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SOVIET IDEOLOGY AND 
SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY 

By ADAM B. ULAM 

N ONE of the perplexing problems of contemporary international 
affairs has given rise to more confusing discussion than the rela- 

tionship of Soviet ideology to the foreign policy of the USSR.* The very 
vagueness of the term "Soviet ideology," or "Communist ideology" (and 
are they synonymous?), the uncertainty to what extent this uncertain 
force motivates the makers of Soviet policies, have compounded our diffi- 
culties in understanding the behavior of one of the world's two super- 
powers. Are Russia's rulers motivated by cynical power politics? Are 
they ideological fanatics? Is the content of their ideology the gospel of 
Marx, Engels, and Lenin, or something else? Questions can be com- 
pounded ad infinitum. 

And this is no academic problem, for the West has sought some way 
of understanding the basis of Soviet policies, some means of both peace- 
ful accommodation with the USSR and preservation of the confines of 
the free world. The means hinge on the character of Soviet policy. Mr. 
John Foster Dulles has formulated one approach to the problem, view- 
ing Soviet ideology as exerting an influence on the foreign policy of the 
USSR. Proclaiming the peaceful content of democratic ideology, Mr. 
Dulles wrote: "Unhappily, it is otherwise with the creed of Commu- 
nism, or at least that variety of Communism which is espoused by the 
Soviet Communist Party." Marx, Lenin, and Stalin have all consistently 
taught the use of force and violence and Mr. Dulles sees the relationship 
between ideology and action as a fairly direct one, for he goes on to say, 
"These teachings of Marx, Lenin and Stalin have never been disavowed 
by the Soviet Communist Party of which Mr. Khrushchev is now the 
First Secretary. . . . Therefore, I believe that it is necessary that at least 
that part of the Soviet Communist creed should be abandoned."1 And 
the dependence of the international behavior of the USSR on its alleged 
philosophy is also maintained by those who, unlike Mr. Dulles, believe 
that the ideology does not necessarily encourage the use of force or 
violence. A British political scientist sees the content of the Bolsheviks' 

* The author wishes to acknowledge his debt to the Russian Research Center, Harvard 
University. 

1 Mr. John Foster Dulles in a letter to The New Statesman, February 8, 1958. 



154 WORLD POLITICS 

ideology as a reassuring rather than a depressing portent for world 
peace. "They will, while they retain their present philosophy, under- 
stand neither our society nor their own. . . . We cannot rely on their 
good will, but we can, if we act wisely, rely on their patience. Their 
false philosophy teaches them that time is their ally; and the more they 
can be persuaded to let time pass quietly the better for us and for them. 
Let us at least thank God that Hitler is dead and that the dictators we 
have to deal with are sane."' 

The crucial problem is the meaning of the term "ideology." Most of 
us if asked about the meaning and content of our own ideology would 
begin by recognizing that while in many cases it is the product of 
certain ethical, religious, and political teachings, the relationship is 
never simple, but modified by a large number of factors, like the condi- 
tions of our material and social life, our experience, etc. We do not 
usually assume that the motives and aims of the policies of the United 
States or Great Britain can be fully explained by the ideas of John Locke, 
Thomas Jefferson, or John Stuart Mill. "Freedom," said a famous 
English jurist, "has been secreted in the interstices of procedure." And, 
to paraphrase, the Western notions of freedom, of the proper aims of 
politics, foreign policy included, have been formulated through the 
experience of life, the experience of trying to realize the precepts of 
democracy and liberalism. The more sophisticated writers on the Soviet 
Union and communism have realized that one cannot explain the 
behavior of the rulers of Russia, or certain aspects of the mentality of 
Soviet society, by pointing to a passage in the Communist Manifesto or 
a phrase from Stalin or Lenin. But in our search for the meaning of 
Soviet ideology we have not fully recognized that that ideology has 
been secreted in the interstices of the totalitarian system, which has now 
existed for over forty years, and that the early millenarian Communist 
faith has been modified by the experience of almost two generations' 
application of the original theories to the stubborn facts of life. 
We should not, however, go to the other extreme and assume that 

the rulers of Russia have remained totally unaffected by the doctrines 
in which they have been brought up and which they have been pro- 
claiming. The relationship between ideology and action eludes a 
straightforward definition, but it is naive to assume that a group of 
men, even when endowed with totalitarian powers and with what to 
an outsider appears an infinite possibility of political manipulation, can 
remain unaffected by their habits of thought and speech, and can in- 

2 John Plamenatz, German Marxism and Russian Communism, London, I954, pp. 

350-51L 
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dulge in unrestrained Machiavellian politics. At times, tired of explain- 
ing Soviet politics by quoting from the scriptures of Marxism-Lenin- 
ism, we assign the role of ideology to the realm of "propaganda" with 
which the leaders of the Communist Party of the USSR beguile their 
subjects while they themselves enjoy cynical freedom from ideological 
scruples. But again, the picture is not so simple. Stalin, or Khrushchev 
and his colleagues, may think primarily of expanding their power and 
increasing that of the USSR, but their choice of means to that end is 
inextricably intertwined with their philosophy of power, in which 
again ideology plays a crucial part. 

The content of what must be called the working creed of the Soviet 
leaders is not easy to define. It is not wise to seek a definition which 
ignores the changing character of Soviet society and the changing 
generations and personalities of the leaders. But it is possible to make 
certain generalizations and then to see how they apply in the Soviet 
evaluation of the outside world. 

