who
joined a consultative council on entrepreneurship under the Gorbachev
presidency in 1991 and was himself the director of a French-Italian-
Soviet joint enterprise and vice president of the Scientific-Industrial
Union (later the Russian Union of Industrialists and Entrepreneurs).
The first joint enterprises to be registered by the USSR Ministry of
Justice were directly linked with the CPSU; the very first Soviet-
American joint enterprise, Dialog, was established in 1987 under the
party’s direct patronage. Through its “authorized organizations” (the
Main Computing Center of the All Union Exhibition of Economic
Achievement (VDNKh), the Computing Center of the State Committee
of Science and Technology of the USSR (VO Vneshtekhnika pri GKNT
SSSR), and the automobile factory (KamAZ) the party invested twelve
million rubles in the founding capital of the joint venture. After six
months, Dialog in turn became the founder of another joint enterprise,
Perestroika, whose president was Andrei Stroev, a relative of Yegor
Stroev, who was at that time a Central Committee secretary.21
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One of the first joint enterprises, Vneshkonsul’t, founded in 1988,
was established with the participation of a similar range of “authorized
representatives” of the CPSU (once again, Vneshtekhnika and the Main
Computing Center of VDNKh). The foreign participant was the Finnish
concern, Sarka-Sov Consulting (in practice, a foreign-based Soviet
firm). Soon Vneshkonsul’t became the partner of one of the world’s
most important business consultant firms, Ernst and Young, forming
the joint enterprise, Ernst, Young and Vneshkonsul’t. The “authorized
organizations” that used the financial resources of the CPSU Central
Committee to establish joint concerns included, in the agricultural
sphere, RSFSR Gosagroprom and its affiliates; in the cultural sphere,
the Bolshoi Theatre and the Kremlin Palace of Congresses; in computers,
the Main Computing Center of VDNKh and Vneshtekhnika; and in the
various business spheres, the Znanie Society, the All-Union Trade
Union Council, the Moscow and regional sections of Zhilsotsbank, the
Komsomol Central Committee, and others.

There were other, less recognized organizations that also became
agencies and through which the party began to adapt to a market en-
vironment. In a single day (January 11, 1989), for instance, a special-
ized medical cooperative in Donetsk established three joint enterprises
with a total capitalization of $50 million: Rida (with the Brazilian firm
Brital), Koyana (with the same Brazilian firm), and Valeo (a joint ven-
ture with the Italian firm Imar). None of these enterprises had foreign
shares exceeding 25 percent of the total investment. According to an
analysis of the founding documents that were registered in the USSR
Ministry of Justice, their role was rather to facilitate a process by which
party-controlled assets could be converted into the more defensible
form of an enterprise with foreign as well as Russian ownership and
management.

The Conversion of Assets into Cash

During the perestroika years, only the National State Bank had the
privilege of converting its nominal assets into cash. Money, at this time,
was of two kinds: cash (nalichnye) and nominal (beznalichnye). Only
cash was money in the real sense; bank credits were necessary for
purely paper transactions between state organizations. An enterprise
deducted what it needed for the pay of its employees, whose rates of
remuneration were strictly regulated by the state, and no other source
of income was possible than the one that arose from a regular salary or
bonus payment. “Ready cash” had to be limited; otherwise there would
be serious social tensions in the circumstances of general shortage. The
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creation of the new centers, as a means of converting paper credits into
cash, was not only a contribution to the emergence of a Soviet market,
it was also one of the causes of the deepening problem of inflation.
In Komsomol circles, the scientific and technical centers began to be
called the “locomotive of inflation.” The means by which money was
processed in this way was itself a profitable and privileged one.

Advantageous Credits

In order to obtain credit at low levels of interest (sometimes without
payment at all), it was necessary to belong to the nomenklatura or to
have close links with highly placed officials. In the perestroika years,
it was particularly profitable to obtain a credit in foreign currency. At
this time, there were three rates of exchange to the dollar: the state
rate, the commercial rate, and a special tourist rate. While the commer-
cial and tourist rates gradually increased, moving closer to the level at
which currencies changed hands on the black market, the state ex-
change rate remained the same: 65 kopeks for a U.S. dollar. This is what
made foreign currency credits so profitable. Typically, a firm might
obtain a credit of one million U.S. dollars for a month, sell the dollars
on the black market for, say, 10 rubles each, then return the credit to
the state at the official rate of exchange, leaving a profit of more than
9 million rubles. The first commercial banks, operating with the sup-
port of the state itself, were able to make profits in the same way.

