PERESTROIKA--A NEW STAGE IN SOVIET REFORM
By
GREGORY FELTON

B.A. University of British Columbia, 1979

A THESIS SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF
THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
MASTER OF ARTS
in
THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES

Department of Political Science,
University of British Columbia

We accept this thesis as conforming

to the required standard

THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
July 1988

@ Gregory Felton, 1988

@n



In presenting this tﬁesis in partial fulfiiment of the requirements for an advanced
degree bat the University of British Columbia, 1 agree that the Library shall make it
freely available for reference and study. | further agree that permission for extensive
copying of this thesis for scholarly purposes may be granted by the head of my
department or by his or her representatives. It ‘is. understood that copying or
publication of this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed without my written

permission.

Department of ?OL{T’(C#/ SCjé/\/ [

The University of British Columbia
1956 Main Mall

Vancouver, Canada

V6T 1Y3

Date @’2% 7, (958

DE-6(3/81)



Perestroika, wunlike previous attempts at economic

reform, represents the beginning of a new era in post-war

Soviet politics. If one were to categorize the major 8ovigk

leaders since Stalin it would be more accurate to term
Khrushchev a 1liberal Stalinist, Brezhnev a conservative
Stalinist, and Gorbachev, may be properly classified as an
anti-stalinist. Gorbachev's accession to power represents
the beginning of what might be termed post-post-Stalin
reform.

To 1illustrate the wuniqueness of perestroika, this
thesis is structured around a cbmparison of Gorbachev's
economic, political, and social reforms with those of Nikita
Khrushchev. A contrast with Khrushchev is necessary because
it is impossible to determine the uniqueness of perestroika
and to draw informed conclusiéns about Gorbachev unless the
record of the first-post Stalin reformer 1s examined.

Because Gorbachev and Khrushchev are both reformers, it
is to be expected that they should share certain common
objectives. But the similarities are far 1less significant
than the differences. The differences between Gorbachev's
and Khrushchev's approaches to reform are a function both of
substantive policy differences and historical circumstance.
Historical Context

Khrushchev came to power at a time when the Soviet

Union was weak relative to the United States. Externally,



the most pressing need was for the Soviet Union to achieve
military' parity with the United States. Internally,
Khrushchev's first years were ones of struggle for absolute
leadership with other Politburo figures who had differing
notions of reform. The world that Brezhnev and his
successors bequeathed to Gorbachev bore little resemblance
to the one which Stalin left to Khrushchev. By the time of
Gorbachev's accession to power, the Soviet Union had become
the military equal of the United States.
Political Reform

Khrushchev's main objective was to weaken the power of
the bureaucracy largely in order to enhance his own personal
power. Gorbachev's focus is 1less Stalin than it 1is the
Stalinist system. The lack of subordination of political and
economic reform to the pursult of personal one-man rule
marks perestroika as a distinct Iimprovement over de-
Stalinization.
Economic Reform
| In economic policy, Khrushchev followed Stalin's
practice of meeting economic problems with administrative
measures. Although Khruéhchev made his reputation by
, denouncihg Stalin's leadership, he did nothing to address
the root of the Soviet Union's troubles--the Stalinist
economic system. Perestroika is theoretically superior to
de-Stalinization because Gorbachev eschews administrative
tinkering in favour of economic change. Gorbachev has

rediscovered the co-operative socialism and limited
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tolerance for free-enterprise of the 1920s. The implication
of this return to 'Leninism' is an admission that the
Stalinist system is a failure.
CONCLUSION

The essence of Khrushchev's reforms, and their
subsequent failure, can be traced to his fixation with
appearance over substance. For all of hié 'liberal' reforms,
Khrushchev 1s essentially a *Stalinist! politician.
Perestroika is superior to de-Stalinization both because of
historical circumstance and substantive philosophical
differences. Gorbachev's return to Leninist principles
effectively ends the period of reformed Stalinism. But the
objective need for reform does imply its necessary success.
There are many obstacles to effecting deep change in the
Soviet Union, obstacles which cannot be surmounted soon. It
cannot be expected that a people will cast off the habits of
a lifetime. Nonetheless, Gorbachev's reforms are rigorous
and potentially 1longlasting, as opposed to Khrushchev's
'administrative' changes which did not really address the

flaws of the Soviet system.
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INTRODUCTION

My purpose in writing this thesis is to demonstrate
that Mikhail Gorbachev's program of perestroika, or
restructuring, marks the beginning of a new stage in post-
war Soviet politics. To defend this position, 1 will
contrast 'perestroiké with Nikita Khrxushchev's de-
8talinization reforms of the 19508 and 1960s. A contrast
with Khrushchev is necessary because it 1is impossible to
draw informed conclusions about Gorbachev unless the record
of the first post-Stalin reformer is examined.

It is incumbent upon us, as would-be interpreters of
perestroika, to understand the theory and practice of
Khrushchev's reforms in ordexr to determine'why he was ousted
and to conclude therefrom what significance his political
demise may mean for Gorbachev. Without an appreciation of
previous reforms and the context in which such changes take
place, any analysis oxr prognosis of perestroika |is
ahistorical and hence devoid of meaning. As Stephen Cohen
obsetved,“...moét Sovietological studies of conflict (over
change] in post—stalin politics lack any  historical
dimension, whereas much of‘that conflict actually grows out
of--and thus cannot be fully understood apart £from--the
historical events...."* To build the proper historical
foundation for a discussion of perestroika, this thesis
begins with the event that inaugurated the era of de-

stalinization--the death of Joseph Stalin.



Reform--A Historic Overview

The fact that Stalin died in March, 1953 did not
diminish the influence his criminal past and his centralized
economic system had on future generations of Soviet
decision-makers. With his death, the task of his successors
was to reform the terroristic S8Stalinist political system
while being careful to avoid précipitating a genuine,
comprehénsive debate on the Soviet system and Stalin's
leadership.

Khrushchev's de-Stalinization represents the first
stage of post-Stalin reform. In fact, all post-Stalin reform
is essentially de-sStalinization. How a leader deals with the
*Stalin queétion' classifies him either as a 'liberal' or
'‘conservative' reformer. Some might object to my use of the
terms 'liberal' and 'conservative' with respect to Soviet
politics. These 1labels have a very specific meaning 'in
Western culture and are based upon the value-laden notions
of Lockean or Burkean democracy with their attendant virtues
of laissez-falre capitalism, individual rights and universal

suffrage. In this thesis I employ 'liberal’ and

‘conservative' in the broadest sense: 'liberal' refers to a

reformer who seeks to effect ecoﬁomic and political change.
The 'liberal' reformer recognizes that economié reform
requires political reform and that political ;eform requires
a proper understanding of  history. Broadly speaking,
Khrushchev's 'liberalism' was based upon a willingness to

expose Stalin's fallures to discredit his personal rule,
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while leaving the basic stalinlist approach to government and
economic policy intact.

Ultimately, though, Khrushchev was turned out of office
in 1964 by ‘'conservatives' who were uncomfortable with
Khrushchev's unorthodoxy. The dominant characteristic of the
'conservative' 1leadership that followed Khrushchev was a

quiet continuation of established Khrushchevian soclal and

economic reforms at the mid-bureaucratic level, coupled with

a reimposition of bureaucratic authority at the highest
political 1level. This reimposition of bureaucratic order
required an end to challenges to Soviet authority. Thus, the
Brezhnev leadershlip terminated Khrushchev's  historical
revisionism in favour of the positive re-evaluation of
Stalin, his cult, and his policies.

This reimposition of bureaucratic authority should not
be taken to mean that the post-Khrushchev leédership
formally abjured reform. In fact, the Brezhnev/Kosygin era
may be understood not as a struggle between reformist and
anti-reformist forces, as it 1is often argued, but rather as
a competition betweeﬁ two competing approaches to reform. As
the reader will dliscover, one of the dominant themes of this
thesis is the concept of reform as a‘constant feature of
Soviet politics from 1953 to the present. It is better to
think of post-Stalinist Soviet history as a sequence of
leaderships dedicated to differing understandings of reform.
I1f one were to categorize the major Soviet leaders since

stalin it would be more accurate to term Khrushchev a
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liberal Stalinist, Brezhnev a conservative Stalinist, and
Gorbachev, may be properly classified as an anti-Stalinist.
Gorbachev's accession to power represents the beginning of
what might be termed post-post-Stalin reform.

Because of the 1rarity of predominantly reformist
governments throughout Soviet (and Russian) history, it is
easy to come to the conclusion that Gorbachev, like previous
reformers, is a political phenomenon who will last only so
long as it takes a conservative reaction to reassert the
primacy of the status quo. The first reform, the New
Economic Policy of the 1920s, was extlinguished by Stalin's
coercive centralism after only eight years, and Khrushchev's
decade of de-Stalinization from 1953 to 1964 gave way to an
eighteen~-year long conservative rule under Leonid Brezhnev
when reform was subordinated to the need for order and
centralization.

Although Brezhnev's Chairman of the Council of
Ministers, Aleksel Kosygin,‘opposed Khrushchev's political
and cultural ‘democratizations', he was enough of a realist
to recognize the merit in Khrushchev's intent to
decentralize economic decision-making. Kosygin put forth
some modest economic reforms, but in 1965 the time for
reform and the will to experiment had passed. Throughout the
1960s, Kosygin was sabotaged 1in his efforts by the
bureaucracy and even by Brezhnev himself.® The end for
reform formally came in July, 1979 in the form of a Jjoint

resolution of' the Central Committee and the Council of



Ministers which nullified most of his reform's
decentralization provisions.®

Throughout this thesis I have included Brezhnev in my
treatment of Khrushchev and de-Stalinization Dbecause
Khrushchev and Brezhnev represent the expansion and
contraction of one reformist movement. It is tempting to
resort to historical stereotype to depict Khrushchev as the
reformer and Brezhnev as the neo—staliniét anti-reformer who
snuffed out attempts to relax the Soviet Unlon, yet it would
be more accurate to say that the Brezhnev era repreéented
the consolidation phase of Khrushchev's Stalinism.
Beginning in 1964, the Brezhnev/Kosygin leadership "tempered

and administered accomplished reforms as parts of the status

guo...."* As Richard Lowenthal wrote in 1965, "Khrushchev.

was replaced not by his ‘'conservative critics' but by his
own designated successors--men who have hastened to renew
their commitment to the'decisions of the three Khrushchevian
congresses and to the 'revisionist' program of 1961...."F
Thus, the Brezhnev period from 1965 to Gorbachev's accession
to power should be seen not as a reversal of reform , but as
the minimalization of change and as such should be
understood as the winter of post-sStalin reform.®

The fate of Kosygin's reforms, though, is not a proper
reference point from which to derive conclusions about
Gorbachev's perestroika, since Kosygin was not General
Secretary and thus could not direct the course of Soviet

policy. The correct antecedent for Gorbachev, therefore, is
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Nikita Khrushchev who was both First Secretary and Chairman
of the Council of Ministers for most of his career. But
before proceeding to a comparative study of Khrushchev and
Gorbachev, some understanding about perestroika, itself, is
in order. |
PERESTROIKA

Mikhail Gorbachev's rise to power has not only changed
‘the waj we pérceive the Soviet Union, it has changed the way
ve télk about it. Since he announced his plan for 'radical
reform' at the 27th Parfy Congress, no book, article, or
commentary is complete without at least a passing reference
to glasnost, perestroika, or samokritika. The latter two
terms are easily translated as ‘'restructuring' and ‘'self-
criticism', respectively. Glésnost, however, is less
precisely understood.

The noun ‘'glasnost' 1s translated either as ‘openness'
or 'publicity' and is derived from the adjective glasnyy
which means, among other things, 'publid' or 'opeh' as in
the case of glasnyy sud--a 'public' or 'open' trial. It
would therefore seem that both 'publicity' and ‘openness'
are equally acceptable translations of glasnost; in £fact
'openness' is thé generally accepted English equlivalent. As
a translation, however, 'openness' is inadequate because it
does not give an accurate rendering of the Russian sense of
’the word and Dbecause | it assumes a commonality of

interpretation between Russian and English.



In English, the word ‘open' in the context of revealing
information, carries with it a sense of propriety, honesty,
and disclosure. We speak of being 'open and above board' in
business dealings; a political candidate under public
scrutiny wishing to play up his hénesty may claim that his
life is 'an open book'; and opén Western societies 1in
general are based upon the principle of 'free and open
enquiry'. 1In the Soviet Union, all actions are taken within
the context of Marxist-Leninist instrumentalism. Nothing in
Soviet 1life or politiecs 1is ‘'free' or 'open'; personal
liberty does not have independent meaning or existence. Of
course, Gorbachev is not Lenin, and the 1980s are not the
1920s, but Gorbachev 1s nonetheless a Russian and |is
therefore an heir to, and a product of, the spirit of
autocracy and the legacies of Marx and Lenin which pervade
Soviet politics.

In the Soviet mind, Western 1liberalism 1is closely
associated with a lack of commitment to hard work,
lrresponsibllity and permissiveness--traits which  have
become synonymous with the very Brezhnevism that Gorbachev
seeks to uproot.” When Gorbachev speaks of the need to
'‘democratize' Soviet society, he may appear to be describing
a form of democracy not too dissimilar from the Western
notion, particularly when he halls democracy as "the
wholesome and pure alr without which the socialist organism
cannot lead a full 1life."® However, it is not democracy but

the Russian affinity for strong central authority which



forms the basis of glasnost. Writing in the 1920s Nicolas
Berdyaev observed that

liberal ideas, ideas of right as well as ldeas of

social reform, appeared in Russia to be utopian.

Bolshevism on the other hand showed itself to be

much less utopian and much more realist, much more

...faithful to certain primordial Russian

traditions, to the Russlan search for universal

justice, understood in a maximalizing sense and to

the Russian method of government and control by

coercion.®

'Publicity' is the preferred translation of glasnost
because it is neutral, that 1s, it is not laden with Western
normative blases. Glasnyy, the adjective from which glasnost
is derived, is itself derived from the noun golos, which
means 'voice'. It would be more correct to understand the
policy of glasnost as one of promoting the expression, or
'voicing', of differing opinions in order to "undermine the
entrenched interests of the bureaucracy and ...expose those
individuals and practices that stand in the way of his
reforms....[It is not] an across the board
liberalization."*°® The English word ‘'publicity', therefore,
is the preferred translation because it 1is a word that
describes glasnost but does not presume to interpret it.

Another benefit of 'publicity' over 'openness' is that
‘publicity' does not breed unrealistic expectations about
Gorbachev's reform in Western minds. On the one extreme,
die-hard pessimists, who hold to an intractable, monolithic
image of the Soviet Union, view any talk of progressive

change with a jaundiced eye. Members of this school, 1like

Richard Pipes and Robert Conquest, doubt that a Gorbachev-



led Politburo. would differ wvery much from previous
leaderships, all of which are seen as hostile to all things
Western and bent on world domination. Change when it does
occur, 1is seen as a tactical retreat necessitated by
"failures, instabilities and fears of collapse."** No amount
of reform would make any difference because reform would
necessarily lead to power sharing and ultimately to
political pluralism. Because these are anathema to the
Soviet state any talk of reform as 'openness' is ipso facto
absurd.?*=

Understood in the Western sense of the word, this
statement appears to be reasonable but when applied to
Soviét society, a society which has never experienced
Western-style democracy, it betrays a lack of appreciation
for the degree of centralization and authoritarianism in
Soviet society and government. One need only look at changes
in Soviet society that have taken place since the Great
Terror to realize that reform qua reform is possible. Since
Stalin's death we have seen the end of twenty-five years of
official terror, a reduced police force, a curb on
administrative and bureaucratic abuses, andl the 1limited
toleratlion of dissent. The greatest change has been the end
to one-man dictatorship. In the wake.of Stalin's death,
Stephen Cohen has argued that there has actually developed
"something akin to two distinct‘ parties--reformist and

conservative--...inside Soviet officialdom and even inside



the Communist Party itself, counterposing rival interests,
policies, ideas and values in'all political quarters."*®

This conclusion of Cohen's is perfectly understandable.
While there may not be the overt competition of views in the
Soviet Union that we see in Western societies, a one-party
government must by definition play hést to all political
views and persuasions, open or Eoncealed. With the end of
Stalin's despotic grip on the apparatus of government, non-
conformist, that 1s, ‘'anti-stalinist' views within the
Communist Party, such as those of Khrushchev, could £find
expression and evenvofficial sanction. The very existence of
such views should demonstrate that the great monolith of the
Soviet political apparatus is not so immutable as
conservatives would have us believe.

Many optimists in the West have hailed the selection of
Gorbachev as General Secretary as a watershed in Soviet
affairs, but this has been done almost exclusively on the
basis of personality. Gorbachev's youth and dynamism stood

in such marked contrast to the lethargy of his superannuated

predecessors that he was judged to be a strong leader alhost'

by default. Assessments about Gorbachev's charisma and
competence were thus not so much made on the basis of his
statements and speeches as they were on the 1image of
charisma and competence that television projected.**

One sovietologist noted for his dovish views went so
far as to deduce that Gorbachev consciously selected

February 25th as the date for the 27th Communist Party
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Congress in order to mark the 30th anniversary of

Khrushchev's 1956 Secret Speech.®*® In addition, it was

deduced that this act would presage a rehabilitation of
Khrushchev and a more honest treatment of Stalin. As it
turned out, Gorbachev did not rehabilitate Khrushchev,
Stalin was not discussed, and the date selected for the 27th
Party Congress was undoubtedly the result of coincidence. A
proper understanding of glasnost may have tempered such
premature énthusiasm. As columnist George Will observed,
there have been people in every generation since the 1950s
who have 1initially seen every successive Soviet leader as
'moderate’ only to be disillusioned by the persistent fact
that Soviets do not share Western political values.'®
Clearly, such a priori assessments of Gorbachev do
nothing to further understanding of his prospects for
reform. To make an informed Jjudgment about Gorbachev, it is
vital that this thesis begin with a discussion of the
historical context in which Gorbachev must operate, how it
affects his political decisions, and how thils context does
or does not differ from that faced by Khrushchev. It is only
in this manner that it 1is possible to determine whetherx
Gorbachev's rule will 1inaugurate a 1long-term trend of
reformist ascendancy or wind up as Jjust another episode in
the "congenital seesawing between 6penness and ossification"

in Soviet politics.*”
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CHAPTER I

The Historical Context

This thesis begins with a comparison of the historical
circumstances surrounding Khrushchev's and Gorbachev's rise
to power. It is in part the differences in the 1legacies
bequeathed to Khrushchev and Gorbachev by Stalin and
Brezhnev, respectively, that 1lie at the heart of the
contrasting natures of de-Stalinization and perestroika. The
first part of this chapter examines the external and
internal inheritances of Khrushchev and Gorbachev. The
second part takes up the discussion of their poliéies in the
context of their respective backgrounds.