The original doctrine of Marx-Engels still remains the official creed 
of the Soviet Union, but somewhat in the manner in which a modern 
secularized society acknowledges being based on religion. Gone in 
Soviet Russia today is the sense of the practical immediacy of the socialist 
doctrine which characterized the ten or fifteen years after the November 
Revolution. The reasons are manifold. One of them may be that Marx- 
ian socialism, as interpreted first by Lenin and then by Stalin (and we 
shall not enter here into the question of whether this is the "correct" 
interpretation of Marxism), has as its two main historical functions, 
first, the channeling of the revolutionary impulses of a society under- 
going industrialization, and then the guidance of this society toward 
the achievement of a modern industrial state.' If this be essentially 
correct, then Marxian phrases and prescriptions simply have very little 
immediate relevance to the problems of the Soviet state and society of 
today. Paradoxically, the success of Marxism in Russia has meant its 
decline in importance, insofar as the original doctrine of Marx-Engels 
is concerned. If this statement appears extravagant, let us look at some 
concrete examples. Is the average citizen of Russia, or a Soviet leader 
when not giving an official speech, really concerned with the problem 
of creating an egalitarian society? Is the world revolution viewed with 
the same intensity of feeling or related to the internal problems of the 
Soviet Union as it was in the first few years after the Revolution? It 
is unlikely that a member of the Presidium loses any sleep over the 

3 This interpretation is presented in my article, "The Historical Role of Marxism and 
the Soviet System," World Politics, VIII, No. I (October I955), pp. 20-45. 
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meaning of Marxian "negation of negation" or over any other subtleties 
of the dialectic which once constituted the intellectual fare of the Com- 
munists and, what is more important, which were bound up with the 
actual problems of the internal and external politics of the USSR. 
Phrases from Marx and Engels will still take their place in official 
speeches, and in the philosophical journals obscure Party hacks will 
adorn with scriptural invocations the latest economic or political de- 
cisions of the government. And the doctrine will be stretched to justify 
any practical needs of policy. Collaboration with the West was not 
only the logical outcome of the dire need in which the Soviet Union 
found itself after the German attack, but also a theoretically correct 
application of the Marxian injunction to collaborate with the progres- 
sive part of the capitalist camp against its reactionary component. The 
possibility of peaceful coexistence and the unavoidability of a clash 
"sometime" between the camps of socialism and capitalism are inter- 
changeable ideological interpretations given out with equal facility 
according to the turn of international events. 

What then remains of original Marxism which is pertinent to the 
actual conduct of Soviet policy as distinguished from the language in 
which this policy is proclaimed or rationalized? First of all, there is 
no doubt that the tone of Soviet policies, domestic as well as foreign, 
is still greatly affected by the original Weltanschauung of Marx. The 
father of modern socialism proclaimed his theory at a time when the 
tendency of liberalism was to proclaim the eventual solution of inter- 
national difficulties and the harmonious coexistence of nations. Without 
necessarily assimilating all governments to the same pattern, free trade, 
the liberals believed (and the term at its broadest meant a free inter- 
change of people and ideas as well as goods), would bring about a 
degree of international harmony, with such irrational phenomena as 
war and imperialism gradually withering away. The general tenor of 
Marx's philosophy was to discount the notion of an automatic harmony 
of interests within an industrial society and, by the same token, in 
international relations. He held that in the world at large, just as within 
an individual society, growth, development, and clashes of interests 
and struggles were unavoidable and would continue until socialism 
became the predominant, if not the only, form of social and political 
organization. 
This legacy of Marxism has become an important part of the Soviets' 

habitual view of international relations. It has expressed itself in two 
general characteristics of Soviet foreign policy. The first has been an 
unusual sensitivity to economic and social developments in states play- 
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ing a major role in international relations. The United States or France, 
for instance, does not appear in Soviet eyes primarily as a state having 
certain historical and power interests qua state, but as a conglomeration 
of class interests and certain social and economic pressures which de- 
termine the policy of the capitalist state, regardless of the dressing-up 
of these postulates in terms of national interests or honor. This instinct 
of Soviet international policy has contributed both to its strength and 
to its weakness. It has endowed the Russian policy-makers with a degree 
of sophistication about international relations surpassing the old plati- 
tudes of the diplomatic art; it has also, at times, made them the dupes 
of the rigid dogmatisms which they have erected to account for the 
international situation. Thus the belated recognition of the threat of 
Hitlerism which, according to a dogmatic oversimplification, should 
have proved but a prelude to a Communist revolution in Germany. 
Thus the initial underestimate of the strength of national and demo- 
cratic impulses which made the West stand up to Hitler, an under- 
estimate which almost proved fatal to the Soviet Union. In a subsequent 
passage, we shall discuss what has happened in recent years to this 
Marxian technique of viewing the world outside the Soviet Union. 

The second aspect of the legacy of Marxism to the policy-makers of 
the Soviet Union is subtler and more paradoxical in its effect. While 
the technique of viewing the world through the prism of Marxian 
categories of economic development and class conflict may be narrow 
and lead to serious miscalculations, it is still a rationalist technique. The 
other Marxian element is quasi-religious in its manifestations. It consists 
in an attachment to the symbols and phrases of the doctrine rather than 
to its analytical content. Just as in internal Soviet politics the official 
doctrine has been considered infallible and any errors or shortcomings 
in Soviet politics, economy, or culture have been attributed to mistakes 
or malevolence on the part of an individual, so in external relations 
the Soviet state has pursued the injunctions of Marxism-Leninism and 
any departure from them (read a reversal in the foreign policy of the 
USSR) has been attributed to an individual's inability to apply Marxism- 
Leninism correctly to the given situation, or to his malice and treason. 
The terror of the Stalin era has been ascribed by his successors not to 
certain organic features of a totalitarian system but solely to the patho- 
'logical tendencies of the aging despot. When trying to re-establish a 
modus vivendi with Yugoslavia in the spring of i955, Khrushchev felt 
constrained after arriving in Belgrade to blame the whole tangled story 
of the difficulties between the two states on the sinister malevolence of 
one man, Lavrenti Beria. To a Western commentator, grounded in the 
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iconoclastic liberal tradition, the tendency of the Soviet leaders to invoke 
the magic formula of their doctrine as an explanation and guide to 
everything, at the same time that they increasingly ignore and reject 
certain specific prescriptions of Marxism-Leninism, smacks either of 
calculated hypocrisy or of a facile propaganda device. Yet such judg- 
ments are often oversimplified. The practitioners of the world's most 
totalitarian system must feel the need to believe in the infallibility of 
their doctrine; that the doctrine itself has become blurred or irrelevant 
to current situations does not change their tendency to use the magic 
incantation of Marxism. In both 1948 and i958 in trying to account for 
their difficulties with Yugoslavia, the Soviets fell back upon the same 
ideological device: in i948 the Yugoslav Communist Party was accused 
of the betrayal of Marxism-Leninism; in i958, of revisionism. The 
whole complex of grievances against Tito and his regime has been 
reduced to an infraction of orthodoxy, of which the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union is the only and infallible exponent. Three years 
of efforts by the Khrushchev regime to alter through diplomacy and 
compromise what they themselves had branded as Stalin's erroneous 
and paranoiac condemnation of the Yugoslavs have ended for the time 
being in a milder version of the Stalinist fiat: since Yugoslavia is a 
source of trouble for the Soviet Union, since her anomalous position is 
in itself an open encouragement of independent-minded Communist 
satellites, the Yugoslavs obviously cannot be bona fide Communists. 
Once again the Soviets have demonstrated that they cannot regard an 
international situation as essentially a series of concrete issues between 
states, but rather as an ideological conflict or betrayal. 