Property Transactions

In the early years of economic reform, only firms that were connected
with the nomenklatura had the right to engage in property transac-
tions. There were several reasons for this. In the first place, no one else
owned any property. The mass population lived in state apartments,
and enterprises were also based on state ownership. Consequently, the
officials that disposed of state property had enormous scope for their
activities. While the first commercial firms were being established,
some of the best state property was sold at advantageous prices to
firms that had been established with the participation of the nomen-
klatura. The nomenklatura, in this way, sold itself its own property at
nominal prices. The Most Group, for instance, which is now one of the
most powerful financial and industrial associations in Russia, bought
several buildings in the center of Moscow for several tens of thousands
of rubles, which was less than half the market value at the time.

In the Soviet period, the CPSU had been the owner of a large num-
ber of buildings in which its full-time officials, publishing houses,
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educational institutions, rest homes, living quarters, and hotels were
accommodated. These party buildings were the country’s “gold fund”;
they were the best buildings, located in the most convenient and pres-
tigious locations, and had been well maintained. During the perestroika
period, the nomenklatura began to receive a profit from the rental of
these establishments. The best rest homes, clinics, tourist bases, and
hotels were typically made available to foreign firms, and joint enter-
prises were actively established. A full-scale nomenklatura war de-
veloped over the right to make use of the Central Committee hotel,
“October 1”; the final victor was the administration of the Russian
president himself. Similarly, offices in the best buildings in the center
of Moscow were rented out at low rates to firms that had nomenklatura
contacts. Indeed, in the mid-1990s, it was still possible to judge how
close a firm was to the party elite of the Soviet period by where it was
located. The offices of a number of firms directed by Konstantin Zatulin,
for instance, are in the complex of buildings on Old Square, where the
Central Committee offices had been located. Zatulin, now a well-known
politician and businessman, was (as we have noted) a former advisor to
the Komsomol with special responsibility for the “youth economy.” 22

Privileges in Import-Export Operations

As in other spheres, the right to engage in foreign commercial opera-
tions was restricted during the perestroika years. Special firms were
created by the nomenklatura to serve as a form of contact between do-
mestic producers and their foreign clients. For other firms, there was
no means of access to the foreign market, and the profits that derived
from the export of raw material and other competitive goods went di-
rectly into the pockets of these nomenklatura companies. A different
procedure was followed in the case of imports. A system of state pur-
chase prices for imported goods was still in operation with a number
of bodies that made the necessary arrangements. Commercial bodies
were founded in their place whose function was the retail sale of im-
ported goods; the difference between state and retail prices was con-
siderable and prices remained at the discretion of the owners of these
new commercial importers.

Privatization of the State by the State

Privatization of the state by the state takes place when public officials,
using their formal powers, privatize those sections of the state for which
they are themselves responsible. This process began in 1987 and was

01B-A0697-P1  7/13/01  3:07 PM  Page 38



From Nomenklatura to New Elite 39

largely concluded by the time a privatization program for the popula-
tion at large was ready to be launched. Privatization of this kind in-
cluded wholesale changes in the system of economic management,
banking, and retail sale, and the sale of the most profitable enter-
prises. Ministries, for instance, were turned into concerns. The minis-
ter typically retired or became a consultant to the concern that suc-
ceeded the ministry. The president of the concern, as a rule, was a
former deputy minister. The concern acquired the status of joint stock
company. The shareholders were typically among the most senior mem-
bers of management. The ministry’s property in this way became the
private property of its leading officials. These leading officials did not
simply privatize the organization for which they were responsible but
did so for their own benefit.

The privatization of banking took place in a similar fashion. The re-
forms, undertaken in 1988 and 1989, led to the collapse of what had
been a unitary and closely regulated system, a system that was no
longer able to adapt to the new requirements. Promstroibank and
Zhilsotsbank, together with their regional affiliates, were dissolved en-
tirely. Each part of the former system became a commercial bank. The
buildings, the staff, the equipment, and often the management re-
mained the same. What changed was the name and the means by which
profits were distributed. Zhilsotsbank, for instance, became Mosbiz-
nesbank, under the continued presidency of Viktor Bukato. Promo-
stroibank retained its former name, simply adding the word “com-
mercial.” Its president, as before, is Yakov Dubenetskii.23