KHRUSHCHEV'S INHERITANCE
External Conditions ‘

In the year that Stalin died, the Soviet Union faced a
very hostile world. It had suffered great losses during the
purges, the Terror, the collectivization and the Second
World War. The state of the Soviet armed forces was also
vastly inferior, qualitatively at 1least, to those of the
United states. Regarding the latter, the inferlority of the
Soviet Union was most evident in nuclear arms. Thus, in 1953
‘ questions of national security continued to be of paramount
political and economic importance. Khrushchev saw the
function of military policy as designed to acquire "...a
capacity to secure and enforce the fruits of victory [((from

World War II)l...[landl...be sufficient in peacetime to allow



Soviet leaders to pursué thelr aﬁbitldns in an environment
in which the danger 6f war would be minimized."?

The most pressing need was for the Soviet Union to be
able, or perceived to be able, to be the military equal of
the Unites States. The Soviet Union's inability to assert
itself militarily was graphically illustrated when President
Kennedy forced Khrushchev fo withdraw nuclear missiles from
Cuba in October, 1962. As Strobe Talbott explains the event,
the humiliation of the Cuban Missile Crisls ‘"clearly
stimulated the Soviet Union's decision to wundertake fa]
twenty-year military build-up of which the SS-20 program was
one of the most visible and troublesome manifestations."=
The SS-20 was the Soviet Union's first MIRVed intermediate-
range ballistic missile. To offset the U.S. superiority in
strategic nuclear missiles over the short term, Khrushéhev
initiated the development of a class of missiles with
capabilities that were able to challenge American nuclear
power in areas of development that were "vacated or
neglected by the West."® In other words, the development of
the 85-20 was to achieve something resembling equality with
the United states by developing an offsetting superiority in
medium—range missiles, thus imposing an "asymmetrical
anxiety"bon the U.S.<

The need to minimize the risk of total war with the
West while striving toward nuclear parity with the‘United
States required a drastic increase in Soviet nuclear

military capability. Khrushchev, 1like Malenkov, affirmed



that nuclear weapons had so changed the destructive
potential of war that missiles alone were adequate to deter
an attack. What mattered was not troops and equipment but
the quality and quantity of one's nuclear arsenal.

The Soviet Union's nuclear capablility effectively began
with the successful launch of the Sputnik I satellite in
October, 1957. More ihportant than the satellite, though}
wés the S5-6 'Sapwood' booster rocket that launched it. The
85-6 was the flrst rocket to have intercontinental range.
The invention of the first de facto ICBM (intercontinental
ballistic missile) gave the impression that that Soviet
military technology was more advanced than that of the

United States, and Khrushchev sought to exploit this

perception of the Soviet Union's nuclear capablilities. At a

ceremonial session of the Supreme Soviet soon after the
Sputnik launch, Khrushchev proposed a "high-level meeting of
capitalist' and socialist countries so as to reach an
agreement based on the considerations of true reality."® In
January 1960, Khrushchev boasfed that the Soviet Union
"!'possessled] the absoiute weapon', that Soviet missiles
were so accurate they could hit a 'fly in outer space'"s

The bombastic rhetoric of Khrushchev's nuclear policy
served primarily to mask severe shortcomings in Soviet
rocketry. The appearance of Superiority as being more
important than actual ability is a characteristic typical of
Khrushchev's approach to politics. An example of

Khrushchev's preoccupation with pretense 1is reflected in the
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cynical attitude he adopted toward nuclear disarmament.
Khrushchev maintained that there were two 1levels to arms
negotiations: real negotiations and the trumpeting of
disarmament as a form of propaganda.” As he told Arkady
Shevchenko, formex Undersecretary .General of the United
Nations: "Never forget...the appeal that the 1idea of
disarmament has in‘the outside woxrld. All you have to‘ao is
say 'I'm in favor of it' and that pays big dividends....A
seductive slogan is a most powerful political instrument."®
Shevchenko believed Khrushchev's adoption of Lenin's credo
of 'peaceful coexistence' was merely a "smokescreen" to
obscure his plans to expand Soviet influence."®

Shevchenko's assessment 1is largely correct because,
during Khrushchev's 1leadership, the Soviet Union changed
from the inward-looking isoclationist giant of Stalin's time
to a major player in international relations. Khrushchev's
inroads into the Third World in search of political allies
represent the Soviet Union's desire to be able to compete
with the United States as a world superpower and the need to
be recognized as a political, military and economic co-equal
of the United States.

Because. of the emphasis placed upon military
development, particularly in nuclear weapons, the military-
industrial complex had first call on the intellectual,
financial, and natural resources of the Soviet ‘Union.

Consequently, any notion of diverting resources away from



the military to effect deep, structural reform of the heavy-
industry based Stalinist economic model was not possible.
Internal Conditions

The domestic political environment of the immediate
post-Stalin period presented the government of the day with
two daunting challenges. The £first was the task of
rebuilding a national economy in the wake of the Second
World War. In order to avoid stagnation, Georgii Malenkov,
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers, said in the §ummer
of 1953 that the state must

raise sharply in 2 or 3 years the population's

supply of foodstuffs, meat, and meat produce,
fish, and fish products, butter, sugar, eggs,

confectionary, textiles, clothes footwear,
crockery, furniture, and other cultural and
household goods.*® N

Khrushchev, the First Secretary of the Communist Party,
would echo this preoccupation with speed throughout his
leadership. At the 1354 Central Committee Plenum, for
example, Khrushchev repeatedly insisted that measures to
increase agricultural production had to be accomplished "in
the next 2f3 years."** Khrushchev's preoccupation with
appearance and speed'is reflected in his frequent excursions
and marathon speaking tours which took him among the people,
especially in the countryside. On these frequent trips, he
would exhort farmers to meet often unrealistic and
unrealizable goals. Khrushchev's frequent outbursts of élan
and fervoui were attempts to combine Lenin's revolutionary
fervour Qith Stalin's mobilizing energles.*® These frequent

trips also served the ulterlor motive of allowing Khrushchev
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to gain maximum exposure and to accentuate the

indispensability of his leadership as a man who could get

things done.*® The haste with which Khrushchev implemented
economic reform is demonstrated by the significant personal,
political, and financial capital Khrushchev invested in such
programs as the Virgin Lands, the Corn Campaign, and the
sovnarkhoz program.

The second challenge facing the post-Stalin leadership
was more politically disquietipg. The pending release of
millions of victims from forced-labour camps necessitated an
official response to Stalin's cruelty. It is estimated that
12-13 million people were sent to 1labour camps duting
Stalin's ;ule. The head of the Soviet security apparatus,
Lavrenti Beria, arqued £for keeping them in the camps
permanently, while only those with special permission from
the Ministry of 1Internal Affairs would be permitted to
return to their homes.** This proposal was supported
passionately by fearful conservative reformers like Malenkov
and Kaganovich who, 1like Beria, were responsible for the
death and internment of millions of innocent people. In
fact, many detalnees did remain in forced-labour camps for
three years between Stalin's death and the Secret Speech in
1956. Four thousand were rgleased in 1953, and up to 12,000
were released in 1954-55, These, however, were "a very
speclal 12000", representing influential party and
government officials and Khrushchev's aides and friends from

his days in the Ukraine and during the war. 1In 1956-'57,
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according to "best estimates", 7-8 million were released and
5-6 million posthumously rehabilitated.?!®

A third factor that needs to be mentioned 1is the
competition for power that followed Stalin's deafh. Stalin's
paranoid dictatorial rule left a power vacuum in its wake.
As one of Stalin's ambitious lieutenants, Khrushchev's first
task was to outflank the influence of his chief rival for
absolute power--Malenkov. The main obstacle to this task was
the state of the government and party apparatus. The
Staiinist bureaucracy had come to maturity at the cost of
the near total emasculation of the Party membership, and,
under Stalin's dictatorship, the Politburo and the Ceﬁtral
Committee had ceased to function in any meaningful capécity.
Toward the end of Stalin's reign, the Politburo became
dominated by only a handful of powerful men, even though its
meﬁbership officially stood at 12 members.'® Shortly before
his death, though, Stalin decreed that Politburo membership
should increase to 11-25 full members and 11 candidate
members and the Secretariat should be doubled from 5 to 10
members.'”

The political climate inside the Soviet Union was no
less violent than the‘one outside, perhaps even more so.
Khrushchev not only had to wage a bitter political battle
with Malenkov andAother Conservatives, but he also had to
begin the process of de-Stalinization. Stalin's death may
have allowed critical voices to be heard but it also created

a political wvacuum. With no single figure sufficiently
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- strong to emerge as leader, even in a collective leadership,
the years 1953-57 were ones of sharp struggle and political
manoeuvering.

GORBACHEV'S INHERITANCE
External Conditions

The world that Brezhnev and his successors bequeathed
to Gorbachev in March 1985 bore 1little resemblance to the
one which Stalin left to Khrushchev in March 1953. By the

time of Gorbachev's accession to power, the Soviet Union had

become the military equal of the United States, as a result

of the massive conventional and nuclear military build-up
conducted throughout the 1960s and 70s. Today, the principal
threat to Soviet national security and superpower status is
less the threat of military conflic@ with the United States
than it is the economic and miliﬁary costs of maintaining a
technologically backward economy. It is the recognition that
the Soviet Union must modernize its economy that forms the
essence of Gorbachev's 'new thinking' in arms control,
foreign policy, economic policy and elsewhere.

The Brezhnev leadership which overthrew Khrushchev in
1964 brought stability and consistency to a foreign policy
that had been governed by brinkmanship and adventurism.?®®
Hdwever, Leonid Brezhnev "...shared the basic objectives of
[Khrushchev's] strategy in the Third World"'® namely, the
expansion of Soviet influence, cultivation of allies against
the West, and the enhancement of Soviet prestige at home and
abroad. Learning from the humiliation of the Cuban Missile

Crisis, Brezhnev set out on a deliberate course to increase



dramatically the size of the Soviet conventional forces so

that "the Soviet military would be an instrument capable of
supporting an active foreign policy."=° PFrom 1965-1975
Brezhnev presided over one of the most prodigious peacetime
militafy build-ups in history, during which time the
military became the primary instrument by which the Soviet
Union expanded its influence throughout the Third Wo:ld..

Today, however, Seweryn Bialer points out, that "[tlhe
policy of guns, butter and growth--the political cornerstone
of the Brezhnev era--is no longer possible....[andl...the
Soviet Union will face an economic crunch far more severe
than anything it encountered in the 1960s and 1970s".=®* The
relative military and technological gap between the U.S. and
the Soviet Union that had narrowed slightly during
Brezhnev's first decade has now begun to widen.#22 This has
had significant economic repercussions.

The military-industrial complex in the 1980s 1is no
longer the driving economic force it was for Khrushchev and
Brezhnev. The military-industrial complex, which 1is the
largest consumer of scientists, engineers, money, and
natural resources, now accounts for 16% of the Soviet
Union's gross national product (compared with 7% in the
United States) and is an impediment to economic expansion
and modernization in areas like high technology and
secondary industry.®® The need to curb military spending in

favour of economic reform is demonstrated by Soviet concerns
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expressed over President Ronald Reagan's Strateglic Defence
Initiative:

Having invested heavily in the military,
especially in land-based missiles, for two
decades, and having achieved rough parity with the
United States, the Soviets now perceive a new
challenge that threatens to nullify many of these
gains and force them into unbridled competition in
an area where they are weak and America is strong:
high technology. Even if the SDI does not work--
and many scientists doubt that It will--the
Soviets fear that there will be major
technological spinoffs, especially in conventional
weapons and other areas. These could give the
United States important, albeit temporary,
political and military advantages. A full-blown
defense race would also force the diversion of
still more resources to the military sector and
undermine Gorbachev's plans for economic
modernization and reform.2%

Under Gorbachev, there is a tangible shift away from an
offensive toward a restrained military strategy. In other
words, Gorbachev is not 1looking to take on new military
allies but rather is interested in stabilizing existing
relations.®® This sober assessment of Soviet commitments can
be seen in Gorbachev's desire to end the Soviet involvement
in the war in Afghanistan as expeditiously as possible,®s
and his willingness to make concessions to the United States
in nuclear arms reduction talks that were unthinkable as few
as five years ago. The culmination of attempts to bring
about a real reduction in the nuclear competition came on 9
December, 1987 when Gorbachev and President Ronald Reagan
signed a treaty to abolish all intermediate-range nuclear
weapons in Europe.®” Such a sober appraisal of the world is

a far cry from Khrushchev's adventurism.

Internal Conditions



Upon replacing Khrushchev as First Secretary (renamed
General Secretary), Leonid Brezhnev formally eliminated
reform as a leading government policy. Amid a broad-based
demand for political and economic stability (see Chapter
II), Brezhnev was left with little choice except to increase
economic relations with the West as the only viable
alternative to structural reform as a way to avoid a relapse
into Stalinist autarky. The corollary to this is that the
instinct for order did not permit the underlying flaws of
the Soviet system to be addressed. As a consequence, it was
during the Brezhnev era that problems of sloth, corruption,
- and nepotism became endemic. The effect of the reimposition
of strict centralized bureaucratic Party control Dby
Khrushchev's successors was that the deficiencies of
Khrushchev's meddling, micro-management style of leadership
were masked by a stultifying, plodding conservatism. The
Brezhnev era was typified by an uncritical defence of the
status quo and rigid imposition of ideological orthodoxy.
This climate stifled popular initiative and innovation and
permitted sloth and corruption to flourish. This is the
Brezhnev 1legacy that provides thé impetus for Mikhail
Gorbachev's campaign for radical reform--perestroika. What
is this negative legacy and how does Gorbachev intend to
combat it?

Leonid Brezhnev was able to maintain both a high level
of domestic spending and a prodigious conventional and

nuclear arms build-up because, up until 1976, Brezhnev



compensated for the structural inadequacies of the Soviet

' system with greatly increased Western imports. During this

time the Soviet economy experienced reasonably sustained
economic growth and a rising standard of 1living. After
twelve years of relative prosperity, however, the economy
began to stagnate.®® As Timothy Colton writes, in order to
cushion the defense budget and soclal programs,
[the Politburol bank(ed] on the soundness of
Brezhnev's conservative management policy....and
[decided to pare] growth and investment
targets....In sector after sector throughout the
late 1970s and early 1980s, ‘'once the break in
trend occurred, performance continued to
deteriorate erratically along the new, steeply
declining trend line.' As imbalances multiplied,
'plan discipline' was undermined, midyear
revisions in production plans being made in each
year from 1979 on.=®
From 1976 until Brezhnev's death in 1982 the economy
virtually ground to a halt. In 1976, .overall industrial
growth fell 2.6% over the previous year--the greatest one-
year decline since 1950.®° 1Included in this figure are
agriculture production, o0il production, military spending,
construction projects, and mining. Soviet economic decline
can be traced to the 1971-75 five-year plan. This was the
first plan to emphasize growth in 1light industry and
consumer goods over investment in heavy industry.=? Table
1-1 clearly illustrates the negative effect of Brezhnev's
policy of increasing imports from the West, in this case
grain, to compensate for the structural inadequacy of the

Stalinist economic system. Note the ratio between exports

and imports over these twenty years with respect to similar
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harvests. While variation 1is evident throughout, it is in

Table 1-1
Soviet Grain Harvests, Exports and Imports
(million metric tons)

Year arve 1mports
1950 81 2.9 0.2
19585 104 3.7 0.3
1956 125 3.2 0.5
1957 103 7.4 0.2
1958 135 5.1 0.8
1959 120 7.0 0.3
1960 126 6.8 0.2
1961 131 7.5 0.7
1962 140 7.8 -=-
1963 ' 108 6.3 3.1
1964 152 3.5 7.3
1965 121 4.3 6.4
1966 n 3.6 7.7
19617 148 6.2 2.2
1968 170 5.4 1.6
1969 162 7.2 0.6
1970 ‘ 187 5.7 2.2
19711 181 8.6 3.5
1972 168 4.6 15.5
1973 223 4.9 23.9
1974 196 7.0 7.1
1975 140 3.6 15.9
1976 224 1.5 20.6
1977 196 3.0b 10.5a
1978 237 1.5b 23.0a
1979 179 3.0b 25.5a
1980 : 189 2.0b 30-35a
1981 ' 160b 3.0b 43.0a
1982 176b 2.0b 35.0b
1983 190b 1.8b 34.0a
1984 170b === 43.0a

Source: Marshall I Goldman, "The Burden of the Stalinist
Model: The Case of B8oviet Agriculture, Industry, and
Consumer Goods" in Uri Ra‘anan and Charles Perry eds.,
The USSR Today and Tomorrow, (Lexington, Massachussets:
D.C. Heath, 1987) p.73.

a: U.8. Department of Agriculture estimates.
b: Marshall Goldman's estimates.

(for full 1ist of Soviet and American sources for this
table, see Ra'anan and Perry, p.73).



the mid-1970s, around the time of Brezhnev's consolidation
of power, that the differences become pronounced. Note
particularly the differences between 1974 and 1977: with
identical 196 million-ton harvests, the ratio of imports to
exports ballooned from 1.01:1 to 3.5:1. In 1983 with a
harvest of 190 million tons the ratio was 18.89:1! Such
enormous disparities cannot be ascribed solely to poor
weather or increased concern over the public's diet. They
must be seen as the consequence of the failure of the
Stalinist agricultural structure to meet the needs of the
Soviet people. For example, in the Soviet Union 20-25% of
all grain rots in the fields because there is no efficient
means to harvest it, and half of all available tractors to
harvest the grain are used instead to haul trucks which
become bogged down in mud for want of paved roads.=®=

The hallmark of the Brezhnev years was the
subordination of inventiveness and criticism to the defence
of the bureaucratic order and the status quo. Policy debates
were largely exercises designed to avoid addressing
problems. The effect of this conservatism was that deep-
rooted flaws in the Soviet system were not addressed and
grew worse over time. This is particularly the case with
Soviet agriculture and the 1979 Food Programme--Brezhnev's
attempt to 'reform' every aspect of Soviet agriculture in
one fell swoop. The Food Programme was also the onelpolicy
of the Brezhnev era with which Gorbachev was the most deeply

involved.



