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The decision-making paradigm of the Soviet party-state was defined by the
persistent shortage of qualified manpower that afflicted the RussianTéle traditional
Russian problems of under administration, combined with the unique features of the
Soviet political system, resulted in a dichotomy between practical and id=adlogi
demands. The era of WWII provides a microcosm of pressures facing the Kredlin a
illustrates the cyclical nature of policy formation forced on it by theduexes of the
system.

As the party’s responsibilities expanded into specialized economic andymilitar
areas, political experts increasingly depended on the specializedsiotds. These
trends grew increased drastically during the war. An unexpected conseqtithree
party’s expansion into economic or military professions was the discoverythat c

optation worked both ways and many party members become managers rather than

ideological overseers. Throughout the existential crisis of the systemvattend its



aftermath - the party would find itself in a fundamental conflict over itsitgent
challenged over its role both vis-a-vis the state and its own priorities.

After an abortive attempt by Zhdanov to reverse the wartime trends, a new
paradigm was articulated by the party during the last five yearalfi'S reign. This
resulted in the emergence of a new elite consensus which envisioned the paerges i
and invasive economic actor. This shift in the party’s identity was the price of
maintaining centralized political power and came at the expense of theofocus
ideological purity.

In the long term, however, the diminished role of ideology robbed the party of its
core value system and steadily eroded its legitimizing and self-eimgrgawer. Over
time, the new consensus would undermine the very foundations of the party-state
construct. Yet if the USSR was to survive as a modern, industrialized state, the
accommodation with the technocrats was necessary. The contradictionrbetwee
ideological and pragmatic aims was inherent to the system, and demanded aal event

choice between the long-term health of the state and that of the party.
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Introduction

Thesis and Summary

This dissertation will explore the evolution of the Communist Party through the
years of the Second World War and the end of Stalin’s reign. It will show thatcatets
the party’s policies have stemmed from the necessity of solving a dual priblaiem
afflicted the Russian Imperial state and continued to persist beyond dbbysat of
1917. Specifically, the state grappled with the enduring dilemma of an acuegehofrt
gualified personnel and the poor state of communication and infrastructure combined
with “enormous expanses of impassable terrain, the sparseness of settlesrargence
of major urban centers, and the attendant links among them.”

The same limitations and peculiar aspects of the Russian polity continued into the
era of the Soviet regimes and provided a framework for a number of far-reaching
processes: influx of the ideologically untested members into the party, congurges,
the germination of rivalry between state and party institutions, the ngaafsietying on
the autonomy of local decision makers while maintaining the appearance of @mplet
centralization, and the tendency to ignore institutional integrity in favor of ad hoc
solutions and personalized loyalty. These issues would hardly be unfamiliar to the

Imperial policy makerd.Much of this confusion was underwritten by the fundamental

! Edwards L. Keenan, “Muscovite Political FolkwayR(issian Review5, no. 2 (1986): 129.
2 Elise WirtschafterSocial Identity in Imperial Russi@eKalb: Northern lllinois University Press, 1997),
38-41,169-70.



problem of a steady intrusion of party into the area of direct administration azabgt st
move away from a more removed role of ideological oversight.

This situation severely inhibited the command and control capabilities of the
central organs over the periphery and, to a lesser extent, had a similaortiee
hierarchy of the party organs in the locales themselves. The problem had been
compounded by the Revolution, the Terror, and, later, by World War I, forcing the party
into various compromises that mirrored similar attempts by the Imptatalte square
the circle. The continuity of the party’s core problem forced repeatedEt®f
solutions similar to those tried by the tsars and grand princes, even as tharipiesudif
the new order demanded new modifications to old approaches.

The Soviet state presented a paradoxical combination of what some scholars see
as “archaized” features of the traditional society (such as patrart-ecBevorks and
personalized power structures) with the governing apparatus and ideology that
legitimized itself through an unambiguous claim to being Russia’s path to nmtgdiimoi
was the claim wholly specious, of course. The Soviet regime relied on a dlesvtobls
of the modern state, becoming remarkably proficient in mass mobilizationgaebni
evolving a comprehensive welfare society, utilizing a full spectrum of tooksotial
engineering and political control.