A number of new commercial banks were created with the direct
participation of officials of the Ministry of Finance. One of the main
Russian banks, Imperial, was established under the auspices of the
ministry’s department for relations with commercial banks, which was
headed, at that time, by Sergei Rodionov. Rodionov duly became the
new head of Imperial. Several other commercial banks were estab-
lished on the basis of what was apparently a fresh initiative, but the
history of their establishment, and the biographies of their directors,
suggests a rather different interpretation. One of the first commercial
banks, Menatep, for instance, began life in 1988 as a scientific and
technical center for youth creativity under the auspices of the Frunze
district committee of the CPSU. Gosbank officials and highly-placed
staff in the Ministry of Finance did not receive a majority of shares in
the banks of which they became directors. Their contribution to capi-
tal assets was generally insignificant. Often their share was sufficient
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to exercise a dominant influence, which was exercised over what were
often very profitable capital assets as well as over the circulation of
currency.24

Retail trade was privatized in the same way. The Soviet trading sys-
tem had two main forms: Gossnab, which was responsible for the allo-
cation of the “means of production,” and various bureaus responsible
for consumer goods. The USSR Ministry of Foreign Trade and its spe-
cialized administrations (Eksportkhleb, Eksportles, and so forth) were
particularly important parts of this elaborate system. Gossnab duly
became the basis upon which the first stock exchanges began to emerge.
Major exchanges like the Russian Commodity Exchange (RTSB), the
Moscow Commodity Exchange (MTB), and the Moscow Stock Ex-
change (MFB) were headed by former Komsomol functionaries, and
former specialists from Gossnab were invited to take over their man-
agement positions. Senior officials of the Ministries of Trade and of
Foreign Trade moved quickly to establish commercial structures within
the framework of their own organizations, which then monopolized
the most profitable sections of the activities for which the former min-
istries had been responsible.

The most profitable enterprises were also privatized, becoming joint
stock companies long before a full-scale program of privatization was
instituted. Some of the first commercially established enterprises were
Butek, directed by Mikhail Bocharov; Mikrokhirurgiia Glaza, directed
by the surgeon and politician Sviatoslav Fedorov; and the KamAZ and
AvtoVAZ automobile works, directed respectively by Nikolai Bekh
and Vladimir Kadannikov. The manner in which such firms were pri-
vatized is unclear, as no legislation had yet been adopted to provide for
such changes. Another form of “privatization before privatization”
was through the creation of commercial structures based at the facto-
ries themselves, typically the creation of a more specialized agency in-
volved in marketing and sales. The factory’s production was first clas-
sified into competitive and noncompetitive. Noncompetitive output,
either because it was of poor quality or because it was simply too ex-
pensive, was sold thereafter at state prices, while output for which there
was a demand was sold through the factory-based firm. The difference
between the state price and the retail price was converted in this way
into profits for the factory directors. A factory that had not yet been
privatized became a source of material benefit for its management.

The outcome of all these changes was a substantial move toward the
conversion of the power of the party-state nomenklatura into private
property. The state, in effect, had privatized itself. Formerly, property
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had been at the disposal of the nomenklatura, but they were denied its
private ownership. Now, property moved from public into private
hands, typically those of the factory administration. Ministers, by the
same token, became the owners of majority shareholdings in priva-
tized companies. Department heads at the Ministry of Finance became
presidents of commercial banks, and leading officials at Gossnab be-
came managers of exchanges. During this early, nomenklatura stage of
privatization, there were certainly some with no previous involvement
in their new sphere of activity. Many of them, indeed, enjoyed a good
deal of success. But taken as a whole, it is clear that the process of eco-
nomic reform took place under the control of the nomenklatura and to
its direct material benefit.

The New Russian Elite

As a result of all these changes, what had been a unitary Soviet elite
divided into two broad sections: a political and an economic elite. Mem-
bership of the first was a consequence of position and of one’s standing
within the political establishment; the second was made up of people
whose influence was based upon their control of capital. The new Rus-
sian elite, in other words, became bifurcated.25

With the coming to power of Yeltsin, the new elite began to con-
solidate itself. Yeltsin, as a rule, used officials who had been appointed
by Gorbachev or ones he had known himself in the Sverdlovsk party
committee. Although the flow of new people into high-ranking posi-
tions continued, it was nonetheless clear that the revolutionary period
of the transformation of the elite had ended. Structures of executive
power had come into being: the administration of the president; the
government of the Russian Federation; and the freely elected parlia-
ment, the State Duma. The courts alone had not developed into an in-
dependent branch of government. The locus of authority was increas-
ingly in the hands of executive bodies. The movement of officials from
party to state that had begun under Gorbachev now showed its re-
sults. Throughout Russia administrations were being formed from the
same sources—the old nomenklatura. And a new pyramid of power
arose above the former one.