The Food Programme Plenum issued decrees for targets in
all areas of food production, agricultural machinery, food
. processing, sales,» and exports.® This was the clearest
manifestation of Brezhnev's policy of resolving problems by
blindly expanding investment. The Brezhnev leadexship's
credibility was founded on the promise of better food
supplies. However, as Zhoreé Medvedev writes, the leadership
could not distinguish between realistic and impossible goals
and did not know howito set about achieving the targets they
set for themselves.®* The Programme'failed because "there
was not a single change which could be classified as a
reform."®= The vast amounts of money spent in the Food
Programme--35% of the State budget--were wasted because its
drafters did not addréss the root cause of the problem of
Soviet agriculture: the Stalinist economic system. "[Tlhere
was to be no liberalization of the decision-making process
at the bottom level and no freedom of choice for individual
collective and state farms"--in fact, bureaucratization of
the decision-making process was compounded.®¢

The ritualistic cant of Marxism-Leninism cannot suffice
for Gorbachev the way it did for his predecessors. The
advances of Western technology and the decrepit state of the
Soviet economy today demand that the Politburo address the
endemic, structural crises both in government and the Party,
crises which are traceable to the regressive influence of
the Soviet economic system, which, in turn, is rooted in the

Sstalinist practices of riqgid centralization and
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collectivized agriculture. Khrushchev, by contrast, could
get away with ignoring the root cause of the Soviet Union's
economic crisis because the illusion of of Marxism-Leninism
as a dynamic, progressive world doctrine and the superiority
of the Stalinist economic model were still defensible. This
is notvso any more.

APPROACHES TO REFORM
Khrushchev--The Optimistic World-view

For Khrushchev, the world was divided into capitaliét,
communist, and colonial worlds with the Soviet Union in the
vanguard of the communist world and as the champion of
progressive revolutionary forces in the Third Wworld.
Khrushchev foresaw the eclipse of the "capitalist
encirclement" of the Soviet Union by "the conditions created
by the existence of a world socialist‘ system...."®” The
increasing numbers of ‘'national democrats' and 'wars of
liberation' in the Third World "supposedly heralded the
developing world's irreversible march toward socialism--and
alignment with Moscow."®® Unlike Stalin who disparaged the
leaders of former colonial possessions as 'lackeys of
imperialism!', Khrushchev actively courted Third World
nations in.order to expand Soviet influence (to compete with
American influenée), and to enlist their aid in the Soviet
Union's ideological struggle with the West.3®

Khrushchev's understanding of international relations
was rooted in the belief that the high standard of 1living
enjoyed in Western societies was the result of colonial

exploitation and was doomed to fall as colonies achieved



independence. Because capitalist countries need coloﬁies to
absorb excess production, Khrushchev took the‘disappearanpe
of colonies to mean that the decline and fall of the Western
économies was 1internally generated and 1inevitable. This
optimistic interpretation of the Marxist-Leninist historical
dialecﬁic led Khrushchev to the conclusion that the Soviet
Union need have no fear of war with the West. Furthermore,
the Soviet Union had an obligation to help bring about
workers' revolutions in other countries.

Khrushchev's optimism about the future of communism and
his devotion to communist ideals are basic to his economic
and political'beliefs.'Khrushchev, born in 1894, grew up
believing in the romantic ideal of "...a classless society
with_one single form of public ownership of the means of
production and full social equality of all members of
society...."%° By the end of the Civil War in 1921, he was
personally prepared to suffer "cold, hunger and deprivation"
to implement the "ideas of Lenin" .in the rebuilding of
Soviet heavy industry and military force, and he extended
this willingness to suffer "for the Party's sake" to the
people as a whole.=** Khrushchev, firmly convinced of the
moral superiority of communism over capitalism, believed
that communism would one day dominate the world.==

Khrushchev's optimism led him to reject the traditional
Leninist maxim that there must be a final war between
capitalism and communism. His promotion of peaceful co-

existence with the West, especially with the United States,



is Khrushchev's most significant contribution to communist
theory. Khrushchév, though, did not start out as a foreign
policy reformer. Premier Georgil Malenkov was the first
post-Stalinist 1leader to advocate a policy of peaceful
coexistence.®*® 1In fact, Khrushchev's initial views on
foreign policy reflected Stalin's xenophobic defensiveness
and had the support of the arch-conservative Vyacheslav
Molotov, Stalin's long-time Foreign Minister.#* In contrast
to the views of Malenkov and other ‘'conservatives',
Khrushchev, in 1954, believed that capitalism, not
civilization would perish in a nuclear war.<® Over the first
three years, Khrushchev did finally come to reassess his
policy in 1light of the destructive potential of nuclear
weapons "...and by the end of 1955 he was prepared to
advance the Malenkov view as his own."<e

Khrushchev's political views were shaped by the brutish
political environment that followed Lenin's death. The
Stalin/TrotSky rivalry and thev early stages of Stalin's
terror and forced collectivization of agriculture fostered
an environment wherein reason and debate were virtually
outlawed and where an attitude of sycophancy toward one's
superior was necessary to ensure one's political and
personal well-being. For example, Khrushchev, in 1924, wrote
a strong polemic against Leon Trotsky to please his
superior, Lazér Kaganovich, and it did not seem to matter to
Khrushchev that Trotsky had decorated him the previous

year .*?”



Khrushchev's political education formally began in
1929. It was in that year that he went to Moscow to study
metallurgy at the J.V. Stalin Industrial Academy. At the
Academy, Khrushchev became its political secretary and in
the process developed a friendship with fellow student
Nadezhda Alliluyeva, Stalin's wife. Khrushchev was always
concerned that Alliluyeva talked to Stalin about the
political properness of the directives he gave to her and
other students. As a consequence, Khrushchev was careful to
ensure that his views agreed with the general party line,
that 1is, with Stalin. Through his wife's reports, Stalin
came to trust Khrushchev and, with the help of Lazar
Kaganovich, Khrushchev moved into the Moscow Party apparatus
where he began his political career.#® Khrushchev credits
Alliluyeva's influence witﬁ Stalin for his advancement in
the Moscow party apparatus.

Because Khrushchev's political 1life was formed by
Stalin's secretive, nepotistic, and insular style of
political decision-making, it should not come as a surprise
to see this trait reflected in Khrushchev's own leadership.
Throughout his political career, Khrushchev sought advice
principally from a coterie of personal aides who were not
from the Party and who did not have good credentials. These
aides were Trofim D. Lysenko, A.S. Shévchenko, V.Ss. Lébedev,
and Aleksei Adzhubei. Adzhubei was Khrushchev's son-in-law.

These men owed their position and influence to their
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personal relationship to Khrushchev .and not to any
particular skill.=%

. Khrushchev's economic reforms were coloured by a
personal unfamiliarity with the essence of the reforms being
conducted in his name and under his direction. Even though
he staked his political future almost entirely upon a
dramatic increase in agricultural production, Khrushchev was
largely ignorant of agricultural methods or the problems
faced by farmers. In 1928, Khrushchev asked hls superior in
the Ukrainian Party apparatus, Lazar Kaganovich, to assign
him to an industrial area on the grounds that he "didn't
have much'experience in farming and would have been out of
his element in an agricultural area."®® In 1947, before he
was made agriculture spokesman, Khrushchev pleaded ignorance
about agriculture to Stalin in order to "beg out of"
delivering the general report to a special Central Committee
plenum on agriculture.=?

Nevertheless, in 1950 Stalin appointed Khrushchev
Politburo spokesman for agricultural policy. Khrushchev was
given this position because he earned Stalin's favour by
thinking up a cost-free administrative 'breakthrough'  to
improve the stagnant state of Soviet agriculture{
Khrushchev's plan was to revitalize Soviet agriculture
through increased administrative efficiency. Specifically,
this entailed the amalgamation of the existing 6069
collective farms of the Moscow oblast into 1668 by June

1950.5= While some consolidation could have been justified,
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Khrushchev took the idea too far. The reason for this was
that Khrushchev had an ulterior motive for suggesting the
amalgamation, one which demonstrates the influence of his
romantic optimism and the linkage of political and economic
circumstances. This ulterior motive was his idea of
constructing 'égrotowns'——self-contained, self-sufficient,
modern farming communities. The benefits to the Soviet
hierarchy from such a program would be the destruction of
the village, and with it the powerful bond between the
peasant, the village and the land, and also the relocation
of the peasantry into a more easily controlled environment.

However, after a pilot project in 1950-51 failed and
the agrotown project was publicly condemned by Malenkov iﬁ a
1952 - speech, Khrushchev no longer served as agriculture
spokesman and he returned to Party work.®® Khrushchev
preferred to work behind the scenes to purge Malenkov
supporters in key bureaucratic positions and install his own
'Ukrainian'.allies.54 Khrushchev re—enteied the agriculture
arena after Stalin's death and began with a speech designed
to undermine Malenkov's political standing. In denouncing
Malénkov, Khrushchev disclosed for the first time the
unvarnished, truth about the sorry state of Soviet
agriculture and animal husbandry. However, "[alt no point in
the speech did [Khrushchevl so much as begin to hint at the
true reasons for the continued failure: the system

itself."ss



The essence of Khrushchev's reforms, and their
subsequent failure, cah be traced to his fixation with
appearance over substance. The reason that I have cited the
example of Khrushchev's agrotown policy at this point is to
demonstrate that, for all of his 'liberal' reforms,
Khrushchev is 'essentially a 'Stalinist! politician:
Khrushchev's struggle for one-man rule, his use of 'purges'
albeit without terror, to solidify his hold on power, his
patronage of a small cirxcle of loyalists, his lack of formal
education, and his impulsive approach to decision-making are
all typical of Stalin's leadership. The Stalinist element in
Khrushchev's de-Stalinization reforms will be explored in
later chapters.

GORBACHEV
The Pessimistic World-view

Mikhail Gorbachev is not possessed of grand illusions
about the demise of capitalism or of the imminent victory of
communism, In fact, unlike Khrushchev, Gorbachev is
distinctly pessimistic about the future of the Soviet Union.
As Gorbachev declared in his speech to the 27th Party
Congress,

[clhanges in present-day world development are so

profound and significant that they require the

reinterpretation and comprehensive analysis of all

its factors. The situation of nuclear

confrontation makes necessary new approaches,

methods and forms of relationships among different
social systems, states and regions.=®

Gorbachev's pessimism is a product of an upbringing

that was much different than Khrushchev's. Whereas

Khrushchev was poiitically active during the initial years



of Stalin's reign, which included the forced
collectivization of agriculture (1929-31) and the purges
(1934-38), Gorbachev was born in the year collectivization
reached its zenith--1931. Gorbachev was too young to have
had personal experience with the political and economic
upheavals of the time, although his family was deeply
affected.®” Gorbachev, like Khrushchev, grew up in peasant
surroundings. As a teenager, he worked summers as a Machine
Tractor Statlon combine operator. It was expected that the
young ‘Gorbachev would continue in the agricultural .or
agricultural machine industry as a profession. His eventual
cholce of law in 1950 as a career was unexpected.=® While at
university, Gorbachev shared a room with Zdenek Mlynar the
liberal Czech communist. As Zhores Medvedev points out,
"[ilt is extremely likely that after five years of sharing a
room with a Czech intellectual Gorbachev must have been
profoundly influenced..."®® Purther, Medvedev states that
Gorbachev's Western manners and appearance are due to hls
prolonged exposure to "the culture and attitudes of a
traditionally Western nation."®°

Concerning his political development, Gorbachev spent
his youth in the Komsomol, the Young Communist League, and
it was not until 1961 that he decided to pursue a career in
the Party. His rise through the Party ranks was rapid, and
in 1968 he was promoted to second, or agricultural,
secretary of the Stavropol kraikom (district council)

without having served as the third secretary whose
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responsibility is 1ideology. Just two years thereafter,
Gorbachev was made the kraikom's first secretary.®* His
tenure as second secretary was augmented by correspondence
courses through the Stavropol Agricultural 1Institute in
plant and stock Dbreeding, agro-industry, agricultural
machinery, field <crops, agricultural organization, and
kolkhoz/sovkhoz flinance.®® Gorbachev was graduated in 1967.

Gorbachev's rapid advancement can be attributed to his
expertise in agriculture and his personal leadership skills,
but the major factor in his politiéal success was the
influence of his political patron, Yuri Andropov. His
influence was largely responsible for Gorbachev's
appointment as the Central Committee Secretary for
Agriculture in Brezhnev's Politburo.

Perestroika 1is associated with Mikhail Gorbachev yet
the‘idea of radical reform was first articulated by Yuri
Andropov in an address in November, 1982.%® Andropov was the
immediate heir to Brezhnev's Russia and was the first to
address the problems of bureaucratic inertia. Ten days after
becoming General Secretary, Andropov spoke of the need "'to
expand the independence' of lower-level management, which he
insisted, could be 'combined with greater accountability and
with concern for national interests.'"* Gorbachev's own
policy for streamlining the economy and instituting
accountability is based upon a January 1984 resolution by
Yuri Andropov.®® . In a July 1985 resolution, Gorbachev

affirmed that Andropov's experiment of streamlined
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management is to be made mandatory by 1987, and already in
1985 and 1986 other ministries have been combined.®®

The erudite, cultured background of Gorbachev's early
years is ably reflected in the high quality of people he has
gathered around him, especially in economic policy. The
level of intellectual input behind perestroika is far
superior to that of de-Stalinization. Gorbachev's advisors
fall under the rubric of 'technocrats'--people who possess
technical, managerial and political skills.®” For example,
in economics, Abel G. Aganbegyan 1is Gorbachev's chief
advisor. Aganbegyan leads a group of reform-minded
intellectuals which includes Leonid Abalkin and Tatyana
Zaslavskaya. Abalkin is the Director of the Institute of
Economicé and a member of the editorial boards of two major
economic journals.®® Zaslavskaya is a pioneer in the field
of sociology. Aganbegyan and Zaslavskaya have been respected
in the economic and sociological communities respectively
since the early 1960s, even though their unconventional,
objective, and critical opinions carried 1little influence
amid the anti-intellectual orthodoxy that prevailed under
Brezhnev.

what 1s possible today in structural reform, including
criticism of the past and military accommodation with the
West is not the same as it was twenty or thirty years ago.
The passage of time between Khrushchev's generation and
Gorbachev's and the increasing seriousness of economic

stagnation permit a greater degree of candour today than was



previously possible. Additionally, because Gorbachev does
not bear any responsibility for Stalin's criminal past,
there is no pressure to denounce him in such a controversial
-and cdndemnatory fashion as did Khrushchev 1in order ¢to
protect himself and to further.his own political ambitions.
Khrushchev and Gorbachev are, therefore, two very different
reformers. By virtue of thelr different upbringings and the
political climate of their respective generations, each saw
reform as having tb meet different priorities.
Similarities

Differences in political climate and upbringing
notwithstanding, it wduld be wrong to leave the impression
that Gorbachev is absolutely different from Khrushchev. It
is expected that, as reformers, Khrushchev and Gorbachev
shoﬁld share certain common objectives: both men came to
power after prolonged periods of conservative rule, and both
came to power as champions of meritoéracy against an
inefficient and privileged bureaﬁcracy. Additionally, they
both support economic decentralization and the loosening of
claustrophobic social controls. For instance, Gorbachev's
themes of demokratizatsiya and samokritika are almost a
verbatim reiteration of Khrushchev's appeals twenty-five
years earlier. In his address to the 22nd Party Congress in
1961, Khrushchev said that the task of the Soviet leadership
"is "to draw all citizens without exception into the affairs
of society....Every Soviet citizen should take an active

part in the management of public affairs--that's our slogan,



our task."e®

similarly declared that:

On the subject of samokritika, or self-criticism, Khrushchev

said:

The success of any endeavor is determined, to a
decisive extent, by how actively and consciously

the masses participate in it. To convince broad

strata of the working people of the correctness of
our chosen path, to give them a moral and a
material interest, to restructure the psychology
of cadres--these are highly important conditions
for accelerating our growth.?®

Supervision by the general public, and strict
verification of the way decisions have been
carried out, is a method by which the principle of
criticism and self-criticism can be put into
effect.”? )

It is necessary to introduce a system that
will make it difficult for comrades who have been
elected to leading posts to bar the way to fresh
forces....[Some of our long-serving comrades] have
lost the ability to work creatively, have lost all
sense of the new, and have become a hindrance. To
keep them on in these posts just because they were
elected to them in the past would be wrong....The
proposed system of forming elective bodies opens
new opportunities for developing criticism and
self-criticism...."7=

Furthermore, Khrushchev stated that

Every good innovation, every good 1idea, every
valuable proposal should be given the most
thoughtful consideration and support, and should
be realized....[The promotion of party leaders]
from among the party membership [should bel on the
basis of merit of their talents and their
political and business capacity, that they have
close ties with the communists, with the
people."?®

On the same topic Gorbachev has stated:

The Party will continue to see to it that the most
worthy people...are elected deputies....In this
respect, apparently the time has come to make
necessary adjustments in our electoral
practice....

In his speech to the 27th Congress Gorbachev
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One cannot help seeing that officials in the
apparatus who remain in the same posts for a long
time frequently 1lose their taste for the new,
tence themselves off from people through
instructions they themselves have concocted, and
sometimes even retard the work of the elective
agencies. Apparently it is time...to conduct the
certification of executives in their apparatus and
make urgent personnel changes after every
election....
+..[Ilt is the duty of the older generation to do
everything it can to see to it that its successors
are even more intelligent, more capable and more
educated....