In light of such a seemingly contradictory nature of the construct that cothprise
the Soviet society and the importance of the interaction between the traditidnal a
modern facets of the structure, it would thus be futile to attempt to understand the

processes of the Soviet experiment without engaging its historical prestsc@see first

® Michael David-Fox, “Multiple Modernities vs. Neo-dditionalism: On Recent Debates in Russian and
Soviet History,”Jahrbiicherfiir Geschichte Osteurop&®, no. 4 (2006): 538-542.



chapter of this dissertation traces the evolution of the problem of chronic
underadministration and the solution adopted by the central administration of the realm
Seen as the only social stratum capable of providing the service class needidhe st
machine of the state and administer the provinces, Moscow essentially outsbarced t
expenses of education and inculcation of the administrative elite to the §&hgy.
structure of indoctrination improvised by the Russian service elite, howeled, ok
necessity on the system of its own rules, kin, and connections. This, in turn, increased the
influence of the informal patronage networks and strengthened the persongieed s

of running the state. These patron-client networks developed both horizontally and
vertically, connecting the center to periphery in ways that allowed for matilizof

local resources with a minimum of central effort.

Yet, the downside of such a structure included the enduring tension between the
need of the modernizing state to develop a professionalized bureaucracy andrttie insti
of the service elite for self-preservation. The connected contradiction withstructure
was the unstable nature of the compromise with the attendant tendency for the grovinci
administrators to seek greater autonomy and for the central administoesiearth for a
way to restore and increase its control.

The state remained shackled to a symbiotic relationship with the gentryyheavil
dependent on it to supply the administrative class. The dearth of the managerehalass
the autocracy’s dependence on the gentry in supplying such a cadre wasigayrlthe
latter into a variety of privileges—such as toleration of corruption, or inagpaswer

over the peasants. While the aristocracy also needed the monarchy as tite uitanrker

* Donald Ostrowski, “The Facade of Legitimacy: Exopa of Power and Authority in Early Modern
Russia,”"Comparative Studies in Society and Histédy no. 3, (2002), 542.
® Alfred J. Rieber, “Bureaucratic Politics in Imp&ErRussia,”Social Science Historg, no. 4 (1978): 405.



of systemic stability, the state had few venues to respond to the persisteimtfcear
autonomy by the local administrators apart from the mutually suicidal respbtiselast
resort. The widespread purge of the gentry—such aphiehninaepisode under Ivan
IV—was effective in restoring central control for a while, yet in the lemgntsimply
exacerbated the fundamental problem of lacking adequate numbers for the aalmmmist
cadre®

It also provides a context for the impact of the changing political environment on
these persistent factors of Russian history. The bedrock of the strategy ewollied b
Grand Princes of Moscow and the imperial bureaucracy consisted of reaching a
compromise with the gentry and creation of the service state. Yet the substdrece of
political system, personal role of the ruler, and social circumstancesainlgvit
differentiated the various phases of the relationship between the regime alite the e
this respect the overarching thesis of this work is at odds with the overtly degtianini
structure presented by Richard Hellie in “The Structure of Modern RussitomHis
Toward a Dynamic Model.” Hellie posited that three service class remaudf the
Muscovite, Imperial, and Soviet period occurred in an environment defined by essential
similarities of the hyperdeveloped state, suppressed individualism, thenlemig
ideologies and the role of violence. Ivan lll, Peter I, and V. I. Lenin are thnseéas
representatives of the “eras remarkably different from each anotherthemrtase
readjustments and transition points in a common, continuous historical development.”