The Yeltsin leadership took steps to “close” the elite at this stage.
The first stage in this process was the dissolution of the Congress of
People’s Deputies and Supreme Soviet, which had up to this point re-
sisted presidential control. The next step was the adoption of a new
constitution, which made it clear that the Parliament of the future
would consist, in part, of the heads of regional administrations that the
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president had himself appointed (they were represented in the upper
house, the Council of the Federation) and of political leaders who also
came from the former nomenklatura and who were represented in the
lower house, the State Duma. Ministers were allowed to combine their
positions with seats in the Duma that was elected in 1993, strengthen-
ing the influence of the executive within the system of representative
institutions.

While formally retaining the two branches of government, the
Yeltsin leadership made great efforts to control the work of legislative
bodies by methods that included increasing the presence within them
of state officials, regulating the election of new deputies as closely as
possible, and gradually absorbing the whole system of government
within a nomenklatura framework. The Soviet tradition of “selection
and allocation of cadres” was in effect revived, and with it the “table
of ranks,” that is, the hierarchy of positions and corresponding rates
of pay that had given rise to the nomenklatura itself when it was es-
tablished in the early 1920s.

The new system of appointment was as follows: at the apex of the
pyramid were the supreme leaders, who occasionally lost their places
as a result of high-level political intrigue. In their place, a second and
then a third stratum of the old nomenklatura rose to positions of
power. Unlike in the Soviet period, loss of position at the apex of the
system was no longer equivalent to political death: a former leader, un-
der these new conventions, soon found a position in a new power
structure at a slightly lower point in the hierarchy. A process of re-
placement of this kind took place at different rates in the center and in
the localities. In Moscow, the political process was more intensive and
the top leadership was replaced more often, giving greater opportuni-
ties for lower levels of the former nomenklatura to advance their posi-
tion. In many of the regions, on the other hand, there were only one
or two cycles in the process of elite renewal. In Krasnodar krai, for in-
stance, the former chairman of the territorial council, Nikolai Kondra-
tenko, was dismissed for his support of the attempted 1991 coup and
replaced by the democrat, D’iakonov. D’iakonov resigned in turn and
was replaced by his deputy, Nikolai Egorov, a representative of the
“third layer” of the nomenklatura who had not been discredited by his
previous activity and now declared himself an “independent politi-
cian of centrist views.” Unlike in the Soviet period, when resignation
meant the end of a political career, both Kondratenko and D’iakonov
remained active and influential members of the regional elite. Kon-
dratenko, who became the leader of the local opposition, won a large
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majority at the polls in December, 1993, and became a member of the
Council of the Federation; and D’iakonov went on to head the territo-
rial committee of “Vybor Rossii.” 26

There was a concentration not only of political power but of eco-
nomic resources. The period of economic reform from 1987 to 1992
was associated with a process of decentralization and collapse of the
formerly powerful “vertical” links in the state system of economic
management. Formerly, for instance, the banking system had been
represented by Gosbank, Promstroibank, Zhilsotsbank, and their local
affiliates, and the whole system had been closely regulated by the
Ministry of Finance. In the perestroika period, this monolithic system
collapsed and a whole series of commercial banks developed in its place,
often by simply renaming themselves. A similar process took place in
other sectors of the economy.

In 1992, a process of recentralization began to assert itself, but
based on horizontal rather than vertical links. Commercial banks were
united no longer by their capital but by a range of interrelated activi-
ties of other kinds. A variety of new forms of enterprise developed on
this basis, including holding companies, groups of companies, and in-
dustrial-financial concerns. All of them, typically, were based upon a
“mother” firm, whose activities ranged from the sale of computers to
the construction of buildings. This mother firm, having accumulated
sufficient resources, would then establish “daughter” firms including
its own bank and commodity exchange, its own insurance society, its
own chamber of commerce, and so forth. A logical development was
the establishment of its own joint enterprises (to improve its contacts
with the West and to allow its capital to be exported). Similarly, a phil-
anthropic fund might be established, or an investment or pension fund;
and the firm would also acquire its own newspapers, its own lobby-
ists, sometimes its own political parties, and eventually its own secu-
rity services. Financial groups of this kind had every means thereafter
of exercising influence on public policy and on mass opinion.

The new Russian elite, as it had developed by the mid-1990s, may
be conceptualized as a three-layered pie. At the top level, there are
politicians and their allies, who compete among themselves for power.
The middle layer consists of entrepreneurs, who finance the politi-
cians’ electoral campaigns, lobbying, newspapers, and television; and
at the bottom level are the security services that not only maintain or-
der but also act as a means of influence and contract enforcement. Pri-
vate security forces of this kind have been established very widely by
the largest corporations, or by their agencies, and have also been es-
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tablished on an “independent” basis. The periodic reforms of the KGB
have had a number of effects, one of which has been to oblige many of
its staff to leave and find alternative employment; and it is former KGB
employees who form the core of the security services of major banks
and companies. The significance of a Moscow bank has come to be
reflected not in its financial position but in whether its security ser-
vices are headed by a general or merely a colonel from the KGB. The
new security services also employ athletes with a specialization in un-
armed combat. One of the forms of philanthropy in which the major
financial groups engage is precisely the support of clubs for children
and young people where karate and other combat sports are taught.