Criticism and self-criticism are a natural
principle of the vital activity of our society.
Without them, there is no development. It is time
for 1literary and art criticism to shake off
complacency and servility to superiors, which
corrodes healthy morality, remember ing that
criticism is a public matter, not a sphere serving
authors' vanity and ambitions.”®

From a discussion of the differences and similarities
behind Soviet reform, the next two chapters will contrast
the political and economic aspects of perestroika and de-
Stalinization. The fourth chapter will d;scuss the
uniqueness of perestroika as a reform and offer some

conclusions about the future of Soviet reform.
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CHAPTER 11

Political Reform

After his death, it was Stalih and his legacy of
criminality, not the development of communism itself, that
became the primary focus of political reform. Addressing
Stalin's legacy remains today "the most fundamental and
abiding conflict in Soviet ©political 1life."* Because
Khrushchev and Gorbachev, both came to power challenging the
Stalin legacy and the highly bureaucratized and centralized
economic order, there does not appear to be much to
distinguish the political objectives of glasnost from de-
Stalinization. Khrushchev's 'liberalism' was based on the
assumption that there was an "immense untapped capacity for
growth in the rural sectoxr"2 and that this capacity could
not be tapped unless system were changed so that the people
were free to use their Iinitiative. Similarly, on the day
after becoming General Secretary, Gorbachev stated: "The
better people are informed the more consciously they will
act, the more actively they will support the party, its
plans, and its programmatic goals."®

Also common to both de-Stalinization and perestroika is
the focus on the government and party bureaucracy as the
béte-noire of the Stalinist system. Gorbachev, like

Khrushchev, intends to render it "more client and leader-

oriented."* But the similarity ends there. While both

Khrushchev and  Gorbachev accepted "conflict, open and
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clandestine, as an inevitable concomitant of his policies,"®
the difference lies in the intent of the conflict. As will
be shown, Gorbachev uses conflict to foster healthy and

progreésive change, whereas Khrushchev used conflict

destructively in order to create an atmosphere of‘controlled‘

tension between the bureaucracy and the masses which was
designed to enhance his personal role as leader and problem-
~solver.®

THE STALIN QUESTION--Khrushchev

In contrast to Malenkov, Molotov, and the other

'conservative' reformers who sought political and personal
security for state and party officials, and a limited
disclosure of Stalin's - legacy, the ‘'liberal' Khrushchev

advocated a thorough airing of Stalin's crimes. Furthermore,

Khrushchev believed that the decompression of political

controls that would follow such disclosures "would not
foster political deviance"?” and rank-and-file workers would
police themselves Qithouf the need of “administrative
methdds"' or "police power."® 1In imagery reminiscent of
Bukharin,

[Khrushchev]l held out a vision of a Soviet society
in which c¢itizens <could breathe more freely,
officialdom could exercise initiative without
fearing the consequences, the bond between party
and people would  Dbe strengthened, and the
authority of the regime would be built on the
rational foundations of regularized procedures,
concern and popular welfare, and confidence rather
than fear.® :

But if Khrushchev's rhetoric brings Bukharin to mind,

his advocacy of relaxed social controls and his denunciation
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of Stalin were themselves highly 'Stalinist'. As Richard
Lowenthal wrote in 1965, "[iln Khrushchev's mind, the
abandonment of Stalin-style mass terrorism did not at first
mean the renunciation of Stalin's program of revolutionary
social change inside and outside Russia."®®

For example, Khrushchev knew "{t]lhe 8Stalin brand of
collectivization had brought [the Soviet people] nothing but
misery and brutality,"** but he did not set about to
dismantle it. To -expose and reverse the excesses of
collectivization would at least mean that the entire Stalin
era was lillegitimate, a betrayal of the October revolution,
and that the Bukharinite opposition of 1928-9 was correct.
At worst it would also brand the cult of personality as
"blind admiration for authority', thus threatening that
existing system of controls."'2 Khrushchev recognized that
the 1legitimacy of the communist party "and the party
leadership rested entirely on the the Stalinist legend of
forced collectivization as a spontaneous, voluntary, and
benevolent process of the peasants themselves."*?

Because a thorough, objective investigation of the
Stalinist period would have implicated the Party and members
of the ruling élite in the commission of Stalin's crimes,
Khrushchev's main motive for denouncing Stalin was to
distance the Party from the Stalinist record as much as
possible and to free himself personally from any guilt by
his association with Stalin.** The Central Committee, in

1955, established a special commission under the direction



of Politburo member P.N. Pospelov to investigate all aspects
of Stalin's Terror. Naturally, it had nothing to say about
the fact that Khrushchev advanced up through the Moscow
apparatus on the backs of the reputation of Bukharin, that
Khrushchev personally supported forced collectivization, or
that, as Stalin's viceroy, Khrushchev was a major figure in
the 1938'purge of the Ukrainian Communist Party and in the
repression and execution of Ukrainian nationalists.*s
Information gathered by Pospelov's commission made up
much of Khrushchev's Secret Speech, but given the dangers of
too comprehensive a rendering of the facts, "the commission
was not expected to present the total picture in the full
light of day--rather it was to give a partial view with
special 1lighting effects."*é Objectively, Kh;ushchev went
into great detail concerning specific abuses of authority
such as the murder of Leningrad Party chief Sergei Kirov,
the whélesale slaughter of party cadres during the Great
Purge of 1937-38, S8talin's failure to defend the Soviet
Union on the eve of the Nazi attack, and the fabricated
conspiracy cases of the 'Leningrad Affair' and the
'Doctors'Plot'.*” The subjective aspect of the speech was
that it served the narrow political purpose of allowing
Khrushchev to "[present] himself as the one man who dared to
speak out,"*® thus enhancing his own reputation at the
expense of Stalin's legacy and of'his heirs, particularly
Malenkov and Beria.'® While Khrushchev condemned Stalin's

abuses of power, he defended as inevitable and necessary



certain measures 1like the 1liquidation of the 'left' and
'right' deviations, the ruthless collectivization of farms
and the brutal treatment of the kulaks.

Khrushchev's denunciation of Stalin was 1limited to
crimes committed against the Party and the army--no mention
was made of the wrongs done to individual rank-and-file
party members or innocent non-party members, whose arrest
rate was seven times that of party members.2°'Ip fact, among
the rehabilitation and exoneration of thousands of party,
government, military, and cultural figures, not one word was
mentioned about Nikolai Bukharin, Aleksei Rykov, OGrigorii
Zinoviev, ox Lev Kamenev.?* Stephen Cohen argques that
Khrushchev did not officially rehabilitate Bukharin because
he "lacked resolve" or because his political opposition was

too strong.®* The failure to rehabilitate Bukharin properxly,

however politically impossible it may have been, .

impoverished the intellectual and theoretical dimension of
Khrushchev's reforms. The paradox of Khrushchev's reforms is
that while he made his reputation by denouncing Stalin,
Khrushchev was nonetheless "a true believer in Stalin's
ideological vision."=2
THE STALIN QUESTION--Gorbachev

Gorbachev's first statement on Stalin was in an
interview with the French communist daily 1'Humanité, in
February, 1986, in which he displayed a significant lack of
candour about the late dictator's repressions. Gorbachev was

unwilling to acknowledge that Stalinism was a legitimate



subject for discussion, much less a problem: "Stalinism is a
concept thought up by opponents of communism and is widely
used in order to blacken the image of the Soviet Union and
of socialism in general."®* Further in the interview,
Gorbachev made reference to the resolution of the 20th Party
Congress regarding the question of Stalin's ‘'cult of
personality' and how it was "a test of Party principles and
faith in Leninism." -He then asserted that "we [i.e. the
Party]l passed the test with merit and have drawn from the
past the necessary conclusions...[referring tol the life of
the Party itself and Soviet society in general."®® This
euphemistic circumlocution was inadequate because it omitted
any specific reference to Stalin or his abusés of power. The
tallacious argument that Stalinism was simply a contrivance
of foreign provocateurs was a serious indication that
Gorbachev's political standing at the time was not secure
and that too much glasnost about Stalin was not politically
possible. Admittedly, this interview took place during
Gorbachev's cautious phase, a time Dbefore Aleksandr
Yakovlev, Nikolai Slyunkov, Dmitrii Yazov and other allies
entered the Politburo.=®¢ As such, a defensive tone toward
Stalin was to be expected. Even still, it is hard to
understand how stonewalling about Stalin could furthexr the
cause of a leader who is staking his future on a campaign of
glasnost.=?

Gorbachev's next pronouncement on Stalin came on 2

November 1987, in a major speech on Soviet histozy.



Expectations were that, in the spirit of glasnost and 'new
thinking,' Gorbachev would provide }a more ‘'objective!’
version of Soviet history including a positive assessment of
Nikita Khrushchev, and a rehabilitation of past victims of
the Stalinist Terror 1including Nikolai Bukharin. What
émerged, however, was a speech that was tentative and
equivocal. Stalin's past was discussed only broadly, while
NEP supporters were not given a totally positive treatment.
Instead of being formally rehabilitated, Bukharin and his
supporters were depicted largely unsympathetically as
"dogmatists" who did not fully understand the "dialectical
conditions" of the time.2® Gorbachev even went so far as to
mention that the Bukharinites later confessed their 'errors'
but without mentioning how such 'confessions' were coerced
and that their trials were fraudulent. Nonetheless, by the
very fact that he even mentioned Khrushchev, Stalin,
Trotsky, and Bukharin, Gorbachev re—established their
legitimacy as historical figures.

The item of .greatest significance in his speech was
Gorbachev's announcement that the Politburo will set up a
commission to conduct a comprehensive examination of all
past and present information regarding the Stalin cult.=®® In
February 1988, the commission formally repealed the criminal
convictions  of Bukhari.n, Rykov and others. The commission
declared that their condemnations to be "gross violations of

socialist legality."®° Stephen Cohen argues that the repeal

46



of Bukharin's criminal conviction represents a "radical act
of anti-Stalinism".3?

In interpreting Gorbachev's November speech, it 1is
important to recognize that it came a scant week after a
challenge by then Moscow Party boss, Boris Yeltsin, that
Gorbachev was fostering a 'cult of personality' and
proceeding too slowly with reform. This accounts for the
overly cautious tone which was undoubtedly the result of
last-minute conservative influence. Although, in fairness to
Gorbachev, his intent was not to give a £full and objective
exposé of Soviet history but to build historical and
doctrinal legitimacy for perestroika.

One can see a distinct parallel between Gorbachev's and
Khrushchev's treatment of Stalinism: both reformers set up
commissions to investigate the Stalinist record and both
gave major speeches regarding Stalin's past, and both used
attacks on Stalin to promote their reforms, although to
different degrees.

) Khrushchev was content to focus on Stalin and use his
past as a tactiq to weaken his political opponents. However
forcefully he denounced Stalin, Khrushchev was conspicuously
silent on the subject of the major political figures who
opposed Stalin and suffered persecution because of it.
Gorbachev, on the other hand, 1is 1less strident 1in his
criticism of Stalin. The anti-Stalinist aspect of glasnost
serves to foster "the beginning of of a political debate

over the future of the Soviet system."Sé Through glasnost,
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Gorbachev has succeeded in introducing debate and
rationality into areas pfeviously considered sacrosanct;
Stalin's military leadership, his system prison camps, and
the privileges of the Party élite.

By speaking positively about Bukharin, Rykov and
others, it could be argued that Gorbachev has done as least
as much to destroy the memory of Stalin as did Khrushchev
who devoted an extraordinary meeting of the Party Congress
to denounce Stalin. By defending Bukharin, the champion of
Lenin's New Economic Policy of the 1920s, Gorbachev invites
far-reaching dquestions as to thei legitimacy of Stalin's
claim to be Lenin's leéitimate heir and the necessity of the
entire Stalinist period. If it could be demonstrated that
the purges, the Terror, and the collectivization were all a
horrible mistake and not the product of Lenin's thought, for
what purpose did the Soviet people suffer?

For Gorbachev tb succeed in promoting radical reform,
he must not only attack Stalin, but must also discredit the
mythology surrounding his legacy, particularly among the
elderly who hold a romantic nostalgia for that period, and
who are among the most resistant to perestroika. But
Gorbachev has to pay a price foi his candour. As he tears
down Stalin, he lacks an alternate ideological force to
attract the minds and energies of the Soviet public. The
deterioration of the appeal of traditional communist dogma
‘has left perestroika without a spiritual £focus. Unlike

Khrushchev who defended the legitimacy of Stalin's rule, who
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created his own 'cult of personality', and who held out
dreams of a glorious plentiful future for Soviet citizens,
there is little incentive that Gorbachev can ine his people
for havihg to work harder, be more productive, and to accept
greater responsibility and criticism except self-interest
and reform for reform's sake. Without ideology, Soviet
soclety loses its most cohesive force, and without social
cohesion the Soviet Union would face anarchy.=®?

POLITICAL REFORMS--Khrushchev

Khrushchev's political reforms can be broken down into
two periods. The first period, from 1953-57, was dominated
by his power struggle with Malenkov. During this first
period, Khrushchev's reforms focused generally on reducing
the authority of the police system, ending the use of
terror, and effecting some manner of welfare reform.®* Up
until the 22nd Congress in 1961, Khrushchev's policies
included elements of anti-élitism but did not yet fully
embody his populist optimism because of the ?estrictive
political climate.

Khrushchev, in 1954, began his assault on the
bureaucracy by publicly criticizing Stalin's restrictive
Party enrollment ©policy.®® CCiting the need for "the
individual recruitment of front-rank people", Khrushchev, at
the 20th Party Ccongress in 1956, "obliged™" party
oxganizations to seek out such people "choosing them first
and foremost from the ranks of the workefs and collective

farmers."®® To build up a power base of his own, Khrushchev



brought young communists in to £ill the wvoid in Stalin's
neglected party apparatus to help him oust his Presidium
rivals.®7

The dilution of individual power that was the object of
Khrushchev's expanded enrollment ©policy made alliance
building within the Party and government apparatus extremely
important. In order to promote himself above Malenkov and
the other conservatives, Khrushchev sought to "cultivate the
image of a problem solver who would synthesize populist
political reforms and assure political cohesion in ways that
would serve the goals of economic effectiveness and
political 1legitimacy."®® Khrushchev needed to set himself
apart because, in the period immediately following Stalin's
death, there was a consensus over the objectives of reform.
There was to be increased invblvement of the citizenry in
the administration of policy; increased input from
specialists before decisions were tékén;va transference of
minor administrative functions to social activists and mass
organizations; and increased rights for citizens and mass
organizations ‘against executive ' authority.=® Most
importantly, Stalin's successors collectively abjured terror
as a political tool. "There was to be no successor to
Stalin, no supreme boss, no second Stalin with the power of
life and death...."=®°

One of the guiding principles in Khrushchev's political
thought was his image éf the CPSU as the motivator and

leader of the people. 1In Lenin's phrase he was "the
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energizer in policy-making and implementation".#* Khrushchev
considered it the task of the party to draw all citizens
into political 1life and to be the instrument which
modernizes production methods and political outlook.=#=
Throughout the period of de-Stalinization, Khrushchev
adopted a high-profile, populist leadership style, called
upon Soviet officials to abandon leadership from above, and
to inspire the masses without terror.*® Thus, we can see a
two-stage process to Khrushchev's reform: the expansion of
the bureaucracy to dilute the individual power of his
rivals, and then the promotion of populism not only to
continue the assault on his rivals but also to undermine the
power of the>new1y expanded bureaucracy. In ail of this, the
system itself and the citizen's place as an obedient servant
of the Party 1line and Khrushchev's policies were never
questioned.

It was after Khrushchev acquired the position of
Chairman of the Council of Ministers in 1958 that he
consolidated his power and the second period of his
political reforms began. Khrushchev's anti-Stalinism at this
time, as Cohen argques, "came to include quasi populist ideas
and policies that impinged directly upon the nature of the
central party-state bureaucracy and its power relations with
society rather than with the leadership -regime from
above."+* It was at this time also that Khrushchev began to
free himself from the "self-imposed shackles" forged by the

tactical alliance he had built up within the bureaucracy.*®

Sl



Once Khrushchev established himself as prihus inter pares in
the Kremliﬁ, the predominant theme of his de-Stalinization
became the enhancement of his own power and prestige and the
depreciation of bureaucratic authority.