Although the historical evolution of Russian society was framed by the endaciogst

® B. N. ShaptalovRossiia v poiskakh effektivno@tloscow, 2003), 106.
" Richard Hellie, “The Structure of Modern Russiaistbry: Toward a Dynamic ModelRussian History
4,no. 1 (1977): 22.



that elicited a range of similar responses from the successive govergimgs, there
were significant differences as well.

As one commentator remarked, Hellie’s rubric leaves many questions
unanswered.
“Should three “service classes” be subsumed under the same category, simpbebec
they received their commands and support from the state? The middle servicé ttlass
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was a warrior class supported largely tigraindi
land grants. Thdvorianstvoof the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was a propertied
class with rudimentary personal rights, whose ethos by the middle of the nineteent
century was no longer a simply service ethos. The political and manageriaseaadd
the Soviet Union serve as technocrats and bureaucrats working to advance an industrial
state. . . . A more thorough development of Hellie’s sociological analysis of the three
elites would be a valuable contribution to our understanding of Russian social change and
institutions.”®

The continuity of the historical process is an important factor within the
framework of understanding the Soviet Russia, yet it would be perilous indeed to ignore
the very real differences prompted by the divergent social, cultural, andatuel
environments that defined each phase of the continuum. The preceding eras, of course,
influenced the conditions that would come after, yet the systems were not iij@tica
was the later regime a predetermined tragedy, as Hellie contends.

Pre-Petrine Russia was thus, for example, much more dependent on the
compromise between the service gentry and the tsars, while the post-referrvgtde

still dealing with a flawed system and handicapped by its traditionaltdefeecnade

8 Richard Wortman, “Remarks on the Service Staterpmetation,"Russian History, no. 1 (1977): 40-41.



considerable progress toward resolving them. Much as the service &ite easy
generalization, so did the concept of the state also changed over time, adapting (a
influencing) the evolution of Russian political structure. As the Muscovy began to
organize itself as a political entity, it was inevitable that an admiti&rapparatus
centered on the dynasty and concerned with foreign policy of the country as well as the
internal affairs would emerge. Yet the personalized nature of the powtwsreltaps of

the governing class could not help but define the character of the central orgarteeThus
weakness of the institutional structure forced the pre-Petrine monarstycture the
‘state’ as simply another patron-client network, organized primaolyral personal

loyalty centered on the personage of a Tsar. Essentially, much as wasehe Europe,

the early state was simply an expanded version of the royal hougehold.

Yet belying simple categorization, the Muscovite apparatus also contained the
elements of bureaucratization that co-existed with the patriarchalidradisystem of
power’® That tendency steadily increased as the monarchy increasingly turned toevar
West and began importing foreign experts and their ideas — this trend waslgspeci
visible in the military reforms undertaken by the monarttReter’s “revolution’ was, in
that respect, a continuation of a certain trends already present within harRus
approach to governance. Yet, as was true for his predecessors, he too lackditigmd suf
resources (specifically the social reserve capable of staffengameralist bureaucracy of

his dreams) to fully professionalize the apparatus. Moreover, the very nathee of t

° Geoffrey A. HoskingRussian and the Russians: A Hist¢@ambridge: Harvard University Press, 2001),
88.

1% Charles J. Halperin, Russia and the Golden Hartle:Mongol Impact on Medieval Russian History
(Bloomigton: Indiana University Press, 1985), 9ma Kotilaine and Marchall Poe, edggdernizing
Muscovy: Reform and Social Change in Seventeenttu€eRussiglLondon: Routlege, 2004), 57, 78.

M paul DukesThe Making of Russian Absolutism, 1613-1@8aindon: Longman, 1990), 48.



reforms from above, as Alfred Rieber ably argued, forced Peter and hisssusdesely
on the personalized, autocratic methods of rule that weakened the very drive for
professionalization and rationalism that they purstéed.