If we think of the potential uses of Marxism for actual politics, we 
might separate three main strains: first, as a body of implied prescrip- 
tions (implied, because Marx and Engels never devoted much attention 
to the problem of the foreign policy of a socialist state); second, as an 
analytical discipline for viewing international as well as domestic poli- 
tics; and, finally, as a symbol and quasi-religion giving its practitioners 
the sense that they are moving forward with the forces of history and 
that the success of their state is predicated upon the truth of the doctrine. 
It is asserted here that the first strain no longer plays any significant 
part in Soviet foreign policies, while the analytical and symbolical uses 
of Marxism remain important and necessary to the understanding of 
Soviet policy. In pondering the interconnection of the three elements 
of the ideological inheritance of the Soviet system, we are immediately 
struck by certain parallels to a society undergoing the process of secu- 
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larization: when specific points of a religious creed lose their veracity 
or relevance for people, can they for long retain a general religious 
outlook and belief in the doctrine as a whole? Similarly, if the Marxian 
doctrine loses its specific relevance, can the frame of mind engendered 
by it and the belief itself endure? It is tempting for a Western observer 
to answer this question in the negative and to envisage a time when the 
realities of the world will bring about a reorientation of Soviet values. 
Mr. Kennan in his famous essay postulated the possibility of a change 
in the Soviet outlook consequent upon the failure of their assumptions 
about capitalism: "The palsied decrepitude of the capitalist world is 
the keystone of Communist philosophy. Even the failure of the United 
States to experience the early economic depression which the ravens of 
the Red Square have been predicting with such complacent confidence 
since hostilities ceased would have deep and important repercussions 
throughout the Communist world."4 And further: "For no mystical 
Messianic movement-and particularly not that of the Kremlin-can 
face frustration indefinitely without eventually adjusting itself in one 
way or another to the logic of that state of affairs."' 

Mr. Kennan overlooked, perhaps, the natural intransigence of re- 
ligious millenarian movements to purely rational objective facts. Credo 
quia absurdum is not entirely atypical of the attitude of religious or 
political fanaticism. But the most fundamental objection to the postu- 
lating of an erosion of the ideology by contact with reality is that this 
ideology is propagated within a totalitarian system. If the rulers of this 
system see in the ideology, as we have seen, not only the rationale of 
their absolute power but a source of their inner security and effective- 
ness, then the doctrine will not be soon or easily repudiated just because 
the West increases its material welfare. Furthermore, while the Soviet 
citizen, including the indoctrinated Party member, has numerous oc- 
casions to discover the contradictions or irrelevancies of Marxism in 
his daily life, he enjoys no such tangible experiences insofar as the 
world outside the USSR is concerned. And to the Soviet leaders, the 
field of foreign relations offers the best opportunity to attempt to 
demonstrate the viability of Marxism, conscious as they are of the 
necessity of preserving and developing the ideological elan of the 
Communist Party and of the regime. Marxism may be irrelevant to 
the problems of the Soviet Union now that its industrialization is ac- 
complished and the state has shown no signs of withering away or be- 

4'"The Sources of Soviet Conduct," reprinted in American Diplomacy, I900-I950, 
Chicago, I95I, p. I23. 

5 Ibid., p. I24. 



160 WORLD POLITICS 

coming, in essence, less authoritarian. If some meaning is to be attached 
to the ideology, if it is not to fade out completely in the minds of the 
Soviet people, then it must show its effectiveness in propelling Soviet 
society into economic and scientific development at a faster pace than 
that achieved by societies inspired by the rival creed. And most im- 
portant of all, the Soviet brand of Marxism must be shown to be ad- 
vancing in the world at large, proving alluring to societies emerging 
from backwardness and colonial rule. The battle to preserve Soviet 
ideology in the USSR and with it the rationale of the totalitarian sys- 
tem is thus being fought in a world context, and the spread of Soviet 
ideology, influence, and prestige throughout the world becomes in- 
creasingly crucial to the preservation of the Soviet system as we know it. 