The first of Khrushchev's intraparty reorganizations
was the institution of a mandatory 'rotation system' for
party officials which was articulated at the Twenty-second
Party Congress in 1961.4% At each congress, one-third of all
raion, oblast and Central Committee members would be
replaced, while members of the Presidium would be able to
sexrve no more than three 5-year terms while city and
regional officials would have to stand for election more
frequently and serve only a total of six years.®” This
"regular renewal 6f the composition of the leading party
bodies", said Khrushchev, would apply also to elected state
and public organizations aﬁd represent a "big step forward
in the development of our democracy."#® Ostensibly, the
rotation was meant to preclude the reoccurence of a 'cult of
the individual'.®® Yet the fact that Khrushchev's proposal
did not apply to the First Secretary and to "experienced
party members of special merit"®°® strongly suggests that
this purge of party officials was not genuinely democratic
but merely a device to get rid of critics. Another tactic
Khrushchev used to dilute the power of the bureaucracy was
his practice of expanding plenums and conferences to include
non-voting, non-party specialists who by-passed the standard

political training of +the party schools and who were



directly accountable to the Secretariat, that is,
Khrushchev. Khrushchev used these expanded meetings to show
respect and deference to the specialists at the intended
expense of the voting, party apéaratchiki whom Khrushchev
treated with contempt and derision.=*

The second structural change was the decision to split
oblast-level party committees into equally senior industrial
and agricultural branches. Khrushchev believed that the
workload of party organizations was too heavy, and by
doubling the staff and separating areas of responsibility,
Khrushchev hoped td increase the 1level of training and
specialization of the party secretaries. By having
specialists in each sector concentrate on a smaller number
of problems, barty officials would be better able to react
to urgent problems and devote more energy to long—teim
planning.® The object, of the separate administrations,
according to Khrushchev, was to "lead the apparatchiks to
become more deeply involved in economic activities" so that,
party functionaries would become more "qualified",
"concrete", and "systematic".®®

In total, the 'bifurcation' created 156 new obkoms and
kraikoms and 1711 territorial agricultural production
administrations. In all, the campaign lasted from the 22nd
Party Congress until Khrushchev's removal from power in
October 1964. A scant month after his overthrow, the Central
Committee issued a decree ordering the reunification of

industrial and agricultural obkoms and kraikoms.%*
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Ultimately, the negative administrative aspects of the
bifurcation far outweighed any ideological or organizational
benefits. First, the total separation of responsibilities
left the agricultural sector without adequate manpower, with
fewer administrative or financial resources, and without a
ready pool of factory and office workers to help bring in
the harvests. Since each sector was responsible for its own
affairs, there was no 1longer any incentive for the
industrial party apparatus to want to help their
agricultural bretheren. More generally, under the
bifurcation there was a lack of clear authoiity. With two
equally senior organizations there was no one person, for
example, to receive complaints froﬁ Soviets or production
administrators.®=®

In addition to 1its inefficiency, the break-up of the
party apparatus engendered a competition for influence that
bore all the signs of a nascent pluralism. The agricultural
and industrial sectors each had to defend and promote its
own particular interests in order to compete for the same
resources. Further, since one of Khrushchev's primary goals
~was to dilute the the power of the Pregidium, (now
Politburo) and -the  bureaucracy, it was essential for
Khrushchev's opponents to arrest this development before the
next Party Congress lest the bifurcation invite the creation
of two Central Committees or two KGBs.®® The result was that
Khrushchev's decentralization schemes produced

decentralization without order and without discipline. Some



party officials who lent their support to the program did so
only to ensure that Khrushchev would initiate or continue
other programs of particular interest. Others did so purely
out of careerest ambitions.®” As it turned out, the
bifurcation program, which the Central Committee approved
for the period November 1962 to November 1964, was never
fully implemented and only came to include one-third of the
obkoms and kraikoms.S® In essence, as George Breslauer has
suggested, de-Stalinization failed because it was intimately
bound up with Khrushchev's personal political fortunes as
"either a product of his personal political initiative or as
a reflection of his problem solving strategy."®®
POLITICAL REFORMS--Gorbachev

Broadly speaking, Gorbachev's political reforms are
designed to accomplish three objectives: the sharp reduction
in the intermediate levels of the Dbureaucracy; the
curtailment of élite prerogatives at the upper levels; and
the independence of the lower bureaucratic functionaries
through a policy of consultation rathexr than di_ctation.60 At
the upper level of the political apparatus, Gorbachev, like
Khrushchev,has proposed limiting the length of service of
party and government officials. The Central Committee
reported that, to avoid abuses of power and poor Jjob
performance

[alll party committees starting at the district

and city 1level shall be elected for a standard

term of five years. Simultaneously a Communist

shall not hold an elected post in the C.P.S.U. for

more than two terms in a row. Election for a third
term in a row shall be possible only on the



initiative of Communists and shall ‘require a
preliminary decision on admission to the
elections. Such a decision shall be passed by no

less than three-fourths of the membership of the

party committee concerned. The voting shall be by

secret ballot.s*

Gorbachev's propdsal goes farther than Khrushchev's
because there are no exceptions made for the General
Secretary or "exceptional party members of special merit."
Although, it is not yet clear whether this proposal is to
apply to Gorbachev as the incumbent leader.®=

At the regional and factory level, Gorbachev's plan for
politidal decentralization 1is based upon an initiative of
his predecessor, Yuri Andropov. The intent of Gorbachev's
promotion of limited local and factory-level democracy is to
stimulate productivity and individual accountability.
Gorbacﬁev argues that it is necessary to "I[strengthen] the
independence and activeness of the local bodies of power"
and that this is only possible‘if "every citizen [had]l a
real opportunity to actively influence...managerial
decisions...." It is wup to the Party to ensure that
management no 1longer continues to be the privilege of a
narrow circle of professionals but to ensure that "the most
worthy people capable of conducting state affairs at a high
level are elected Deputies, and that the composition of the
Soviets is systematically renewed."®® Gorbachev announced,
in January 1987, that, as an experiment, there would be

local government elections in selected raions and oblasts

that June.®*
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Gorbachév does not advocate competitive, Western-style
elections, but rather a structure wherein 'collectives' are
to discuss several candidates, while the Party is to have
final authority to accept or not to accept a nominee.®%
Gorbachev has announced that his experiment with electoral
reform will include several candidates from which to chose,
larger electoral districts, several deputies elected,
increased voting representation and voter wishes, and‘ a
secret ballot for all secretaries.®®

The foundation of Gorbachev's drive to promote self-

criticism, economic efficiency, and 'democratization' |1is

glasnost, ox ‘'publicity'. As Gorbachev declared 1in his
speech to the Party Congress: "“[wlithout public openness,
there 1is not and cannot be any democracy...[it 1is only
byl...combining centralism with democracy" that such

democracy 1is realizable.®” Like Khrushchev, Gorbachev has
affirmed that glasnost "would not cause order to
collapse,"®® but it is grbwing increasingly apparent that
glasnost will not submit to government controls.
Political opposition to glasnostl

A major cause of political opposition to glasnost is
fhat while Gorbachev has spoken about 'democratizing' Soviet
society and 'psychological restructuring', he has had little
to say about the role the Communist Party is to play.
Gorbachev has only spoken of the Party in vague, negative
terms~--that it should not obstrﬁct perestroika.®® As he

stated in May 1985: "...[Alnyone who is not prepared to



adapt and who moreover impedes the resolution of these new
tasks should get out of the way. Get out of the way and
don't’ interfere!"”™ By failing to articulate a clear,
positive function for the Party, Gorbachev does not appear
to have given much thought to what 1is to replace its
functions. "...[Elven in the latest [June 1987] version of
reform...market mechanisms only supplement, not supplant
administrative leadership.”?

Perestroika is 1likely to be rather short-lived unless
Gorbachev moves quickly to establish unequivocal authority
over the political leadership in order that he may have the
security and confidence to implement fundamental economic
and social reforms. Of the major players in the Politburo,
Yegor Ligachev, Nikolai Ryzhkov, Viktor Chebrikov, Vitalii
Vorotnikov and Lev Zaikov all were brought into the Central
Committee by Yuri Andropov.”? Although Ligachev, Ryzhkov,
and Chebrikov were made £full members of the Politburo by
Gorbachev, they cannot be considered as allies. Zaikov,
though, more strongly supports Gorbachev's version of
'‘radical Ireform' and glasnost.”™ As a result, Gorbachev
leads a predominately independent Politburo and Central
Committee, cannot rule by fiat as did Khrushchev, and thus
will have more difficulty in pushing through reforms.

Within Gorbachev's Poiitburo, the strongest
conservative resistance comes from second secretary Yegor
LLigachev. He has differed with Gorbachev on such major items

as secret ballots, mandatory retirement for party officials
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and has supported greater emphasis on military
development.” But, the differences between Gorbachev and
Ligachev are less ideological than they are tactical: both
recognize the need for reform but differ over how far and
how fast zreform should be implemented. One can see 1in
Ligachev a reflection of the cautious reformism of Andropov.
Ligachev's less-than-total commitment to glasnost was
evident in an interview he gave with the French daily Le
Monde in early Deceﬁber, 1987. Ligachev gave what amounted
to a pro forma endorsement of perestroika and glasnost.
Although 'he stated that talk of perestroika without
glasnost is "foolish", throughout the interview he
consistently spoke favourably of instances where 'publicity'
was compromised in favour of assertions of ideological
orthodoxy. Typical of his discomfiture with glasnost is his
attitude toward Gorbachev's re~examination of Soviet
history. Ligachev conténded in the interview that

...it is not necessary to review our history: what

has happened has happened. We are not re-examining

history but the manner 1in which it has been

presented, we are eliminating the 'gaps' 1left by

the past. The 1limits of this reappraisal are

perfectly clear--to learn historical truth.7®(my

emphases) '

Like the cautious reformers of the post-Stalin
leadership, Ligachev does not want to challenge established
myths and perceived truths about Stalin, and other aspects
of the Soviet past. Because of the. consensual nature of

Soviet politics Ligachev's reservations about glasnost must

be inferred from indirect criticisms, such as the absence of

i
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any overt support. At the beginning of the interview,
Ligachev made a point of explaining how it was his
responsibility, not Gorbachev's, to chair meetings of the
Secretariat. This assertion 1is significant because the
General Secretary usually presides over these meetings. More
than the substance of the statement, though, is that
Ligachev felt the need to mention the matter at all.
According to the Central Intelligence Agency's senior expert
on the Soviet 1leadership, Ligachev has "sent signals" that
he would prefer a more cautious approach to reform. By
giving this impression, "he's letting it be known that
should the Central Committee become féd up with Gorbachev,
he can continue with the chahge but at a much slower, more
moderate pace."”® The analyst, Marc Zlotnik, concludes that
there is indeed a threat to Gorbachev.

It is expected that Gorbachev will move to consolidate
his power within the Politburo by the next Party Congress in
1991. Already, it appears that Gorbachev has had some
success in this area. In May 1987, the Mathias Rust incident
gave Gorbachev an excellent opportunity to rid himself of
obstructionist elements 1in the Politbu;o and- the armed
forces by firing Sergei Sokolov, the Defence Minister, and
General Aleksandr Koldunov, the commander of the Soviet
anti-aircraft forces.?”” These firings and the subsequent
.purge of the military did not so much reflect embarrassment

over the Rust incident as it did "a deeper and longstanding
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tension--even hostility--between...Gorbachev and his
generals...."”®

The threat to Gorbachev's authofity is more complicated
than were the challenges to Khrushchev's authority. Unlike
Khrushchev who was the supreme authority in the Politburo,
at least from 1958 onward, perestroika's future is closely
related to Gorbachev's political standing within the
Politburo which 1is not beyond éhallenge. In addition,
Gorbachev must build coalitions behind his programs. Both
Khrushchev and Brezhnev were supported by the strong
Ukrainian party machine; Gorbachev does not have a
comparable apparatus in his native Russian republic.

The independence of Gorbachev's Politburo has exposed
Gorbachev to criticism £from other reformers--a problem
Khrushchev did not have to considexr. On October 21, 1987, at
a full meeting of. the Central Committee, Boris Yeltsin,
Central Committee Secretary for the city of Moscow and
candidate member of the Politburo, 1is reported to have
accused Gorbachev of "developing a cult of personality that
threatened to undermine his programs."?® This outburst of
discontent from an ardent supporter of reform highlights the
problem Gorbachev faces because he encourages open
expression of views. In a sense, Khrushchev was fortunate
that he had té deal with an early formal challenge to his
authority because in his victory, he was forced to
consolidate his power. After the defeat of the 'anti-party

group' in 1957, Khrushchev supplanted Nikolai Bulganin as
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Premier and thereafter was essentially'the supreme leader of
the Politburo. Under de-Stalinization, there was no doubt as
to what constituted the official 1line or who made it.
Khrushchev was the official authority in the Politburo, and
his policy of promoting differing views did not extend-to
his Presidium colleagues.

Because Gorbachev has a two-front war to fight, he now
no longer finds himself on "the cutting edge" of reform but
in the role of a manager "trying to position himself between
the extremes of the entrenched party bureaucrats and change-
minded 'reformers' who want heavy doses of perestroika and
glasnost."®® The long-term problem for Gorbachev is less the
success or failure of his radical reform than it is the fact
that its success will have serious socio-political
repercussions for the future stability of the Soviet regime
which is rooted in ideology and mythologized history. The
upshot o0f Gorbachev's dilemma 1is that he 1is as much a
prisbner of the Stalinist system as he is a reformer of it.

'Democracy' 1in economic management, for example, is
evident only at the microindustrial and microsocietal level
with no evidence of macroindustrial democracy.®* In the
election at the Transport Construction Research Institute,
the Party intervened to add two candidates of its choosing
to the four that were already chosen by the Qorkers. The
additions were the highly unpopular deputy director and an
outsider who was a scientist. After private meetings with a

representative of the Ministry of Transport, the four
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popular candidates suddenly withdrew. In addition, it was
determined that only active staff members "in the party and
‘other official agencies were deemed eligible to vote, a
total of 300 people [out of 2000]". Preferring the devil
they did not know to the one they did, the outsider was
elected. As one staff member commented: "At the beginning
every one'was excited by the process, but as time passed
people slowly understood that nothing would come of the
election. We realized that the ministry, Just as it has
always done would pick the director."®® As he stated in his
report to the 27th Party Congress,

the tasks of the Central Committee and the

Politburo include enhancing the effectiveness of

the centralized management of the economy and the

strengthening of the <role of the center 1in

realizing the basic goals of the Party's economic

strategy and in determining the rates and

proportions of the development of the national

economy and its balance.®®

But the promotion of social tolerance should not 1lead
one to believe that either Khrushchev or Gorbachev is
willing to entertain genuine dissent. It goes without saying
that giving some degree of decision-making independence to
citizens 1is integral to a reform strategy designed both to
tap the 1intellectual potential of Soviet society and to
strengthen the economy. But the unwanted side-effect of
economic reform is that the loosening of controls

precipitates demands for political change. Such a change, is

anathema to the Soviet state.



Public Dissent

It 1is Gorbachev's relaxation of social taboos and
tolerance of dissent that have provided much of the tangible
evidence of radical reform and have most strongly suggested

a parallel with Khrushchev. In the literary field, glasnost

has made possible the publication of Anatolii Rybakov's.

Children of the Arbat and the showing of the long-supressed
Geoxrgian film, Repentance--both frank and unvarnished
accounts of life under Stalin's terror.®* Taking Gorbachev's
November, 1987 speech to be a sign of official willingness
to expand the boundaries of disclosure and examination of
the Soviet past, the Jjournal Ogonyek, for example, published
an article documenting Stalin's responsibility for the 1529~
32 famine in the Ukraine and exploding the fiction that the
famine was due to to a poor harvest. Additionally, the
article broke new ground by citing the victims of Stalin's
Terror in the millions, not thousands as 1s officially
claimed.®® In the performing arts, Mikhail Shatrov's play,
The Brest Peace, portrays the negotiations surrounding the
singing of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk and depicts Trotsky
and Bukharin as important historical figures.®® Similarly,
during the cultural thaw from 1961-614, Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn's One Day in'the Life of Ivan Denisovich was
published, researchers and writers generally enjoyed a
freedom not experienced since the early 1930s, and anti-

establishment expression was encouraged.®”

&t



Because Khrushchev staked his political future on
dramatic increases in agricultural production, and because
increased agricultural production required strong leadership
and proper organization in agriculture, Khrushchev £felt an
increase in the liberalization of political expression and
the depoliticization of many social initiatives would 1lead
to the breakthrough that was needed to stimulate the dormant
energies of the people.®® Khrushchev felt that such
relaxation would not require police methods to enforce them.
One reason for this was that dissent was limited to
criticism that supported Khrushchev and his policies. In May
1959, in his address to the Third Writers Congress,
Khrushchev deprecated the worth of critics of the Soviet
system while openly espousing 'varnishers', those writers
who write only about positive aspects of Soviet life.®*®

By contrast, the anti-Stalinist element of glasnost is
evident in the lack of the overt subordination of social
policy to personal political ambition. Gorbachev's refusal
to cultivate one-man rule in his drive to effect deep,
structural change, combined with a lack of manipulation of
doctrine from above has left Soviet society freer to express
itself than at any time since the 1920s. As a result, social
expression is not uniform and there has developed a variety
of interpretations of what precisely is meant by
perestroika. Most importantly, there has developed a

discrepancy between the official Party-sanctioned glasnost



and the unofficial and spontaneous demands for public

reform. This has been a mixed blessing for Gorbachev.

A case in point 1is the recent arrest of Sergei.

Grigoriyants and police raid on the offices of the magazine
Glasnost, of which Grigoriyants is the editor. Grigoriyants
was arrested because of his affiliation with the Democratic
Union, a group that has proclaimed 1itself to be an
opposition party.®° The arrest was seen as a serious setback
for advocates of glasnost because Glasnost had already
existed for ten months and had published its material with
“the consent of the Politburo. Roy Medvedev explains that
Grigoriyants was singled out for arrest because of the
nature of his dissent. Andrei Sakharov and he are left
alone, Medvedev says, because they see reform of the
communist system as possible, while Grigoriyants "sees
Communism as beyond reform."®*

On the positive side, there 1is is the appearance of
unofficial political associations. The Perestroika Club in
Moscow, for example, is but one of a core group of 50
political clubs boasting a membership of over 250
activists,®* which belong‘ to the Federation of Socialist
Clubs. The aim of the clubs is to "[combine]l Western-style
freedoms and legal rights with the economic protections of a
socialist welfare state.®® In all, Pravda estimates that
there are some 30,000 unofficial organizations including
environmental, cultural humanitarian and peace groups, many

having their own samizdat publications.



Unlike the samizdat publications of the 1960s and
1970s, unofficial publications today not only reflect the
views of dissenters, but also of those who seek to co-exist
with the system and desire only editorial independence.®®
Lev Timofeyev, the publisher of Referendum, an unofficial
opinion magazine, confidently asserts that "{m]odern
technology will spread and come into its own....The
authorities are already losing control over the spread of
information."®® This feeling is especially strong among the
Komsomol leadership which sees developments 1like the
Perestroika Club-as a threat to its official monopoly on the
minds of Soviet youth.®®

Official tolerance of dissent 1is 1limited to those
activities which do npt criticize the regime. A Pravda
editorial declared "illegal" such acts as demonstrations
which are conducted "[wlithout the permission of the
authorities" and also the printing and dissemination of
"literature hostile to éocialism."97 In a statement critical
of Moscow News editor, Yegor Yakovlev, Ligachev said: "It is
really going beyond the bounds of democratic practice when
itéms are published according to the editor's personal
decision, without examination by the editorial board of the
newspaper or magazine."®® C(Criticism has also been levied
against Ogonyek and Sovetskaya Kultura. Additionally, it
would appear that Viktor Chebrikov, the head of the KGB,.is

uncomfortable with the publication of long-banned
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literature, criticism of Stalin, and far-reaching economic
reform.®®

Political discomfiture over glasnost is evident in the
contempt Yegor Ligachev and others have shown toward certain
publications, especially Moscow News which has been the most
conspicuous force in the struggle to stretch the limits of
samokritika and glasnost. In late March 1987, Moscow News
published a letter from prominent emigré dissidents calling
for Gorbachev to pull the Red Army out of Afghanistan,*®®
iand most recently it criticized the government's decision to
impose a blackout on news regarding nationalist
demonstrations in Armenia. The Armenian demonstrations were
an expression of .local discontent against a perceived
bureaucratic injustice--the awarding of Nagorno-Karabakh to
Azerbaijan.*®* These demonstrations were not directed
against Soviet authority, unlike those in the Baltic
republics; in fact the Armenian demonstrators invoked
perestroika as part of their cause.