The heads of private security services of this kind are, as a rule, im-
portant and well-known figures in their own right. The president of
the Lev Yashin fund, Otari Kvantrishvili, was regularly received at the
highest levels of the Kremlin; 27 and the heads of the national asso-
ciations of kick-boxing, field athletics, and kung fu are, as a rule, of
considerable political influence. In 1993, the first political party was
formed in order to represent their interests, Sportivnaia Rossiia, with
branches in local areas as well as in Moscow. The USSR was a major
sporting power, and it still provides a home to a large number of out-
standing athletes. These new “sports parties” enjoy a considerable
public following, especially among young people, whose ideal in life
is often to be able to shoot and fight professionally.

The redistribution of power on this basis appears to have been com-
pleted and with it the “second Russian revolution” has come to an end.
It was a revolution in which a younger generation of the nomenklatura
ousted its older rivals. In effect, it was a bourgeois revolution in that
it led to a change in the sociopolitical system in the direction of private
property and political pluralism. And it involved a redistribution of
political power toward a group of younger, more pragmatic nomen-
klatura, some of whom became politicians and some businessmen. In
the economy, there was a corresponding shift of power into prop-
erty based upon the privatization of the key sectors of the infrastruc-
ture: finance, retail trade, international economic relations, and the
most profitable sectors of industry (especially the energy and extract-
ing complexes).

Continuity and Change in the Russian Elite

In this final section, we present an analysis of the characteristics of
three generations of the Soviet and Russian elite under Brezhnev,
Gorbachev, and Yeltsin in order to confirm some of the generalizations
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Table 1.1. The Soviet and Russian Elite by Years of Age

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 61.8 59.1 41.9 61.0 59.0 n.d. 56.6

Gorbachev cohort 54.0 54.9 44.0 56.2 52.0 n.d. 52.2

Yeltsin cohort 53.1 n.d. 46.5 52.0 49.0 42.1 48.5

Note: n.d. � no data

offered in earlier sections and to give more particular attention to the
extent to which the nomenklatura of the Soviet period maintained its
position into the post-Communist 1990s.28 One of the clearest conclu-
sions is that the elite has become significantly younger over the past
ten years (see table 1.1). Overall, it has become about eight years more
junior. Under Brezhnev, the oldest groups within the elite were the
Politburo and the Soviet government, that is, the most powerful func-
tionaries of all; while the youngest was the group of deputies to the
USSR Supreme Soviet. There was, in fact, a direct relationship be-
tween age and political influence: the greater the age, the greater the
authority. The same tends to be true of professional groups in all soci-
eties, but it is less clearly the case elsewhere that youth is an indicator
of lowly status. In the Brezhnev elite, the relationship was an almost
linear one: the youth of parliamentarians was a direct reflection of
their relatively low position in the nomenklatura hierarchy. It was not
a secret for anyone that the Supreme Soviet of those years played a
largely formal role, with its membership based upon national quotas,
which in turn determined the share of young people, of women, and
of non-Russians that were to be elected.

Under Gorbachev, the ages of the various sections of the elite be-
came more similar: the traditional party-state elite became more youth-
ful, while the relatively freely elected Parliament became three years
older. Then, under Yeltsin, there were further changes: the government
and regional leadership became almost ten years younger, while the
Parliament aged by a further six as it lost the youthful workers and
Komsomol members that had formerly been imposed upon it. As the
December, 1993, elections made clear, Russian voters, given a choice,
generally prefer candidates that are in their late forties, married, and
male, with some experience of other spheres of public activity.29

The gender composition of the elite in the Brezhnev period was also
subject to a quota. About a third of the seats in the USSR Supreme So-
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Table 1.2. Women in the Elite (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 3.9 4.3 32.8 0.0 0.0 n.d. 8.2

Gorbachev cohort 5.7 8.4 8.4 2.9 0.0 n.d. 5.6

Yeltsin cohort 2.3 8.6 11.2 2.9 0.0 0.0 4.2

Note: n.d. � no data

Table 1.3. Elites with Rural Origins (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 57.7 59.2 n.d. 45.6 66.7 n.d. 57.3