The latter statement sounds like a truism. But we may best put it in 
perspective by contrasting the present situation with that which pre- 
vailed in the first decade after the Revolution. The Russian Commu- 
nists, a group devoted much more literally to their ideology than the 
current rulers of Russia, were confronted with the seeming failure of 
the ideological premises on which the Revolution had been undertaken. 
It was only their own weak and backward country which remained 
under the rule of their version of socialism. Elsewhere in the world 
the wave of revolutionary feeling had subsided and capitalism appeared 
to be stabilized. The logical response to the situation was to build the 
prerequisites of socialism in Russia; and the ideology was vindicated 
by the industrialization of the Soviet state. The terrible cost of the 
transformation and the increasingly ruthless totalitarian methods em- 
ployed cannot obscure the fact that Marxism, and the ideological fervor 
generated by it, were crucial factors in the achievement. And conversely, 
the achievement appeared to vindicate the ideology, and the totalitarian 
system of the USSR. Today, it may be flatly asserted that the growth of 
the USSR can proceed on its own momentum. If the ideology is to 
become increasingly decorative and meaningless, in terms of concrete 
problems of Soviet life, where, in the last resort, will be the rationale 
for the totalitarian system, for the assumed omnipotence and omnis- 
cience of the highest councils of the Communist Party of the USSR? 
The focus of "proving" Marxism-Leninism, and by the same token 
of preserving something of the old ideological elan and sense of mission, 
without which the most efficient totalitarian regime runs the danger 
of internal disintegration, has shifted once again beyond the geo- 
graphical confines of the USSR. 
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II 

To the outsider, the shifting trends of Soviet policy appear almost 
incomprehensible. The Khrushchev who in i955 and i956 proclaimed 
the legitimacy of seeking various roads to socialism is the same person 
who in the spring of i958 led the attack upon the "revisionism" of the 
Yugoslav Communists.6 In i956, in his "secret" report on Stalin and 
Stalinism, Khrushchev bluntly blamed the Yugoslav situation on the 
pathological characteristics of the late despot.7 And yet in i958 the charge 
advanced against the Yugoslav Communist Party repeated many points 
of the Stalinist indictment of 1948-1949. The Yugoslavs indulged in 
revisionism by stressing the possibility of separate roads to socialism; they 
implied that the Soviet Union could also be guilty of increasing inter- 
national tension, etc. As a matter of record, the Yugoslav Party program 
for its 7th Congress in i958 did not say anything that Tito and his 
group had not been saying before, and most of which had been ac- 
quiesced in by Khrushchev and his colleagues in i955 and i956. Even 
the charge that the Soviet Union was contributing to world tension 
had been acknowledged by Khrushchev, though blamed on Stalin, and 
the indictment against Molotov, Kaganovich, and Malenkov upon 
their expulsion from the Central Committee of the CPSU in July 
I957 accused them of attempting as high officials of the Soviet Union 
to perpetuate international tensions. There is no phrase in the Yugoslav 
program the truth of which had not been conceded by the present 
leadership of the Soviet Union during the past three years. 

Explanations of this uolte-face by the Soviet leadership have ranged 
from the alleged pressure exerted by the Chinese Communists on be- 
half of Communist orthodoxy, to the existence of a Stalinist group 

6 From Khrushchev's report to the 20th Party Congress: "As far back as on the eve 
of the great October revolution, V. I. Lenin wrote 'All nations will arrive at socialism- 
this is inevitable-but not all will do so in exactly the same way.' . . . Historical ex- 
perience has fully confirmed this brilliant precept of Lenin's.... In the Federal People's 
Republic of Yugoslavia, where power belongs to the working people and society is 
founded on public ownership of the means of production, unique specific forms of 
economic management and organization of the state apparatus are arising in the 
process of socialist construction." Current Soviet Policies, II, ed. by Leo Gruliow, New 
York, 1957, pp. 37-38. 

7"The July plenary session of the Central Committee studied in detail the reasons for 
the development of conflict with Yugoslavia. It was a shameful role that Stalin played 
there. The 'Yugoslav affair' contained no problems that could not have been solved 
through Party discussions among comrades. . . . No matter how much or how little 
Stalin shook not only his little finger but everything else that he could shake, Tito did 
not fall. Why? The reason was that in this case of disagreement with the Yugoslav 
comrades, Tito had behind him a state and a people who had gone through a severe 
school of fighting for liberty and independence, a people who gave support to their 
leaders." Quoted in ibid., p. I83. 
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in the Central Committee which out of nostalgia for the late dictator 
and his policies continues to embarrass Khrushchev and compels him 
to resort to former policies and tactics. Yet there is no tangible evidence 
in support of either thesis. True, attacks upon the Yugoslavs began 
to appear in the Chinese Communist press before the Soviets made a 
full-fledged attack. But it is perfectly natural that this should have 
occurred, if a joint attack upon Tito had been determined sometime 
before. Ever since the rise of Communist China, the satellites have 
looked upon it hopefully as the best means of eventually obtaining a 
modicum of independence from the Russians. Long after Yugoslavia's 
breach with the Russians in I948, the Yugoslav press continued to 
extol Communist China. If once again the Yugoslav experiment had 
to be branded as unsocialist, and the satellites again be called to task, 
it was sound strategy and psychology that the initiative should appear 
to come from China rather than from the USSR. 

The notion of a Stalinist faction in the Presidium and the Central 
Committee also requires a qualification. As in any political and particu- 
larly any totalitarian situation, there is no doubt that the inside group 
at the summit of power in Russia is split up into, if not open, then 
latent factions. Every faction will exploit its opponents' failures, whether 
these failures are grounded in alleged "liberalism" or in alleged "Stalin- 
ism." But there is no iota of evidence to indicate the existence of a 
specific "Stalinist" faction. The complex of methods of governing as- 
sociated with Stalin is so abhorrent, even in the eyes of high Party 
officials in the USSR, that it has been part of a sound psychological 
campaign by Khrushchev to brand his opponents as would-be renovators 
of Stalinism. It is clear, for example, that Malenkov, Molotov, and Ka- 
ganovich plotted against Khrushchev, and that during the winter of 
i956-I957 they probably came close to replacing him by Shepilov or 
Pervukhin. But that they did so in the name of abstract Stalinism is 
as little probable and worthy of belief as the charge in their indictment 
that they opposed the USSR attempting to catch up with and overtake 
the United States in the production of butter, milk, and meat. 