To qguell the unrest, GorbacheQ appointed an‘Armenian to

lead the Nagorno-Karabakh government but did not accede to

demands that the region be given to Armenia. Moscow's

decision simply to appoint an Armenian as regional 1leader
has not diffused the issue. The.conflict has now become a
constitutional crisis. The Armenian legislature unanimously
endorsed the call to annex Nagorno—Karabakh and Jjustified
its position according to Article 70 of the Soviet

Constitution which provides for "free self-determination of

&f



nations" within the USSR, while 3just as forcefully, the
Azerbaijani legislature cited Article 78 which affirms that
the territory of a republic "may not be altered without its
consent,"*°=

The Caucasian unrest is just one of several instances
of popular discontent over the 1last £fifteen months. 1In
December 1986, citizens in the Kazakh capital of Alma-Ata
rioted in the streets after it was announced that an ethnic
Russian was to take the place of fired Kazakh Party boss,
Dinmukhamed Kunayev. In July 1987, Tatars demonstrated in
Moscow for the right to return to their homeland in the
Crimea. {(The entire population of Crimean Tatars .were
deported en masse to Siberia and eastern Kazakhstan by
Stalin in 1944). The following month, in the capitals of the
Baltic Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, anti-
Soviet demonstrations marked the 48th anniversary of the
1939 Nazi-Soviet Pact that effectively consigned the three
republics to Soviet domination.lga

Recently the authorities in Estonia took the audacious
step of sanctioning the creation of "the first large-scale
political group outside the Communist Party".*°* The
Estonian group, the Peoples Front, 1is open to anyone who
supports perestroika and opposes "Stalinist, conservative
viewpoints."*®® More than just a society or club, the Front,
which has similar organizations in Moscow, Leningrad,
Yaroslavl, Kiev, and in Lithuania is an aggressive political

organization dedicated to the promotion of reform and
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fighting conservative reaction. In Latvia, cultural leaders
have taken the boldest step to date by advocating sovereign
status for Latvia within the Soviet Union, including
separate representation at the United Nations, control over
its own press, and greatexr control over its own internal and
external security.7®

The Caucasian and Baltic 1issues and the ambivalent
attitude of the authorities toward dissent represent a long-
term problem for Gorbachev. Gorbachev is not yet prepared to
risk the political consequences that a strong move toward
economic reform requires. Gorbachev's change of tactic from
leading advocate of reform to centrist manager of differing
interests was underscored when he "firmly distanced himself
from mbre radical advocates of change, severing political
and philosophical links to a wing of that party movement for
which he had 'shown considerable sympathy earlier.'":®” On
issues of dissent, Gorbachev has so far resisted taking
substantive decisions, preferring instead to allow the
aggrieved parties to channel their dissent into the press
and local legislatures. But problems like the Caucasian and
Baltic disputés and the vacillating official attitude toward
tolerance of dissent will not sdon go away; they will have
to be faced sooner or later with significant consequences.
CONCLUSION

The future for glasnost and poliﬁical reform in general
is still unclear. The need for candour about the past and

unease over the potential ramifications of this candour have
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created a dynamic between the forces of glasnost and .
tradition in Soviet politics that is 1likely to last for
years. As Gorbachev has recognized, "[ilt was the absence of -
a proper 1level of democratization in Soviet society that
made possible the personality cult, the violations of
legality, the wanton repressive measures of the 30's.":°®
Yet, however necessary political change may be, it must not
be forgotten that the xregime harbours a deep mistrust of the
population and would no doubt resort to force to maintain
its vanguard role should perestroika bégin to undermine the
Party's monopoly of political authority.*?® It is for this
reason that that Gorbachev at the current Communist Party
Plenum sought to make irreversible his plan to 1limit the
role of the Communist Party in the day-to-day affairs of
Sovief life. It is widely believed that a successful Plenum
is necessary to set the proper political climate £for the
introduction of far-reaching economic reforms that are
expected at the Twenty-eighth Party Conference in 19912
While it 1is expected that the Party will endorse
perestroika in general, it will not be the great opportunity
to purge the Party of conservatives, because most of the
5000 delegates to the Plenum were chosen from the
conservafive ranks.'*® The predominance of consexrvative
delegates should not come as too much of a surprise because
a society that has only known authoritarian dictatorship

will not easily cast off the habits of a lifetime.



It could be argued that éorbachev's political survival
is just as dependent upon mass support as was Khrushchev's.
In Khrushchev's case, the more he used the masses to
undermine the bureaucracy, the more he became dependent upon
continued public support, a support that lasted only so long
as Soviet economic performance matched Khrushchev's rhetoric
and anti-Stalinism remained popular. By 1964, though,
Khrushchev's brand of anti-Stalinism had lost much of 1its
earlier momentum. The military and the civilian leadership
now had had enough of Khrushchev's harebrained schemes and
personal style of leadership which threatened the privileges
and power of the élite. In October 1964, Khrushchev was
overthrown and replaed by Leonid Brezhnev as General
Secretary.

In the 1960s, the Soviet leadership was not ready to
accept such reforms and it is not clear whether the Party
leadership, or even. Soviet society, is sufficiently
'enlightned' +to accept Gorbachev's proposals. Yet, the
struggle between supporters and opponents of glasnost and
perestroika within the leadership and within Soviet society
is a necessary and healthy development, and the surest sign
that the Soviet Union is facing up to its history.

So far, Gorbachev has succeeded "more at improving
human performance thaq at promoting structural change."***
because  perestroika does not yet seem to have found
universal favour among the é¢lite or to have filtered down to

the lower level of the bureaucracy. The future for reform,
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though, must not be Jjudged in the present; its ultimate
success is a long-term proposition. By promoting elections,
party accountability, and a balanced assessment of Soviet
history, Gorbachev's political reforms are rigorous and
pétentially longlasting, as opposed to Khrushchev's
'administrative' changes which did not really address the

flaws of the Soviet system.



CHAPTER III

Economic Reform

The one broad similarity between Khrushchev's and

Gorbachev's remedies for the Soviet Union's economic woes is

that both men advocate decentralization. However, the
decentralization Gorbachev advocates bears little
resemblance to the kind of decentralization that Khrushchev
practiced. Khrushchev argued on administrative grounds for
the need to decentralize economic decision-making, but he
did not change the decision-making monopoly of the centre or
Moscow's monopoly on the allocation of key resources.
Mikhail Gorbachev, by contrast, eschews administrative
tinkering. Gorbachev is the first post-Stalinist reformer to
advocate systemic economic change (change of the economic
structure itself), as opposed to systematic change (change
within the existing structure). It 1is this willingness to
take on the Stalinist economic system that distinguishes
Gorbachev from Khrushchev as a risk-taker. .

This chapter begins with Khrushchev's economic reforms.
It will show that all Khrushchev accomplished was to
substitute one form of empire building with another, and in
the process, he exacerbated the problem of
overcentralization by increasing centralized meddling in

day-to-day business affairs.



KHRUSHCHEV

As this thesis has already argued, Khrushchev's
economic reforms were principally concerned with
agriculture. In January 1954, during the midst of his
competition with Malenkov, Khrushchev began the first of his
agricultural reforms with.the announcement that he intended
to cultivate the vast region of virgin and fallow lands in
eastern Kazakhstan and southwestern Siberia, largely for
spring wheat. The top priority for Khrﬁshchev was not the
gradual development of these 1lands but rather the
achievement of rapid results. Khrushchev rejected the
traditional agricultural practice of éoncentratiﬁg the
cultivation, fertilization, and raising of crops on the best
soil in favour of expanding the total area underx
cultivation. In his drive to achieve a dramatic success
Khrushchev 1ignored consideration of the wvast amounts of
labour, fertilizer, sunlight,k mechénical equipment that
would be needed, the environmental impact of wind and soil
erosion, or the limits of rich soil.*

The first year of the 'Virgin Lands'campaign was
successful, but this was due to good weathexr and not to good
management. The next year, 1955, was extremely dry and the
harvest was poor. The failed harvest precipitated criticism
from the Central Committee and Khrushchev's main rivals.
Kaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov and others complained about
the "pointless" flow of equipment and manpower to the east,

noting that the Virgin Lands harvest would require the

oy
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mobilization of some 300,000 'volunteers', mostly from the
Komsomol, 50,000 tractors, and over 6000 trucks.#
Khrushchev's political difficulties abated for a time the
following yéar, however, when the summexr of 1956 brought
abundant rain to the region and the Virgin.Lands produced a
bumpef crop. This year was the =zenith of Khrushchev's
success in agricultural reform. It was during this year that
Khrushchev embarked on his other second major agricultural
undertaking. This was his promotion of corn as a feed crop
to increase meat production. The corn-as-fodder campaign
started off successfully in 1956. Cornfields grew from 4.3
million hectares in 1954 to 18 million in 1955, reached 20
million by 1960, and by 1962 had reached 37 million.

But the agricultural successes that silenced
Khrushchev's critics bred. other problems. Khrushchev's
growing prestige in the wake of the 1956 bumper grain and
corn harvests generated a co-ordinated reaction from
conservafives led by Malenkov, Molotov, and Kaganovich. To
diminish Khrushéhev's personal authority and enhance the
power of the bureaucracy, they proposed, at a Plenum of the
Central Committee in December | 1956, | that the
Gosekonomissiya® become a superministry to issue orders to
other economic ministries. In order to eliminate this
institutional challenge, Khrushchev responded by dismantling
the entire ministerial structure. Khrushchev's firstAmajor
structural economic reform, fherefore,'was his decision to

remove the management of industrial production from Moscow
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closer td local centres of consumption and supply which were
under the control of his own regional and district party
chiefs.

In addition to undermining his political opposition,
there was an economic rationale behind Khrushchev's assault
on the ministerial structure. Khrushchev believed that
decentralization would counteract the competitive "empire
building" that existed among ministries and would eliminate
the inefficiencies of the rigid and centralized Stalinist
economic system.® Thus, Khrushchev, in 1957, abolished
individual ministries in favour of sovety narodnogo
khozyaistva--sovnarkhozy (regional economic councils). These
bodies were to be subordinated to the governments of the 15
union republics. In the case of smaller political
administrative units, their boundaries - were to be
"coextensive with a sovnarkhoz."®

But while Khrushchev successfully combatted the problem
of ministerial empire-building by decentralizing ministerial
functions, the abolition of ministries did not affect
Moscow's central control over resource allocation. The end
result was that the sovnarkhoz structure bred a new,
regional parochialism. Among sovnarkhozy there was no
redistribution of materials even between individual
industrial sectors,® and officials of each sovnarkhoz sought
to promote only the interests of their region even to the

detriment of other sovnarkhozy.



At about the same time as he started his sovnarkoz
reorganization, Khrushchev decided to decentralize machine
equipment distribution to the collective farms. Machine
Tractor Stations had provided kolkhozy with farm equipment,
training, and maintenance in exchange for produce, buf after
the amalgamation of the kolkhozy under Stalin, Khrushchev
felt that it would be more efficient if each new

consclidated kolkhoz owned its own equipment. The concept

of a "gradual and selective reorganization of MTSs" was

feasible, but in March 1958 Khrushchev succumbed to
impatience and against preponderant. —moderate advice
Khrushchev forced all kolkhozy regardless of wealth to
purchase their own equipment within one year and at a price
that was double that what thelstate originally paid for it.”

" In theory, Khrushchev sought to replace a self-serving

ministerial structure with a more efficient, co-ordinated

network of regional authorities working for the common good.
However, the sovnarkhoz and machine tractor reorganizations
made matters worse. In the case of the sovnarkhozy the
result of the sovnarkhoz was regulation without genuine
decentralization.® It turned'out that part of the function
of the sovnarkhozy was to participate in the drafting and
organization of the plans and to supervise the fulfillment

of supply contracts. As a result the central authority,

Gosplan was saddled with the task of managing the affairs of

the sovnarkhozy but with only a portion of its former

authority.® The fundamental weakness of the program was that



the sovnarkhozy did not have the actual authority to act
independently but only to £fulfill plans dictated by Gosplan.
The reason for this was that when Khrushchev abolished
economic ministries in 1957, the implementation of
government policies fell to central governmehtal agencies.
As for the abolitions of the MTSs, the effect on Soviet
agriculture was devastating: farmers now were coerced into
spending exorbitant sums for eguipment, storage facilities,
maintenance, and operators' wages. Nothing was now left to
provide for equipment repairs or investment and most were
forced to buy their equipment on credit. Khrushchev gave no
consideration to the ability of the kolkhozniki to use the
machinery since most had little or no experience with it. To
demonstrate the absurd timetable Khrushchev demanded of his
farmers, it took the state eight years to expand the number
of MTSs from 2446 to 7069. By 1958 there were approxihately
8000. By the end of 1958, over 80% of all kolkhozy had
been compelled to purchase their own equipment. By January
1959, 345 MTSs remained--by December the numbexr was 34.3°
The politicization of Khrushchev's economic policy
makes it difficult .to determine where economic
consideratidns began and where political expediency and
showmanship stopped. While Khrushchev claimed ‘to be
emulating Lenin's practice of forging "I[sltronger ties with
the masses"'®' both politically and personally, there was "a
strong smell of opportunism to Khrushchev's Leninism."*# The

Virgin Lands announcement, for example, was essentially a



dramatic and bold publicity stunt to permit Khrushchev "to
bring himself into the 1limelight and keep him there.":®
Typically, Khrushchev made this announcement in advance of
the February -1954 plenum without first consulting the
Presidium.* Khrushchev's agricultural programs
overstretched financial and manpower resources to the point
’that investment in heavy industry and the military had to be
sacrificed.

Reforms Fail

The economic programs which showed some initial success
in the 1950s were proven to be dismal failures by 1960. The
Virgin Lands campaign, originally meant to be a temporary
measure until traditional £food production areas could be
developed, became a permanent and necessary fixture of
Soviet agriculture, even though the climate of the region is
only suitable for wheat 2 out of every 5 years.*® As for
Khrushchev's corn campaign, 70-80% of the 1962 summer
harvest was lost because of too much rain.*® In the end,
there was an embarraséing gap between Khrushchev's boasting
about the future of Soviet agricultural'production and hard
economic reality.'”

The essence of Khrushchev's economic reforms, and theirxr
ultimate failure <can be traced to his fixation with
appearance over substance. Khrushchev could have employed
traditiongl agricultural pfactices to increase crop yields,
but the perceived need for a dramatic increase in total

output and the need to demonstrate to the world that the



Soviet system could meet the challenge of a food shortage
and surpass the West in the process, 1led to serious
blunders.

GORBACHEV
Principles of perestroika

Gorbéchev's accession to power in March, 1985 signals
the end of the reformed Stalinist era. Perestroika 1is a
return to Leninist economic prihciples in order to address
the inefficiency and corruption inherent in the Stalinist
socio-economic system. In his report to the 27th Party
Congress, Gorbachev recognized the inability of the Soviet
Union to meet its stated economic goals:

Difficulties began to build up in the economy in
the 1970s, with +the rates of economic growth
declining visibly. As a result, the targets £for
economic development set in the Communist Party
program, and even the lower targets of the 9th and
10th five-year plans were not attained. Neither
did we manage to carry out the social program
charted for this period. A lag ensued in the
material base of science and education, health
protection, culture, and everyday services. Though
efforts have been made of 1late, we have not
succeeded in wholly remedying the situation. There
are serious lags in engineering, the o0il and coal
industries, the electrical engineering industry,
in ferrous metals and chemicals and in capital
construction. Neither have the targets been met
for the main indicators of efficiency and the
improvement of peoples' standard of living.?*®

Gorbachev has also admitted publicly that the Soviet
system is backward and needs to import not only Western
technology but also, and perhaps more importantly, Western
management and production techniques.'® This recognition
lies behind Gorbachev's break with previous reforms in the

shift toward gqualitative from gquantitative indicators of
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output and his new focus on econom}c accountability. Chief
among Gorbachev's economic objeqtives, therefore, ‘is the
elimination of the ‘"petty tutelage of...the day-to-day
activities...of enterprises by ministries and
departments."=?

This new approach to economic reform will be conducted
in part thrdugh the vertical integration of industries. This
change will compel planners to take 1into account social
preferences to ensure that goods are sold, thus ending the
practice of producing 3Jjunk year after year.#* Under this
structure, prices and profits are to determine indirectly
the business considerations of plant managers who are to
have greater operational independence.== ThiS policy,
khozraschet, formally went into effect on 1 January, 1988,
From this time, managers of 60% of all Soviet industry are
to be accountable for their own operations. By 1980, the
khozraschet is to have universal appliéation.23 This
movement towards managerial self-responsibility is a
repudiation of Khrushchev's practice of using
'administrative levers', such as the direct intervention of
state agenéies into the day-to-day affairs of £firms, to
effect change.

Another of Gorbachev's innovations is his attack on the
established practice of basing wages on flat pay—sqales and
seniority, and in particular the practice of uranilovka--
wage-leveling. As a consequence, Gorbachev is putting forth

the position that wage differencés between professional and



managerial-personnel on the one hahd, and labourers on the
other ought to be widened.®* This 1is unavoidable. The
problem with current attempts to increase productiQity is
that there is no tangible benefit to the consumer: wages
tend to 'level out' 1leaving only morale boosters such as
medals, and awards as compensation for hard work.=%

This new approach toward the structuring of wages can
be seen in Gorbachev's promotion of a prodnalog, or tax-in-
kind, to permit peasants to sell their produce privately
after taxes asias the case with the prodnalog of the New
Economic Policy. The state under perestroika would set fixed
five-year targets for state procurement so that peasants
would not have to suffer yearly increases and also so that
peasants could freely sell their surpluses.®® The intent is
that the prodnalog would "[loosen] the creative energy of
the masses" and help to break down bureaucratic impediments
to progress,®” even though the state would still be the
principal purchaser of agricultural products.