Gorbachev cohort 48.6 48.5 55.7 35.0 65.6 n.d. 54.6

Yeltsin cohort 12.5 22.9 n.d. 22.9 33.8 22.0 22.8

Note: n.d. � no data

viet were reserved for women, and this was the reason for their rela-
tively substantial representation in Parliament compared with other
sections of the elite (see table 1.2). At levels of the nomenklatura where
power was actually and not just formally exercised, however, their
representation was much less and sometimes nonexistent. Under Gor-
bachev, there was some increase in the number of women in positions
of real authority, but this was matched by a fall in female representa-
tion in parliamentary institutions. Women almost doubled their share
of the CPSU Central Committee in 1990, but this came when the influ-
ence of the Central Committee was itself declining.

In terms of social origin, the old nomenklatura had been predomi-
nantly rural. More than half of the Moscow-based party and govern-
ment leaders, for instance, had a rural background (see table 1.3). In the
regions the proportion was even higher. Under Gorbachev there was
very little change in this respect in the regions, although in the central
institutions of party and state there was a considerable increase in the
proportion of leaders that were of urban origin. However, the real
change took place in the years that followed. Yeltsin was able to attract
a new group of young and well-educated Moscow economists, lawyers,
and other professionals into his administration. Those of rural origin
dropped to a small proportion at all levels, particularly in the top lead-
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Table 1.4. Non-Russian Members of the Elite (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 23.1 28.4 55.5 24.6 19.1 n.d. 30.1

Gorbachev cohort 51.4 47.4 33.9 15.7 12.5 n.d. 36.3

Yeltsin cohort 27.3 25.7 19.3 17.1 16.2 n.d. 21.1

Note: n.d. � no data

ership, but also in the regions, where a rural origin might have been
expected to survive longer. Overall, the proportion of elite members
that had been born in rural areas fell to less than half of its level in the
years before Gorbachev’s accession, and its social origins had been
shaped by a very different set of experiences, although they were still
far from representative of a society that had been largely urbanized.

It is more difficult to consider changes in the national composition
of the elite over the same period, given the collapse of the USSR and
the formation in its place of fifteen independent states (see table 1.4).
A direct comparison of the Brezhnev and Gorbachev elites with the
elite of the Yeltsin years would accordingly be misleading. It was clear,
however, that Gorbachev was making some effort under the pressure
of events to increase the representation of non-Russians: in the top
party leadership their share more than doubled (this reflected a change
in the composition of the Politburo, which in 1990 became a body made
up of the heads of Republican Party organizations); and in the Central
Committee it increased in proportion. Only at the regional level was
there a relative fall in the proportion of non-Russians. Under Yeltsin,
by contrast, the clearest tendency is for the national composition of
each section of the elite to become more similar: under Gorbachev
there had been a fourfold difference in the share of non-Russians in the
central leadership as compared with the regions, while under Yeltsin
the share of non-Russians within each section of the elite varied much
less around an average of just over 20 percent, which was itself just
above their share of the total population.

The elite was always one of the most educated groups in society.
Even in the Brezhnev years, when the leadership was made up pre-
dominantly of those of lower socioeconomic status, a higher education
of some kind was all but universal. A significant proportion of the
nomenklatura of those years, admittedly, had a party or Komsomol
higher education, the quality of which could be doubted. During the
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Table 1.5. Higher Education among Elite Members (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Busi- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional ness by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 100.0 92.6 51.3 100.0 100.0 n.d. 88.8

Gorbachev cohort 88.6 74.4 67.9 100.0 100.0 n.d. 84.1

Yeltsin cohort 100.0 100.0 94.0 100.0 97.1 93.0 97.4

Note: n.d. � no data

1980s, it was in fact the parliamentarians who distinguished them-
selves, as a result of the fact that all groups of the society, including
the highly educated, had their allocated share of seats in representa-
tive bodies. Under Gorbachev the relative advantage of parliamentar-
ians declined, while regional party first secretaries moved to the fore.
The educational level of Parliament nonetheless increased considerably
in the Gorbachev years, following the relatively open elections of 1989
and 1990; and there were still more considerable changes in all elite
groups during the Yeltsin years, with graduate membership becoming
all but universal. (See table 1.5.)