The reasons for Russia's reversal of attitude toward Yugoslavia are 
to be sought in the reappraisal of policies toward the satellites which 
the Soviet leadership as a whole seems to have undertaken during 
recent years. The history of this reappraisal provides the best illustra- 
tion of the interweaving of ideology, power motives, and internal 
politics in the making of Soviet foreign policy. 

At the time of Stalin's death, Russian domination of the satellites was 
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absolute and extended to the smallest details of their internal policies. 
Whatever changes the rulers were forced to make in the Stalinist pat- 
tern insofar as internal Soviet politics was concerned, there appeared 
no logical reason, granting their totalitarian premises, to change sub- 
stantially the system of terror and close control which held Eastern 
Europe in subjugation to the USSR. Yet parallel with so-called liberali- 
zation in Soviet Russia, a new course was set in the satellites. Terror was 
relaxed and some semblance of internal autonomy was granted to the 
local Communists, who, at first incredulously, listened to their Russian 
masters urging them to do certain things on their own. Many satellite 
Communist leaders most closely associated with the Stalinist era of 
repression were either pushed to the second rank (e.g., Chervenkov in 
Bulgaria, Cepicka in Czechoslovakia, Berman in Poland, and others) 
or obligingly died (this being the case with Gottwald and Bierut). 
The highest Party and state offices in the satellites were separated and 
the local Stalins were either fired or told to share their power with a 
wider circle of Party colleagues.8 Soviet pressure for show trials of 
"deviationists" and other morbid paraphernalia of Communist state- 
craft of the Stalin era disappeared. For the first time since 1948 the 
satellite regimes enjoyed some power of decision on such issues as the 
pace of collectivization, cultural policies, etc. 

Now, it is easy to see in the new course of I953-i956, which was not 
consistent and uniform insofar as all the European satellites of the USSR 
were concerned, the reflection of internal dissension and uncertainty 
within the Kremlin circle itself. But it is reasonably clear that the new 
policies represented a measure of consensus among the successors of 
Stalin. Just as in internal politics they decided to eliminate the most 
oppressive measures and techniques of Stalin, so in their relations with 
the satellites they tended to substitute the ties of mutual interest and 
ideology for the most stringent aspects of foreign control. In both 
cases, one of the main reasons was ideological. Stalin's techniques, his 
successors held, were partly pathological, partly obsolete in their severity. 
The maximum of control which they obtained did not compensate for 
the sapping of the vital forces of the Communist parties at home and 

8 The satellite Parties were told in 1953-I954 that the office of Secretary-General could 
no longer be combined with that of President or Prime Minister. In Imre Nagy's state- 
ment, which appears well authenticated, he mentions the discussion of Malenkov, 
Molotov, and Khrushchev with the Hungarian leaders in May 1953, which was designed 
among other things to end Rakosi's absolute domination of Hungarian communism: 
"Comrade Khrushchev noted 'the matter involved was that the leadership of the Party 
and the state should not be concentrated in the hands of one man or a few men, this is 
not desirable."' Imre Nagy, On Communism, in Defense of the New Course, New York, 
I957, p. 250. 
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abroad, for the impairing and tarnishing of the attraction of revolu- 
tionary socialism in the uncommitted parts of the world. 
This ideological element was twofold in character. One side of the 

decision was the feeling that the Communist parties in the Soviet 
Union and the Soviet bloc could not be allowed to ossify and to become 
nothing but bodies of bureaucrats and spies driven by compulsion and 
ritualistic obeisances without, in the long run, creating a basic danger 
to the regime. The phrase "contact with the masses" is not used by the 
Communists entirely hypocritically. To give up some degree of control 
in exchange for popularity was deemed to be a reasonable gamble. The 
other side of the ideological element in the new course was the ap- 
parent conviction of the masters of the Kremlin that, when stripped 
of its worst excesses, communism possessed enough historical truth and 
popular attraction to secure the devotion of even those who had suffered 
for years under its "errors." In the immemorial manner of politicians, 
the Soviet leaders assumed that they could have their cake and eat it, 
too; that the fundamental features of internal totalitarianism and es- 
sential control over the satellites could be preserved, and yet the removal 
of the worst abuses would procure them genuine loyalty, would release 
new creative impulses and ideological fervor among the Communists 
at home and abroad.9 In an ideological revival, Stalin's successors 
wanted to anticipate and forestall two great dangers. The first was 
that the gradual erosion of ideology through the continuance of methods 
of the Stalin era would strip the Party entirely of its meaning and its 
esprit de corps. If that happened, the Party, while nominally in existence 
and in power, could in fact be supplanted by another organization, the 
security apparatus or the army. In foreign affairs the prevalence of the 
I948-i952 pattern of relations could lead to the second danger-the 
complete attenuation of ideological ties between the Communist Party 
of the USSR and the foreign Communists, whether in the satellites or 
in other countries. If that were to happen, what of the future relations 
of the USSR with the Communists in China, what of the loyalty of 
other Communists in the eventuality of a clash with the West? Thus 

9While there was general agreement on the over-all character of domestic reforms 
and the shift in foreign tactics, the pace and methods of the modification of Stalinism 
were the subject of considerable maneuvering within the Soviet elite. Thus the fall of 
Beria in the summer of I953 was not unconnected, it is safe to say, with his attempt to 
claim the main credit for the alleged return to "socialist legality" and more liberal na- 
tionality policies. Malenkov's fall from the premiership was expedited by the other 
leaders' alarm over his identification with the policy of increased consumers' goods. 
In addition to administrative and inner-Party intrigues, the struggle for power in the 
USSR has consisted during the last five years in each faction trying to claim credit for 
the more liberal policies-policies on which all of them in principle were agreed. 
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what are, from the perspective of the West, rather intangible theoretical 
categories had for the Soviet leaders concrete ideological meaning 
readily translatable into considerations of power. 