A graduated tax is not an entirely new concept. In his
Critigue of the Gotha Program, Karl Marx asserts the
prinéiple that all people do not have "equal production
capacity" and thus have a legitimate claim to an unequal
share of the "social consumption fund." In other words, Marx
rejects the idea that all citizens ih socialist society must
be paid the same wage. In the Critique, Marx asserts that
"the economic basis of the state [is] a single progressive

income tax."®® Ironically, it was Khrushchev that abolished
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the progressive tax in favour of the leveling practice of
raising the minimum incpme level.®® The practice of raising
lower wages and freezing higher wages was continued under
Brezhnev and combined with substantial subsidies on such
basics as foodstuffs, transportation, and housing.®® Today,
such subsidies and leveling practices are prime targets of
gconomic restructuring.

Within the upper-level of the bureaucracy, the numerous
economic ministries of the Soviet bureaucracy are to be
amalgamated 1into super-ministries which would act 1in a
supervisory as opposed to an interventionist capacity.
~ Gorbachev's first super-ministry, the Gosagroprom (the State
Agro-Industrial Committee) under the direction of Vsevolod
Murakhovsky, was formed in November, 1985.%* Gorbachev seeks
to "relieve [Gosplan]l of routine management guestions" so
that it may become "the true economic research headqguarters
of the country."®® By contrast, wunder the sovnarkhoz
campaign, Khrushchev reduced Gosblan to the level of partner
in the drafting and execution of farm plans. Gorbachev
recognizes that [i]lt is senseless to increase the output of
foodstuffs and not to show concern for delivering the
products to consumers."®® He therefore rejects

ambitious developmental projects [in £favour of]

increasling]l] the yield from fertile farm areas,

diverting investment into already developed lands

and encouraging family and group enterprises."®¢

In his report to the 27th Party Congress Gorbachev

declared:

&



Genuine economic accountability and the dependence

of enterprises on final results should become the

norm for all units of the agro-industrial complex,

and above all for collective farms and state

farms."=®®
In a thinly veiled criticism of Khrushchev's Virgin Lands
program, Gorbachev repudiated 'harebrained schemes' in his
speech to the 27th Party Congress.®¢ Thié perception of
economic reform as being more than Jjust a question of
increasing production was absent from Khrushchev's
agricultural reforms.

Gorbachev's adoption of Western econonic
characteristics 1is also evident in his recognition . of the
need to tap the creativity of the Soviet people. It 1is
Gorbachev's dependence upon public participation and co-
operation that requires social and political reform to
create the proper climate for economic reform. In November
1986, for the first time, the Soviet government officially
recognized and 1legitimized the uﬁderground economy, and
since May 1987, a new law has been in effect permitting
individuals to set up their own businesses. It is estimated
that there are 17-20 million people producing US$7.3-8.8
billion per vyear. Because the hiring of .workers by
individuals is prohibited by Soviet law, these enterprises
are more akin to small-scale cottage industries than major
financial undertakings. The potential for significant tax
revenue and higher gquality goods and services has given

Gorbachev added incentive to co-opt the underground economy

instead of fighting it.®”



In a further loosening of controls, in June 1987, the
state passed a new law to protect intellectual property and
to provide for patent protection and zroyalty payments to

inventors.® This new law coincides roughly with the

establishment of a level of intermediate markets oxr ‘'co--

operative stores' between the state and the farmers'
markets; the setting up of roughly 70 'enterprise centres'
within the economic ministries to serve as 'profit centres'
to handle nearly 65% of all exports; and joint ventures with
foreign investors.®® In sum, it may be argued that Gorbachev
intends to effect a loosening of strict centralized control
over production, and foster a new centralism in economic
management.
Agricultural Policy

Gorbachev's objectives for Soviet agriculture at first
glance differ 1ittle from those of Malenkov, and 1later
Khrushchev: "A problem we will have to solve in the shortest
time possible is that of fully meeting our country's food
needs...to insure a substantial increase in the per capita
consumption of meat, milk, vegetables, and fruit."#® But as
we have seen, Khrushchev's reforms were administrative, not
economic. The antecedent for Gorbachev is Lenin's New
Economic. Policy, and therein 1lies the potential for
meaningful change.

Gorbachev and his advisors have repeatedly drawn

parallels between perestroika and NEP.®** This is not simply
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propaganda--the similarities are profound. Under NEP, the

Bukharinites

advocated raising grain prices sufficiently to
induce peasants to part with their surpluses
voluntarily. They fought for a balanced investment
policy that would combat the goods famine by
maintaining a modicum of development in 1light-
industry rather than concentrating nearly all
available resources on heavy-industry expansion.*®

Moreover,

[tlhe Soviet state retained <control of heavy

industry, foreign trade, banking, and
transportation. But lesserx enterprises were
denationalized, the principle of private peasant
farming reaffirmed, and market
relations...restored....the Communist Party

maintained its dictatorship...but the party-state
of the 1920s was limited and relatively tolerant,
allowing a greater degree of social, cultural 'and
and intellectual pluralism than has ever existed
in [the Soviet Unionl]....[lalthoughl [tlhe 1920s
were neither democratic nor, in our sense,
liberal."=®

We can see this same philosophy in Gorbachev's programs
of co-operative stores and increase of local decision-making
authority. Lenin summar ized the spirit of "co-operative™"
socialism in his 1923 article On Cooperation:

All we actually need under NEP is to organize the
population of Russia in co-operative societies on
a sufficiently large scale, for we have found that
degree of combination of private interest, of
private commercial interest, with state
supervision and control of this interest, that
degree  of its subordination to the common
interest....

[Those who] look down upon our co-operative
societies [faill to appreciate their exceptional
importance, first from the standpoint of principle
{the means of production are owned by the state),.
and, second, from the standpoint of transition to
the new system by means that are the simplest,
easiest and most acceptable to the peasant.=*®



Gorbachev must repudiate the legacy of forced
collectivizétion because it poses an insurmountable obstacle
to long-term reform. In his speech of 2 November, 1987
Gorbachev acknowledged that Stalin and his aides (who were
never mentioned by name) had permitted "massive repressions
and vast unpardonable acts of lawlessness" in the pursuit of
collectivization, but nevertheless he praised the
collectivization as an event which "created the‘ socialist
basis for the modernization of the agrarian sector and set
it on the rails of proper management."*® As for the rise of
the Terror, Gorbachev blamed it on "the absence of a proper
level of democrafization in the Soviet society."
Furthermore, Gorbachev justified the collectivization as "a
transformation of fundamental importance"™ which 1led to
"excesses" only because "there had [not] been a consistent
line to promote the alliance with the middle peasantry"--
honest peasants who were lumped together with the kulaks. In
fact, it is fair to say'that perestroika's economic aspect
is a reaffirmation of the principles of the NEP: econonic
expansion, limited private enterprise, respect for differing
views, yet also disciplined, authoritarian leadership.

In agriculture particularly, Gorbachev nust
unquivocally repudiate the system of Stalinist
collectivization because it poses a "paralyzing ideological
obstacle" to a successful restructuring of the economy.=®

Unless Stalinism is rejected 1in practice, not 3Just in

speeches, perestroika will suffocate. It is therefore vital



for Gorbachev that his commitment to Leninism be total--
half-measures will not do.
Obstacles to perestroika

As we saw in Chapter II, there is significant
opposition to fundamental reform. Throughout the upper
levels of the governﬁent and party apparatus, there are
still thousands of anti-reformist obstructionists, and even
many ecénomists disapprove of Gorbachev's capitalist profit
motive.*” As yet there is no indication that Gorbachev's
promotion of econonic instruments over administrative
measures "...will change the basic irrationality of the
existing economic model,"*® because Moscow continues to
.interfere 1in the affairs of individual enterprises. This
interference has led Gavril Popov, an economics professor at
Moscow State University to form an uncharacteristically
critical and pessimistic prognosis of perestroika. Popov
admitted that "factory managers and workers who are now
supposed to run their own businesses will actually be
hamstrung by central controls that remain in place.”" 1In
Sverdlovsk oblast, £for example, the local Party secretary
has reported that "600 £factories working wunder the new
system had not been released from the all-powerful clutch of

planners and ministries in Moscow."%?®

An indication that Gorbachev does ﬁot yvet have adequate

support within the ¢lite is that "the most politically
explosive feature of Gorbachev's economic plan--the end of

food price subsidies--[is to)] be introduced in two oxr three



years."®> According to Nikolai Slyunkov, the three-year
transition period is to permit Gorbachev time to conduct a
more moderate "methodical loosening" of controls.®=* It is
hardly a coincidence that the three-year transition period
ends at about the same time that the next Party Congress is
scheduled to take place, by which time it is expected that
Gorbachev will have consolidated his authority within the
Central Committee and the Secretariat.

But more than high-level political resistance, the most
serious problem for Gorbachev is that many Soviet citizens
may not want perestroika. They and some Party officials have
shown hostility toward Gorbachev's policies of meritocracy
and material incentives.®® Much of the cause of this
resistance 1is inherent in the very nature of perestroika
itself. Given that Gorbachev intends to cut inefficiency at
the mid-bureaucratic level, it is small wonder that, outside
Moscow, lower-level bureaucrats equate economic and social
reform with reduced political power. For these workers,
Gorbachev's support of local elections means the 1loss of
their privileged control over the political machinery
without any visible sign of compensétion. As a result,
perestroika is met with little enthusiasm. This is
especially true 1in agriculture, where the attack on the
Stalinist economic structure "will undercut thoroughly the
power base of the rural party apparatus."®® A survey taken
by Literaturnaya Gazeta indicated that

no more than half of [its] readers support the
expansion of private initiative and no more than
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one-third support the idea of electing managers.

One-quarter of the respondents directly challenged

the rationality of glasnost, declaring that it

brings more harm than good to Soviet society.=®*®

While giving greater self-reliance to Soviet citizens
may well be an economic necessity, it "runs against a deep
grain of tradition."®® In those areas where market forces
are having an impact, the inevitable rise 1in prices for
scarce goods and services and higher wages for certain
citizens have the effect of tainting perestroika with the
odour of capitalism. The result is the alienation of older
Soviet citizens who still cling to communist ideals and of
the population in general by demanding harder work without
giving them immediate benefits in return.®®

The cradle-to-grave security of the Soviet welfare
state is the fundamental bond between the people and the
Party. When this political reality 1is combined with
traditional Russian prikhodlivost--an innate resistance to
change and stoic resignation in the £face of aaversity——the
people, not the Party, are in fact the greatest conservative
force agéinst reform. While on a recent trip to the
Soviet Union, Time editor Roger Rosenblatt perceived the
spiritual bond between the people, their government and
their history: "...sometimes one also feels that...mass
inefficiency and old—fashionedness'is willed by the people
themselves as a means of retéining the past and holding
modernity‘away."57 Thus the great paradox of perestroika 1is

that, by promoting economic self-reliance, Gorbachev will

likely alienate those whom he needs most--working-class
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Soviets. As Marshall Goldman observes, "[flor workers to
produce more, Gorbachev needs to offer them more consumer
goods and services. Yet in order to be able to offer them
more goods and services he needs more productive workers.'"=®

If the youth and middle-class professionais, the people
Gorbachev 1is depending on to be 1in the vanguard of his
radical reform, are not given the material incentives and
opportunities they demand, they could ‘"boycott the
system...by performing their duties in a pedestrian way",
thus depriving Gorbachev of his basis of support.®® There
already appears to be some evidence of long-term social
resistence.

For the youth, the response to perestroika appears to
be resistance or at best indifference. While the Komsomol
leadership dutifuliy rails against "formalism" 1in party
policy, "[al lot of young people [in the words of one youth]
are sick and tired of the official ideology...Perestroika is
just the same ideology, only more cunning."€® According to

the Young Communist League itself, "only 8% of young people

reported some significant change in their
organization...[and]l only 20% of managers Dbelieve that
'restructuring at their enterprises is progressing
succeésfully'" as compared with 40% who "preferred the old

system."®* For all of Gorbachev's need for public co-
operation and his relaxation of the political climate to
allow people to participate in the economic reconstruction,

the people who are expected to contribute the most while



receiving the fewest benefits are the consumers.
"...Gorbachev nowhere suggests channeling new resources
toward consumption.hve=

In Moscow, today there are complaints fhat there |is
less food in the stores than there was even 5 years ago, and
shortages outside the Moscow area are worse, including a
lack of housing.“° Seweryn Blaler has noted the long-term
socio-economic problem this poses: "Today the main danger to
the Soviet system may emanate from the industrial working
class, which 1is being disrupted by the dismantling of the
old social contract--a process already begun,%“e<

There is also a third obstacle frustrating Gorbachev's
restructuring: the structural backwardness of the Soviet
Union. Theoretical breakthroughs in science and technology,
when they 6ccur, can rarely pass the drawing-board stage.
For all of Gorbachev's rhetoric, encouragement, discipline,
and glasnost, it is clear that the Soviet Union lacks the
sophisticated scientific foundation to become the modexn
technological superpower that Gorbachev envisages. It is one
thing to know that reform is neccessary but gulte another to
put it into practice.

In a very real sense, this gap between theory and
practice in politics reflects the main structural problem of
Soviet industry. For one thing, Soviet industry suffers from
a crippling lack of reliable, plentiful, modern equipment.
In a land fhat boasts one—duazter of the world's scientists

and one-half of its engineers, research and technical
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equipment are "hopelessly obsolete".® The problem |is
particularly acute in genetic engineering which has not yet
fully recovered from Lysenko's charlatanism.

There are two basic reasons why S8Soviet industry |is
loathe to assimilate innovation. The first is that, despilte
Gorbachev's exhortations, plant managers are still
preoccupied with the quantitative approach to production.
They are too concerned with meeting quotas and afraid to
negotiate the maze of bureaucratic obstacles‘to acquire new
equipment. Even if a plant should get new equipment, the
time lag between the order and delivery usually renders this
equipment obsolete. |

The second reason 1is the institutionalized separation
of science and industry and the concomitant restrictions on
the scientific community. Unlike: Western soclety, where
industries have an intimate relationship with the scientific
community and scientists are encouraged to make discoveries
and conduct experiments, the structure of the Soviet command
economy is such that any innovation must be prescribed from
above. A situation in which, for example, a computer
‘hacker' is given free-rein to develop new software is still
virtually impossible even in Gorbachev's Russia where the
state still zealously guards its-monopoly over information
coﬁtrol. Scientists have difficulty obtaining official
permission to attend conferences overseas and . even
scientific Jjournals are still censored. Bureaucrats in

Moscow have absolute authority to determine whether a given
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good should be produced or whether an innovation will be
adopted. Thus, even though the Soviet Union can boast of
haying world-class theoretical scientists, Soviet scientists
avoid dealing with industry and their 1deas rarely get a
hearing outside of the classroom.

Finally, Gorbachev's own prescription for change--
acceleration of growth of national income and an increase in
the quality of production--may be too ambitious. Gorbachev
has declared his intention to double national income by the
year 2000, but it 1is a moot point as to Qhether this
objective attainable. For the Soviet Union to meet its food
and production targets, the agriculture and consumer goods
sectors will require greatly increased investment at the
expense of heavy industry and the military. As Bruce Parrott
observes, Gorbachev's commitment to high-technology and
increased investments *...have intensified short-term
demands on economic resources and have strengthened the
temptation to divert inputs previously earmarked for current
military spending."ee

According to a joint report by the Central Intelligence
Agency and the Defence Intelligence Agency, the benefits to
the <civilian economy from such a transfer would be
"enormous®. According to the report's estimates, "...the
non-defense component of gross national product could be as
much a 2 percent higher than it otherwise would be by the

turn of the century."®? The report further showed that the
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total output of goods and services rose only 0.5% in 1987 as
compared with 3.9% in 1986.%®
CONCLUSION

1t may be concluded that, as economist Thomas Naylor
writes, thé root cause of Soviet economic inertia "is not
ideology but rather the lack of familiarity with market
mechanisms".®® Soviet managers have no 1idea how to market
products, set prices or handle employee relations.” To
combat this problem, Soviet managers and bureaucrats are
being sent to institutes in Moscow to be schooled in Western
market-oriented management teéhniques. Thus, in Gorbachev's
drive to impel Soviet society into the twentieth (to say
nothing of the twenfy—first) century, it 1is clear that
perestroika must be more than merely an economic reform--it
cannot succeed without broad governmental and public support
for genuine decentralization.

1t is falr to say that perestroika 1is dependent on
nothing less than Gorbache§'s ability of to force the Soviet

economy to pass through two soclio-economic revolutions at

the same time--the second industrial, or ‘consumption'

revolution, and the thirad, post-industrial, or
'information', revolution.”?

If my conclusions are valid, how successful |is
perestroika .likely to be? Mikhall Gorbachev has been
General Secretary of the Communist Party for three years,
yet already there is talk of the Gorbachev 'Era'?? just as

there was with Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev, and Brezhnev.
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Before Gorbachev 1s 1invested with such terminological
longevity, it must be remembered that every leader since
Stalin built his =xeputation on the repudiation of the
policies of his predecessor. We ‘have already had de-
Stalinization, de-Khrushchevization, and de-Brezhnevization-
-is there to be a de-Gorbachevization?’® It is theoretically
possible that Gorbachev could still be overthrown as Party
leader. Such an event would resemble Khrushchev's fate in
that there was no obvious successor and it was conducted
swiftly and with complete surprise. But such a fate |is
highly improbable: for one thing, the conservative
opposition does not have champion around whom to rally, and
for another there is no alternative fo radical reform.