At the same time that a higher education became virtually univer-
sal it became less useful as a means of distinguishing among subelite
groups. Moreover, it is important to consider other characteristics of
educational level. In terms of higher degrees, for instance, there was
a clear change from the Brezhnev and Gorbachev years to the elite
of the Yeltsin period. About a quarter of the elite had a candidate
(the equivalent of an American Ph.D.) or doctor of science degree (a
full professor) in the late Communist period (23 percent under Brezh-
nev and 29 percent under Gorbachev, with the increase particularly
marked within the party leadership); under Yeltsin, the proportion
was 48.4 percent, and as high as 70.5 percent in the presidential ad-
ministration. There were corresponding changes in the nature of the
education that was characteristic of the elite: under Brezhnev it had
been predominantly technological, with engineering, military, or agri-
cultural specializations particularly prominent. Under Gorbachev,
the proportion with a technological education fell, while those with a
party higher education increased. Under Yeltsin there was a further
fall to 47.2 percent, compared with 71.7 percent under Brezhnev and
67.3 percent in the Gorbachev years; and there was a substantial in-
crease in economists and lawyers.
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Table 1.6. Elite Members from Outside the Nomenklatura (percentage)

Top Parlia- Re- Avg. 
leader- Party mentary Govern- gional Business by 
ship elite elite ment elite elite cohort

Brezhnev cohort 0.0 6.0 51.3 0.0 0.0 n.d. 11.4

Gorbachev cohort 8.5 28.8 40.6 n.d. 0.0 n.d. 19.5

Yeltsin cohort 25.0 42.8 39.8 25.7 17.7 59.0 35.0

Note: n.d. � no data

Table 1.7. Elite Members of the Yeltsin Cohort Who Served under 
the Previous Regime (percentage)

Government Top leadership Regional elite Avg.

Under Brezhnev 31.3 22.7 57.4 37.1

Under Gorbachev 42.9 36.4 39.7 39.7

What about recruitment and renewal? Under Brezhnev it had
been all but impossible to enter the elite without passing through the
nomenklatura hierarchy or to bypass any of the normal stages of ad-
vancement. There were some non-nomenklatura within the CPSU
Central Committee and the USSR Supreme Soviet, but these (as in other
cases) were “planned” exceptions. There were some changes in the
perestroika years, and even the party leadership became accessible
to relative outsiders. The most important means of recruitment to the
leadership by other than the nomenklatura route was, however, the
elections of 1989 and 1990. During the post-Communist years, a still
greater proportion were recruited to the elite from those who had not
previously been members of the nomenklatura; nearly half of all party
leaders and more than half of all the business elite were new people,
and so too were a third of all deputies. More striking was the degree of
continuity at leading levels of government: three-quarters of the pres-
idential administration and nearly three-quarters of the Russian gov-
ernment were former members of the nomenklatura, and among the
regional leadership over 80 percent had similar origins (see table 1.6).

Most of the Yeltsin leadership had spent considerable time in lead-
ing positions in the former regime (see table 1.7). Within the Yeltsin
elite as a whole, more than a third had begun their progress through
the nomenklatura in the Brezhnev years, and more than a third under
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Table 1.8. Recruitment of the Yeltsin Cohort by Sector (percentage)

Top Re- Busi-
leader- Party gional Govern- ness
ship elite elite ment elite Avg

From the nomenklatura 

as a whole 75.0 57.1 82.3 74.3 61.0 69.9

From sectoral sub-elites:

Party 21.2 65.0 17.8 0.0 13.1 23.4

Komsomol 0.0 5.0 1.8 0.0 37.7 8.9

Soviets 63.6 25.0 78.6 26.9 3.3 39.5

Economy 9.1 5.0 0.0 42.3 37.7 10.8

Other 6.1 10.0 0.0 30.8 8.2 11.0

Gorbachev; only one in ten were new to the elite, in that they had be-
gun their professional careers in the post-Soviet period. More than
half of the current regional leadership began their nomenklatura ca-
reers under Brezhnev, and all had inherited rather than acquired their
elite status. Among those in the Yeltsin leadership who were former
nomenklatura members the average length of service was 11.5 years,
ranging from an average of 10 years among members of the Yeltsin
government to 14.5 years among his regional administrators. Just as
there were typical career paths in all of these periods, there were typi-
cal paths from one period to another (see table 1.8). Regional first sec-
retaries, for instance, became chairmen of local Soviets and then heads
of local administrations. The presidential administration and the re-
gional elite tended to emerge from former structures of government;
the business elite was more likely to have a background in the Komso-
mol. The Russian government, for its part, became more professional,
with its origins increasingly in economic management, diplomacy, and
the former security services.