The new course in inter-Communist relations was thus to parallel 
the de-Stalinization at home. But on this count Stalin's successors, as 
they must have ruefully realized by the fall of i956, fell into the very 
error of their dreaded predecessor. It was Stalin who applied without 
any inhibitions the methods he found workable in the USSR in dealing 
with non-Soviet Communists. And the post-Stalin regime, which by 
relaxation of terror reaped the dividends of a certain popularity and 
increased esprit de corps among the Communists and the population 
at large in the USSR, blithely expected the same results from similar 
policies in other Communist states. Stalin could be denounced and his 
regime in which the present rulers had been important figures could 
be revealed as having indulged in wholesale murder and atrocities, 
and yet the totalitarian structure could be preserved and Soviet com- 
munism appear stronger for having acknowledged its errors. It appeared 
equally simple to proclaim Tito as having been unjustly denounced, 
Gomulka mistakenly imprisoned, and Rajk judicially murdered, and 
to expect a growth in the popularity of communism and affection 
toward the USSR in Yugoslavia, Poland, and Hungary. Being intel- 
ligent men, the Soviet leaders must have expected some form of 
shock to result from the revelations and the institution of the new 
course, but having been imprisoned within the Soviet system and within 
their own ideological premises for forty years, they evidently did not 
expect that the shock would take the form of revulsion toward com- 
munism, demoralization of local Communist parties, and even open 
hostility toward the Soviet Union. 

Having decided upon the modification of Stalinist practices, the 
Soviet leaders proceeded boldly. The visit of Khrushchev and Bulganin 
to Belgrade in the spring of I955 was a stroke of diplomacy as startling 
in terms of what had gone before as would be a visit of Eisenhower 
and Dulles to Peking or of Macmillan and Selwyn Lloyd to Cairo! But 
quite apart from the assumed humility of the Soviets towards the man 
and regime they had tried for years to overthrow, and against which 
they had hurled the most fantastic accusations and insults, the visit 
dramatized the importance attached by the Soviet Union to the prin- 
ciple of the ideological unity of the Communist world. Again, being 
realists, the Soviet leaders must have realized that the Communists in 
the satellites would draw their own conclusions from the Soviets bow- 
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ing in effect to the defier of Stalin. A premium would be put upon a 
certain amount of nationalist intransigence, and the Communists of 
Poland or Rumania would no longer be terrified of standing up to their 
Soviet colleagues. But if the Yugoslav gamble worked, what was lost in 
absoluteness of control would be counterbalanced by the growth of 
genuine ideological unity. Soviet Russia could resume the ideological 
and diplomatic offensive in Asia and Africa without a Communist state 
standing as visible proof that the USSR was dominated by imperialist 
rather than ideological motives. To liquidate the Yugoslav defection 
this time through diplomacy became one of the main Soviet objectives, 
and the reasons for it are to be found not only in the "propaganda" 
aspects of Soviet foreign policy but in the need for ideological self-assur- 
ance. An outside observer may have from the beginning foreseen the 
gross psychological error inherent in the method of rapprochement 
with Tito. He may have argued, as undoubtedly some have argued in 
the Politburo, that a more gradual and cautious re-establishment of 
friendly relations with Yugoslavia would have produced less of a shock 
on the satellites (and the same observation applies to the unmasking of 
Stalin by Khrushchev). Yet one is left with some appreciation of the 
boldness of the move and of the new demonstration of the flexibility 
of Soviet policy. The policy initiated by the post-Stalin Presidium had, 
however, this distinguishing characteristic: it freely envisaged the 
abandonment of a certain amount of control-something the old despot 
had been unwilling to do-in the expectation of considerable ideo- 
logical gains. 

Khrushchev and Co., then, took a fairly long-run point of view: the 
Communist bloc would be reconstructed, this time with Yugoslavia as 
a valued member. Day-to-day control of the satellites' affairs would 
be abandoned by the Russians, but their foreign and defense policies 
would be more effectively synchronized with those of the USSR. Their 
internal sovietization would proceed ever so much more intensely and 
healthily, now that it was not being accomplished under extreme 
duress. The new policies would obviate, or at least postpone, a clash 
with the Chinese Communists which would have been unavoidable 
had the old Stalinist policies been rigidly adhered to. The united Com- 
munist bloc would be much more attractive to the new uncommitted 
nations, and Asian and African leftists would not have the dismaying 
example of the Soviet-Yugoslav dispute to dampen their pro-Commu- 
nist inclinations. Finally, within the Soviet Union the fact that the 
Communist states were united and more freely associated on the inter- 
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national scene would help in the ideological reactivation of communism 
in Russia. 

Within two years the main premise of the new Soviet policies was 
exposed as hollow. The tie of ideology did not prove strong enough to 
hold the Communist bloc together and subservient to Russia in the 
absence of more tangible means of control. The return of Yugoslavia 
to the Soviet bloc could not simply obliterate the seven years during 
which the Yugoslav leaders had learned to be independent. For ideo- 
logical and power reasons of his own, Tito was only too glad to arrive 
at a modus vivendi with the Russians. The continued isolation from 
the Communist bloc was slowly undermining the morale of the CPY, 
the main support of his totalitarian regime, as witnessed by the Djilas 
affair. But the Yugoslav Communists could not now settle for what 
they would gladly have taken from Stalin in I948: internal autonomy, 
but in other respects unquestioning adherence to the USSR. This time 
the Yugoslavs were ready to re-enter the Soviet bloc only as representa- 
tives and propagators of the idea of equality of socialist states. The 
Soviet Union as the leading socialist state would still enjoy primacy, 
but each member of the bloc should be granted external and internal 
independence. What was implicit in the Soviet theory of the new course 
the Yugoslavs were eager to make explicit in practice. 
The imperfect reconciliation became an additional disruptive influence 