But the best we can do is speculate about Gorbachev's
future. An unavoidable shortcoming of this thesis is that
while Khrushchev's reforms can be examined with historical
hindsight, perestroika is still evolving and thus its
eventual outcome cannot be predicted with any accuracy.
There 1s, however, one preliminary éonclusion that may be
drawn at this time. In his crash program to bring the
twentieth century to the Soviet Union, Gorbachev exhibits
some Khrushchev's dynémism, but by recognizing that radical
reform will precipitate soclo-economic dislocations,
Gorbachev demonstrates a coherent understanding of reform
and a willingness to take risks that was absent in de-

Stalinization.
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CHAPTER 1V

Conclusion:
The Uniqueness of Perestroika

From a comparison of some of the specifics of
perestroika and de-Stalinization, this chapter focuses on
the uniqueness of perestroika as a stage of Soviet reform. I
stated in the introduction that perestroika represents "“a
new stage" in Soviet politics. 1 stated further that Soviet
history could be divided into three major periods. The first
period, the Leninlist era, began in the years leading up to

1917 and continued under Bukharin's leadership to 1929. The

second period, the Stalinist era, began in 1929 and-

continued effectively until Gorbachev's accession to power
in 1985. Within the Stalinist era, 1 identified two sub-
periods: the period of Stalinism (1929-53) and of reformed
Stalnism (1953-85). This latter period was further divided
into periods of ‘'liberal Stalinist' reform (1953-64) and
'‘conservative Stalinist' reform (1964-85).* The third major
era, the Gorbachev period, began in 1985 and continues to
the present. Gorbachev's perestroika represents the end of
the Stalinist period and the beginning of the third era in
Soviet history.

Judging from the contrast befween perestroika and de-
Stalinization, one might conclude that Gorbachev's reforms
represent merely a reapplication of Leninism. When

Gorbachev says that his perestroika 1is "a return to
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'Leninlst principles' that were sidetracked by Lenin's death

in 1924,"2 it is understandable how this impression could
gain wide currency. Some observers might conclude that
perestroika 1is 1little more than a composite of other
attempts at reform: Gorbachev's crusade against alcoholism,
absenteeism and drug abuse are based upon Yurl Andropov's
crusade for soclal discipline; Nikita Khrushchev 1is the
proper antecedent for Gorbachev's campaign for debate and
candour about Soviet history and samokritika; and the
limited competition of 1deas and suppoxrt for limited free
enterprise may be seen as a return to Lenin's New Egonomic
Policy.

In this chapter, the Leninist element in peresttoika
will be examined in greater detail in order to reinforce
areas of congruence and to identify points of dissimilarity.
Through this analysis, I intend to 1dentify.perestroika as a
unigue stage in Soviet politigs.

Perestroika and the New Economic Policy

The first point to be made 1in establishing the
connection between Gorbacﬁev and Lenin 1is the recognition
that Staliﬁism was, 1in the main, a betrayal of Lenin's
philosophy. Where Lenin saw the state as a means to a
greater end, the establishment of a communist society,
Stalin saw the state under his absolute control as the end
in itself.

The anti-Leninist element in Stalinism is evident in

the fact that the policies of forced collectivization and
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rigid ©party control over economic enterprises, the
foundation of Stalinist economic policy, had been shown to
be misguided and self-defeating by 1921. During the period
of the Civil Wwar (1918-20), Lenin practiced a policy of
repressive centralized authority with oppressive measures
designed to extract grain from peasants at low prices. These
oppressive measures, collectively called War Communism, were
justified because the revolutionary communist state, in
Lenin's words, had to fight off the "gigantic forces of
world imperialism."® After the Civil War, Lenin was forced
to recognize two facts. First, that the practices of forced
grain requisitions and collectivization of tﬁe peasantry,
which occured during the perliod of War Communism, were
mistakes and detrimental to the welfare of the young
revolutionary state. Second, that in 1921 it was too soon to
talk of political change among the peasantry.?® Lenin
concluded that it would "take generations to remould the
small farmer and recast his mentality and habits."®

The NEP, thus, marked a significant change in Lenin's
thought; instead of a violent, coercive transformation into
socialism, Lenin argued that Russia would proceed gradually
along the path to socialism. This new tolerance would entail
increasing the relative economic welfare of the middle and
poor peasants by ending the requisitibn of fixed quotas of
produce in favour of a flexible tax-1in-kind, a prodnalog.
The intent of the prodnalog was to encourage all peasants,

poor and rich, to show enterprise and innovation so that the
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cities would not starve.® Furthermore, Lenin argued that,
because of accomplished land redistribution, most of the
kulaks had been eliminated and farmers were largely middle-
peasants, and thus there was no need to fear a political
challenge from the kulaks.” After the Intervention, it was
time to develop the agricultural class, socially,
economically, and politically.® The main threat to Bolshevik
power during the 1920s thus was the decrepit state of the
ecomomy after years of "war, ruin, demobilization, and the
disasterous crop fallures"®, Consequently, the prime
directive of the Party's policy was to respond to this
threat by removing restrictions on the peasantry. The
tolerant nature of the New Economic Policy was treated
briefly in Chapter III.

The economic aspect of the NEP was accompanied by
fundamental political reforms to create the proper
conditions for economic improvement. The political aspect of
the NEP 1is based on the frank recognition that the task of
building communism could not bé accomplished by the efforts
of Communists alone. Communists, Lenin sald, "are but a
drop in the ocean, a drop in the ocean of people."*® Lenin
made this declaration at the Eleventh Party Congress in 1922
which is also noteworthy for a positive reassessment of the
value of free-enterprise, as this excerpt shows:

During the past year we showed quite clearly that

we cannot run the economy. That is the fundamental

lesson. Either we prove the opposite in the

coming year,or Soviet power will not be able to

exist. And the greatest danger 1is that not
everybody realizes this. * * %



The mixed companies that we have begun to
form, in which private capitalists, Russian and
Foreign, and Communists participate, provide one
of the means by which we can learn to organise
competition properly and show that we are no less
able to establish a link with the peasant economy
than the capitalists; that we can meet its
requirements; that we can help the peasant make
progress even at his present level, in spite of
his backwards; for it is impossible to change him
in a brief span of time. ?*?

For Lenin and Bukharin, socialism did not represent
simply the collective ownership of the means of production:

"[it] signified an economically and culturally advanced

soclety with machine technology and an educated populace

imbued with a soclialist consclousness, participating in
cooperative forms of work."*2 However, Lenin believed that
the bureaucracy stood in the way of the people and the
leadership and was in fact a threat to the authority of the
leadership.*® Shortly before his death in 1924, Lenin warned
that the party apparatus was becoming too bureaucratized,
resembling 1little more than the o0ld tsarist apparatus
underneath a thin veneer of Bolshevism.** Thus, the
political aspect of the NEP is evident in Lenin's criticism
of absolute Party control over economic policy.

The similarities between the New Economic Policy and
perestroika should be obvious. Flrst, they were both
motivated by economic necessity. The threat to the welfare
of the Soviet state that inefficlient agriculture posed to
Lenin and Bukharin is no less serlous for Gorbachev. Second,
both Lenin and Gorbachev recognize the debilitating

influence of strict Party control of the economy.



Gorbachev's khozraschet 1is a rediscovery of Lenin's
recognition that the Communist dictatorship has limitations
and that 'co-operative socialism' is the only means by which
the Soviet Union can develqp. In sum, both reforms represent
the superiority df pragmatic, rational decision-making over
blind devotion to ideology.

Gorbachev's determination to reapply Leninist
principles cannot be overemphasized because 1ts implicatlions
for the future of the Soviet Union and of Gorbachev in
particular are enormous. By even intimating that a réturn to
Leninist principles is necessary, Gorbachev challenges the
legitimacy and even the necessity of the entire Stalinist
period. It undermines the basic myths of contemporary Soviet
culture: that every aspect of Soviet political and economic
life since Lenin is the only possible manifestation of
Lenin's vision, and that Stalin continued and upheld the
basic theoretical tenets of Leninism. In short, perestroika
is an admission that Stalinism was a mistake and that the
Leninist path must be picked up again. To distinguish
reformed Stalinism from perestroika a further discussion of
the doctrinal aspect of Stalinism is necessary. I intend to
show that reformed Stalinism is a continuation of Stalinism.
Reformed Stalinism and Stalinism

In a speech delivered in 1926, Nikolai Bukharin argued
that the NEP was the proper course becéhse "classs
struggle... will diminish little by little until it dies out

in communist society without any third revolution".®
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Bukharin also argued elsewhere that cultural and
intellectual life should be "based on the 'principle of free
and anarchistic competition' rather than squeezing everybody
into one fist" as Stalin advocated.!® However, after Lenin
died in 1924, the political force behind the New Economic
Policy was significantly weakened. The result was that

Lenin's and Bukharin's evolutionary path toward socialism

gave way to intensive heavy industry and forced

collectivization after Stalin outmanoeuvered Bukharin and
others in 1929. Where Gorbachev founded his economic :eforms
upon the NEP, the Stalinist "third revolution" that Bukharin
opposed, serxrved as the model for Khrushchev.

Ironically, the doctrinal basis for Stalin's repressive
dictatorship was Lenin, himself. The tyranny that Stalin
unleashed was partly due to the ‘overconcentration of
authority in the hands of the Communist Party that occured
under Lenin. Recently the journalist Vasily Sélyunin traced
the origins of labour camps and forced collectivization to
Lenin and the period of War Communism.®*” In an earlier April
article in Sovetskaya Kultura the Soviet historian Nikolai
Popov wrote that "the concentration of excessive power in
the hands of the Communist Party started under Lenin and
that this paved the way for Stalin's creation of 'the
perfect totalitarian state'":®

Where Lenin and Bukharin employed economic measures to
inérease productivity in order to squeeze out the kulaks,

Stalin employed unbridled coercion to bludgeon the peasantry
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into collectivization. It is regarding the collectivization
of agriculture that Stalin's fixation with absolute power
and reversal of NEP principles is the clearest. It |is
impossible to separate Stalin's drive for absolute power
from the collectivization. Bukharin's "no third revoiution
theme collided with Stalin's inner vision of himself and his
destiny."*®

For Stalin, the decision to collectivize Soviet
agriculture was a political tactic to give fhe ;egime
control over food supplies by 1limiting the econonic
independence and bargaining power of the peasantry. As an
amendment to the 15th Party Congress, Stalin added: "At the
present time, the task of transformation and amalgamation of
small industrial farms into lazgé—scale collective farms
must be set as the party's fundamental task in the
countryside."=2° Alec Nove argues that some form of coerced
collectivization was inevitable during 1928-29, regardless
of who was in power, because voluntary co-operation from the
kulaks was not producing enough grain. While Nove does not
imply that the eventual leader, Stalin, was a necessary
consequence of Bolshevism, certain aspects of Stalinism,
like forced collectivization, was necessary in principle.=®?
Throughout the latter half of the 1920s the kulaks, although
declining in number relative to newly created middle-
peasants, were still the most produétive peasants. But the
mutually imcompatible objectives of eliminating the kulaks

as a classs of peasants and pursuing a tolerant agricultural

105



policy to increase total food output, led to wide policy
swings between repression and tolerance of kulaks duing this
period.==2

The tragic aftermath of Stalin's forced
collectivization was a vicious circle of repression: the
coerced collectivization, meant to increase food supplies
dramatically, led to reduced harvests; reduced food supplies
.led to decreased 1living standards and shortages in the
cities; shortages precipitated more ruthless enforcement of
Stalin's "emergency measures"; the Increased <coexcive
authority of the police state 1led to censorship and
disinformation which, among other thing, exacerbated the
food shortage.2®

In his bodk, Children of the Arbat, Anatolii Rybakov
paints a detailed picture of Stalin's paranoid fixation with
absolute power. In a dictation to Nikolai Yezhov, successor
to G.G. Yagoda as head of the NKVD (the forerunner of the
KGB), Stalin articulated the need for absolute Party control
over the economy:

The industrial machine is changing from a

Soviet machine into a technocratic machine. A

grave danger!...The technocratic machine is

striving for economic supremacy, and it is one of

the fundamental truths of Marxism that economic

supremacy is political supremacy. We cannot allow

the economic, and hence the political, supremacy

of the technocracy, as it would mean the end of

the dictatorship of the proletariat....

What does this signify? This signifies that

the technocratic machine feels itself to be beyond

control and beyond reproach...[Clontrol of the

economic machine must be carried out at the

equivalent Party 1level. The Party machine must

control all  the country's administrations,
including the economic and above all the
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industrial machine, which has at its disposal the
most dependent, most educated and most arrogant
personnel (italiecs in original).=®

As our discussion of the agrotown and sovnarkhoz
campaigns has shown, Khrushchev eschewed the terroristic
aspects of Stalinism but did not reform the Stalinist
system. Gorbachev is clearly unique among post-war Soviet
reformers because he recognizes that Lenin's economic reform
was betrayed by Stalin's tyranny.

The 'Cult of Personality'

An integral part of stalin's vision of himself and
pursuit of absolute control was his need to present himself
not only as Lenin's successor but as Lenin's only legitimate
heir. Because he was only a minor revolutionary in the years
leading up to the revolution, Stalin embarked wupon a
conscious plan to falsify history to present this image. As
Robert Tucker explains,

!
[slince there was no formal office of vozhd'

[supreme leader}...the only way in which Stalin

could finally establish and consolidate himself in

the successor role was to gain general party

recognition in it. To be the supreme leader he had

to be publicly acknowledged and acclaimed as such.

A further major move was called for in the

politics of biography--a celebration of Stalin as

party chief.=®

This policy of self-acclamation was the beginning of a
full-fledged cult of personality, a development which became
a feature of leadership throughout the period of reformed

Stalinism. As an article in Literaturnaya Gazeta recently

reported, "the Soviet Union had endured not just one cult of
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personality, but several, including the periods of Nikita S.
Khrushchev and Leonid I. Brezhnev."=s

A concommitant of the cult of personality was the
leader's fear of challenges to his authority. Because Stalin
and his successors suffered from a crisis of political
legitimacy, the Stalinist style of leadership included the
denigration and removal of people of intelligence and
ability from governing apparatus in favour of blindly
obedient loyalists. Sergei Kirov and Nikolai Bukharin were
but two of the intelligent, popular Party members of the
first rank that were exeéuted on Stalin's orders because
they did not subordinate themselves to Stalin's will, and
who knew the difference between historical truth and
Stalin's falsified version of his past. They were replaced
by reliable yes-men like Kliment Voroshilov, Lazar

Kaganovich, and Georgii Malenkov.2” We saw in Chapter II how

Khrushchev surrounded himself with 1loyal people of poor

qualitity, and how Brezhnev crowded out the reformist
Kosygin element after 13 years. Where the leadership under
Lenin was meant to serve the Party, under Stalin communist
ideology degenerated into a dogma which held as the highest
virtue the apotheosis of the leader and the "justification
of the bureaucratic-dictatorial system" of government.=®
Glasnost and de-Stalinization

Gorbachev's candour about the past and his innovations
in foreign policy may also be sourced to an earlier reform.

But unlike economic reform, the antecedent here 1ls mainly
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Khrushchev, not Lenin. Since I mentioned in the introduction

that all post-Stalin reform is essentially de—Stalinizétion,

and since Stalin followed Lenin, it is to Khrushchev, the
first post-Stalinist reformer, that glasnost about the
Soviet Union and its history must be traced. This thesis has
dealt at length with the the reasons why Khrushchev was not
totally forthcoming about Stalin and this discussion will
not be repeated here, but it must be noted that the opening

of the Soviet past that Khrushchev started is the reason why

Gorbachev has accomplished as much as he has. Gorbachev has

successfully employed glasnost to foster "the beginning of a
political debate overvthe future of the Soviet system"=® by
relaxing controls in areas not critical to Party legitimacy.
Most of all, Gorbachev has succeeded in reintroducing debate
and rationality into areas previously considered sacrosanct:
Stalin's military leadership, his prison camps, and the
privileges of the Party élite.®® But such criticism is not
remarkable in itself: criticism regarding Stalin and party
privileges has existed openly to varying degrees ever since
Khrushchev dencunced Stalin in his 1956 Secret Speech.

One notable aspect of glasnost is the speed with which
the bounds of allowable criticism are being extended. 1In
publications, the myth of Stalin has almost been entirely
exploded. An article in the magazine Znamya has now
described Stalinism as "perverted Communism" and
"counterrevolution." Bukharin is now officially recognized

as Lenin's true heir.®* Even Lenin and the period of War
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Communism, heretofore untouchable, is now within the bounds
of allowable criticism.®® However, this is less a criticism
of Lenin's leadership than an indirect slap at Stalin who
revived the policies of War Communism.

In foreign policy, it 1is the decline of the Soviet
system, the achievement of military parity with the United
. 8tates, and estrangement from Stalinism that has allowed
Gorbachev. to be bold and innovative. Where Khrushchev spoke
of forcing the West to recognize‘ a 'new reality’',
Gorbachev's foreign policy is based upon "an orientation
toward dialogue and mutual understanding."®® Gorbachev
recognized the need for a new attitude in his report to the
'27th Party Congress:

Changes in present-day world development are so

profound and significant that they require the

reinterpretation and comprehensive analysis of all

its factors. The situation of nuclear

confrontation nakes necessary new approaches,

methods and forms of relationships among different
social systems, states and regions.®¢

Gorbachev's structural economic reforms, his criticism
of Stalinism, and his drive for a 'psychological
restructuring' should be seen as the continuation of the
dynamic spirit of Khrushchev's reforms that was arrested by
Brezhnev. But rather that simply continuing reform in the
Khrushchevian style, Gorbachev has added the pragmatism of
the NEP period, particularly in the recognition that the
Communist Party cannot run the country by itself and must

enlist the aid of the Soviet people. As Seweryn Bialer

notes, "Gorbachev realizes that the Soviet Union's systemic
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crisis is not primarlly economic but social and political--
even moral, ethical and existential. Economic backwardness
and decline are symptoms of a deeper malaise.®®

Perestroika 1is superior _to de-Stalinization as much
because of historical circumstance as any substantive policy
differences. Gérbachev's return ‘to Leninist principles
effectively ends the period of reformed Stalinism.
Gorbachev's overt self-identification with Bukharin and the
NEP and comprehensive assault on Stalin and his myth may be
seen as an attempt to give his leadership the legitimacy
that Khrushchev and Brezhnev 1lacked. Therein 1lies the

uniqueness of perestroika.
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