Elites and Post-Communist Transition

This discussion largely shares the conclusions of those who have ar-
gued the famous French proverb (“plus ca change”) that so much has
changed, yet everything is the same. It would, of course, be surpris-
ing if the political managers of the post-Soviet system were very dif-
ferent from those who had been responsible for its operation for many
years, particularly in Russia, where Communist rule lasted for more
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than two generations and where many of its assumptions, as surveys
have suggested, retained a great deal of support. So it was appropriate
that the post-Communist Russian state should be headed by a presi-
dent who had been a member of the Politburo and Secretariat and by
a prime minister who had been a member of the party’s Central Com-
mittee. The more “indigenous” the regime and the greater its longev-
ity, the greater the extent to which its post-Communist leadership is
likely to have its origins in the nomenklatura of the Soviet period.

A broader continuity coexisted, in the Russian case, with a process
of circulation within the elite as a younger and less compromised co-
hort rose to leading positions. This is what a Gorbachev adviser has
called the “revolution of the second secretaries.” 30 It was similar, in
some ways, to the military coups that took place in Africa under the
leadership of junior officers, not complete outsiders. For the Hungari-
ans, a change of this kind was best described as a “power metamor-
phosis” (metamorphozisa): it was not a transition from one system to
another, but the resolution of an intrasystem crisis and the recupera-
tion of a system of authoritarian power.31 For Boris Kagarlitsky, “the
basic characteristics of the existing system” still remained.32 For Presi-
dent Vaclav Havel, it was a “velvet restoration.” Or as the former Soli-
darity activist, Andrzej Gwiazda, put it in Poland, “Communism has
not collapsed. Maybe it’s reclining in a more comfortable position.” 33

A process of leadership renewal that was largely confined to the junior
ranks of the Communist elite was a part of this evolutionary picture.

A broad continuity also coexisted with a redistribution by sector,
as a monolithic elite reconstituted itself as a bifurcated one. Trotsky
had long ago argued that the elite would find its privileged position
unsatisfactory, as (under Soviet conditions) it depended upon the tem-
porary control of office. Far better, from their point of view, to guar-
antee their advantage and make it heritable across the generations in
the same way as ruling groups in other societies: by the private own-
ership of property and wealth.34 It was access to the market, in the first
instance, that allowed the nomenklatura to begin to protect their posi-
tion as the future of the regime became uncertain; afterwards, for
many, it was the market and particularly banking that allowed them to
retain their position of advantage.

It is likely, in the future, that a still wider range of mechanisms of
elite renewal will come into play: particularly access to privileged edu-
cational institutions. Already within the Russian elite a number have
emerged as particularly important, among them the Moscow State In-
stitute of International Relations (where diplomats are trained), the
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Moscow Financial Institute (a source of supply for bankers and entre-
preneurs), the Law Faculty of Moscow University and particularly its
Economics Faculty (alma mater for three ministers in the Russian gov-
ernment in 1994, with two more graduates of other faculties). It is also
likely in the future that an increasingly differentiated system of gov-
ernment will throw up local patterns of recruitment and replacement,
with clans (official associations of powerful people from bureaucracy,
business, and criminal sectors) and other associations of particular im-
portance.35 If this is the case, the Russian political elite will likely share
many of the characteristics of its counterparts in other countries. In
the early post-Communist years, however, its membership is still
largely rooted in the particular circumstances of Communist single-
party rule.
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The Emergence of a New Elite
Harbinger of the Future or Vestige of the Past?

Boris Grushin

The political elite consists of people directly engaged in politics, as op-
posed to other elite groups that may affect the political process (such
as the economic elite, the entrepreneurial elite, the artistic elite, and
the sports elite). Broadly defined, the political elite, in addition to the
officials in legislative/executive branches and the leaders of the vari-
ous political parties/movements, includes the most prominent figures
in mass media, top-ranking military personnel, and so forth.

The federal elite level consists of elites affiliated with the top level
of the hierarchy, that is, the central authorities and those with politi-
cal (ideological) control. This excludes local elite (at the municipal, re-
gional, or republican level). Another group, which we call “Politicians
1994,” consists of the latter-day elite who emerged after the October
assault on the White House. These are the elite who have been in power
since 1994.

Russian Political Olympus, Circa 1994

Using an extensive arsenal of techniques, the Vox Populi Polling Ser-
vice (VP) has been researching the top echelon of Russia’s political elite
over the course of many years, accumulating a significant amount of
data. In 1991, Vox Populi conducted monthly opinion polls for the
Ogonek magazine on the nation’s leaders. These polls, based on a list of
prominent political figures, determined the “Man of the Month” (the
most visible political figure for the past month). This index was used
over the course of about one year to gauge the popularity of the So-
viet Union’s leading politicians. In 1992, following the collapse of the
Soviet Union, these monthly polls were modified, this time at the re-
quest of the newspaper Nezavisimaia Gazeta. Using direct and open
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