within the Soviet sphere. The events of October i956 represented a 
serious blow to Soviet policies. Again the policy habit acquired within 
the Soviet context proved almost disarmingly naive when applied to 
another country. It was easy for the Russians to imagine that with the 
worst repression abolished in Poland and the deviant Communists 
rehabilitated, Soviet influence would be made more secure and Polish 
communism would become even more loyal to the USSR. But Gomulka 
was not only readmitted to the Communist Party but was carried to 
power, and the Polish army passed from the control of Soviet officers. 
And finally the events of Hungary demonstrated vividly that not only 
Soviet influence but communism in Eastern Europe rests mainly upon 
force, and that any weakening in the network of Soviet controls and 
terror would not readily be compensated by an enhanced ideological 
solidarity with the Soviet Union. It is not too much to assume that the 
events in Eastern Europe had a certain unsettling effect upon the 
Russian Communists, and that their intellectual and artistic side effects, 
which spilled over the borders of the Soviet Union, went in the opinion 
of the leaders beyond the legitimate and safe limits of liberalization. 
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The balance sheet of the new policy was therefore largely negative. 
But it is instructive to see that the Soviets did not panic at the failure of 
their design. We have no means of knowing what discussions went on 
in Moscow after the Polish and Hungarian events. But it is unlikely 
that the Soviets would have or could have implemented the policy of 
complete return to Stalinism either in their internal affairs or in deal- 
ing with Eastern Europe. The pendulum had swung too far, and the 
decision was taken in the winter of i956-i957 to restore a form of 
balance between the old and the new policies. It was hoped that the 
fortieth anniversary of the October Revolution in I957 would see the 
beginning of a new Communist International to replace the Cominform, 
dissolved in i956 as a relic of the Stalinist era and discredited in its only 
major undertaking: the attempt to undermine and overthrow Tito. 
The Cominform had been organized in the summer of I947 mainly 
to give an international appearance to the Soviet control of the Commu- 
nist parties in power, and thus to obviate the trouble which the Soviets 
already discerned in the Yugoslav situation.'0 Now, in a different atmos- 
phere the new Communist organization, in which various ruling and 
perhaps other Communist parties would associate in apparent equality, 
would again give an international appearance to Soviet guidance. But, 
as we know, the Yugoslav Communists for obvious reasons refused 
to participate in a new Cominform. Their refusal, it seems, was sup- 
ported by the Poles, and thus for the time being no international Com- 
munist agency could be created to "internationalize" Soviet control of 
the satellites' policies. The new method of "domesticating" Tito proved 
no more successful than the previous ones. Furthermore, the carrier of 
the Titoist virus had again been taken into the Communist camp as 
a bona fide member, visiting the satellite capitals and entertaining in 
Yugoslavia delegations of the Polish, Hungarian, and Rumanian 
Communists. 

It is in the light of these developments that the Soviet decision to 
denounce the Yugoslav Communists, in terms considerably milder than 
those of I948, becomes understandable. If in i948 Tito and his group 
were denounced as followers of Bukharin and Vollmar, and then as 
agents of Western imperialism, they are in i958 "revisionists" and 
fence-sitters. Again obscure doctrinal excommunications are pronounced 
by the Soviet Communists to account for the failure to solve their own 
ideological dilemma: how can an international political movement be 
genuinely international and yet be run and controlled by a single state? 

10 Adam B. Ulam, Titoism and the Cominform, Cambridge, Mass., 1952, p. 68. 
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And that problem is but the other side of the internal dilemma: how 
can you have ideological fervor and socialist ean in a totalitarian and 
bureaucratic state? These seemingly intangible theoretical questions 
appear to the Soviet leaders with the increasing urgency of problems 
of power. It is almost pathetic to observe the Soviets attempting to 
develop within the last few years some of the paraphernalia of popular 
government. Stalin never went abroad, with the exception of the war- 
time trip to Teheran. The current leaders travel assiduously, especially 
in the satellite areas. They do not confine themselves, as was the pre- 
I953 pattern, to conferences with high state and Party officials. They 
address themselves to crowds. The visit of Voroshilov to Poland in 
the spring of i958 was an exhibition of the new technique. The aged 
titular head of the USSR visited factories, farms, and Party gatherings. 
He was accompanied by a retinue of dignitaries, including-most 
significantly-high officials of the, Byelorussian, Ukrainian, and Lithu- 
anian parties, who shared in the frantic visiting and speech-making. 
It is unlikely that this search for popularity will lead the Soviets to put 
it to test by removing the more tangible forms of insurance of their 
satellites' loyalty. Veiled threats accompany professions of ideological 
brotherhood, as during Khrushchev's tour of Hungary. But in the 
speeches and activities connected with the satellites there has definitely 
been a new tone since i955: an attempt by the Soviet leaders to convince 
not only others but, one might almost say, themselves that the Commu- 
nist commonwealth of states is based upon ideological ties rather than 
upon force or threats of force. Even the reversal of the new course, the 
stiffened Soviet attitude toward manifestations of satellite "nationalism," 
does not change that tendency basically. 

The problem of working out a feasible pattern of relations between 
the states in the "camp of socialism" is increasingly becoming one of 
the main problems of Soviet policy, and not only of foreign policy. The 
earlier attempted solution-strict subordination by force-has proved 
impractical, and no matter how much is said about the return to 
Stalinism, the situation prior to 1953 simply cannot be reproduced. 
Enough of Marxist historical sophistication remains in the rulers of the 
Kremlin to prevent them from attempting to turn back history. Not 
because of any increased humanitarianism, but because of changed 
conditions, they will try to supplement force with diplomacy and with 
an increased community of interests between themselves and their 
satellites. Much has been said about the "erosion" of Soviet ideology, 
but ideologies and social movements are not eroded by the mere passage 
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of time or the impact of statistics. Nineteenth-century liberalism was 
eroded, and with it much of the influence of the West in other parts 
of the world, largely by the abrasive force of nationalism. Communism 
has up to now managed to turn this abrasive force to its own uses, but 
it has begun to experience its unsettling effect within its own system. 

III 
The example of Soviet policy within the Communist bloc is perhaps 

sufficient to point out the involved nature of the ideological element in 
the policy as a whole. The contribution of the ideology is not simply to 
endow the Soviet rulers with a propensity for violence and conquest. 
Nor is Marxism-Leninism an unsubstantial line of fortifications sepa- 
rating the Soviet Union from the rest of the world, quite ready to 
collapse at repeated trumpetings of the facts of the West's material and 
political stability and peaceful intentions toward the USSR. Soviet 
ideology in the sense discussed here is neither a detailed guide to action 
nor a superficial creed vulnerable to exposure. Quite apart from its 
textual content, belief in this ideology represents the most cohesive force 
in the Soviet system, one which has enabled Communist Party rule 
and the dynamics of industrialization to persist through decades of 
oppression, misrule, and economic suffering. It has been observed that 
Communist ideology now has but little relevance insofar as domestic 
problems of the Soviet Union are concerned. Were the USSR to cease 
being a one-party state equipped with totalitarian paraphernalia, the 
process of industrialization and modernization would go on under the 
aegis of another ideology and another political system. There has been 
no change or reform in the social or economic field in the last six years 
which might not have been effected in the USSR for purely pragmatic 
reasons. If the ideology is to remain demonstrably important to the 
Soviet citizen, and demonstrably correct to the Party members, and the 
perpetuation of the Communist Party rule rests in the long run upon 
these assumptions, then there must be another dimension than the 
domestic one in which Communist ideology does make a difference. 
Successful proselytizing becomes an important factor in the preservation 
of the faith. Foreign successes, the preservation and expansion of collabo- 
ration within the Communist bloc, become important insofar as the 
preservation of the present pattern of communism in the USSR is 
concerned. 

If this hypothesis is correct, then there is little foundation in the hope 
often expressed in the West that the growth and maturity of the USSR 
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as a modern and industrial state will necessarily be reflected in more 
peaceful and less expansive policies. As we have seen, the growing power 
and prosperity of the USSR as a state, even the increased material well- 
being of its citizens, accentuate rather than diminish the ideological 
crisis. This ideological crisis is not, as is often imagined, simply the 
matter of everyday reality of Soviet life not conforming to the precepts 
of Marx and Lenin, but of the existence and growth of social and 
economic forces which impinge upon the foundations of the totalitarian 
system in Russia. At the height of the collectivization struggle, Stalin 
propounded his famous formula, then the rationalization for the ruth- 
less suppression of the peasants, that the closer the goal of socialism the 
sharper becomes the character of the class struggle. This terrible for- 
mula, pronouncing in effect that increased success will necessitate more 
terror, was declared un-Marxist by Stalin's successors." But it unwit- 
tingly contained an important insight; in the measure that the Commu- 
nist movement achieves its objectives, it becomes increasingly difficult 
to preserve the totalitarian system, to continue to exact sacrifices and 
deny basic freedoms and amenities of life. The program of ideological 
revival devised by the despot's successors has aimed at preventing 
communism from "withering away," and thus at preserving the ra- 
tionale of Soviet totalitarianism. An increasingly great part in this 
revival has been played by the renewed missionary character of com- 
munism. Thus the success of communism as a self-proclaimed world- 
wide liberation and peace movement, and as a tenable basis for the 
association of Communist states, becomes increasingly important to the 
continuance of the present form of the Communist regime in the USSR. 

Most studies of Soviet foreign policy imply or state the question: What 
can the West do about it? And in the process of asking this question, we 
very often and unavoidably distort the problem according to our hopes 
or fears, or indulge in a natural irritation because the drift of world 
affairs has not gone according to our plans and expectations. We have 
attempted here to sketch the connection between Soviet ideology, so 
different now and yet descended in many ways from the prototypes of 
Marxism and Leninism, and actual Soviet policies. All that a study of 
this kind can do is to suggest a certain range of problems and charac- 
teristics of Russian policies. It cannot, nor can the most detailed scheme 
of the politics of the USSR, predict or outline the eventuality of either 
a peaceful resolution of the East-West conflict or of its catastrophic 
settlement. Nor is it possible to sketch an "unavoidable" pattern of 

11 See Khrushchev's speech quoted in Current Soviet Policies, 11, op.cit., p. I77. 
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development of Soviet policies either toward a repetition of the Stalinist 
pattern, or toward an erosion of totalitarianism. Very often in our 
analyses we tend to be more deterministic than our antagonists. 

Yet, within a shorter range of time and without attempting to answer 
the really unanswerable and, alas, most important questions, it is pos- 
sible to outline some basic difficulties of the Soviet international position. 
It has been suggested here that the ideological crisis created, paradoxi- 
cally, by the successes of the Communist system impels it to seek a 
justification of the ideology in the international sphere. Thus, and not 
only because of the natural tendency of a totalitarian system, the USSR 
is bent upon ideological and power expansion. Here we encounter one 
of those "inherent contradictions" with which the Marxists upbraid the 
capitalist system, but of which their own offers glittering examples. 
Just as within the Soviet Union the reality of a modernized and indus- 
trialized society clashes with the ideological premises, and the contra- 
diction is encompassed only by the chains of totalitarianism, so within 
the Communist bloc the reality of Soviet domination clashes with the 
ideological premise of the equality of socialist states, and the contradic- 
tion is concealed (imperfectly, as Yugoslavia, Hungary, and Poland 
have demonstrated) only by an enormous preponderance of power, 
which is for the time being on the side of the USSR. Here, then, are 
the Algerias and Cypruses of the Soviet camp, and the proverbial forces 
of history which appear to be working for the Soviets in disrupting 
the liberal world are impinging upon the combination of socialism and 
totalitarianism which is Soviet ideology. 
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