As Marc Raeff and Hughes both point out, in his attempts to implement the
reforms he was beset by lack of qualified personnel forcing to rely on aecoftasrmilar-
thinking individuals with personal loyalty to Peter rather than the sySt@hus, in
effect, contributing to the continuation of the personalized rather than profesysteah s
of patronage that pervaded the Russian system and against which his reforaisnedre
Peter’s tendency to breach self-imposed limitations on his authority, i.ectoggrmom
the power of the Senate matters by taking direct control over matteragidezed most
important, also contributed to what Marshall Poe refers to as the Krizhanich paradox
(named after lurii Krizhanich, a 17th century political theorist) - in ordecatch the
West’ Russia had to limit autocracy and institute a rule based on law andnget if t
necessary reforms were to be instituted the autocracy had to break the coestarads
and thus remained uncurtail&tThe autocrat was unwilling to accept any threats to his
authority - thus the reforms remained incomplete, albeit far-reaching.

As the result the two tendencies (personalized and bureaucratized approaches t
governance) continued to coexist within the Russian system, competing and

complementing each other at various junctdréghe tension was exhibited with

12 Alfred J. Rieber. "The Reforming Tradition in RizssHistory," in Alfred J. Rieber and Alvin Z.
Rubinstein, edsRerestroika at the Crossroaddrmonk: M. E. Sharpe, 1991), 3-28.

Marc Raeff,Understanding Imperial Russia: State and SociethéOldRegime (New York, Columbia
University Press, 1984), 65; Lindsey HugHeassia in the Age of Peter the Grélabndon: Yale
University Press, 1998), 113.

4 Marshall T. Poe, ™A People Born to Slavery': Raissn Early Modern European Ethnography, 1476-
1748 (New York: Cornell University Press, 2000)818

5 Richard G. Robbins, Jr., “The Limits of Professitiration: Russian Governors at the Beginning ef th
Twentieth Century,” irRussia’s Missing Middle Class: The Professionstisdfan Historyed. Harley D.



increasing clarity as the value of one’s pedigree was increasindlgrded by the
emerging meritocratic principles. The uneasy relationship between Rusdikes,
foreign mercenaries and the crown reflected the changing paradigre.same issue
would arise in a more articulated (and consequential) form in the closing det#des
19" century as the gentry locked horns with the Imperial bureautfacy.

Yet the situation was hardly unique, resembling the modernization dilemma that
faced most of the European states throughout their periods of transition. Most such
processes resulted in the eventual growth and strengthening of the profesesional
bureaucracy that would eventually subsume the traditional patterns of elt&fsao
Similarly, the Russian state also appeared well on its way toward solvindetmendi by
the 19" century. The foundation established by Peter’s reforms was steadilyagéabor
upon by his successors and, especially in the wake of the Great Reforms, wasigeginni
to bear fruit:®

The advent of the October Revolution, however, proved to be a decisively far-
reaching redefinition of the extant socio-political structure. The probdémsgolving the
social stratum necessary to staff the modern state were substaxsdbrbated by the
demands that the new political “ideocracy” placed on society. This new factor was
largely unprecedented, its reach and impact on the socio-political dynamitdedgy
parallels with traditional patterns of Russian history. Thus, for examgiteugh the

tension between the meritocracy and genealogy can be seen as one of therpriecurs

Balzer (London: M. E. Sharpe, 1996), 251-252; MDBIbilov, “Rozhdenie imperatorskikh reshenii:
monarch, sovetnik i ‘vysochaishaia volia’ v RosdK v,” in Istoricheskie zapisled. B. V. Anan’ich
(Moscow, 2006), 5-48.

' Brenda Meehan-WaterButocracy and Aristocracy: The Russian ServiceeEift1730(New Brunswick:
Rutgers University Press, 1982), 9-10.

" Roberta T. Manning, The Crisis of the Old OrdeRimssia: Gentry and Government (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1982), 43-44.

'8 Malia, 59.



the Pragmatist/ldeologue dynamic, it would be dangerous to draw deepkigpara
between the two.

The new Soviet service elite was not simply subject to the dual burden of proving
its proficiency in strictly professional capacity, but was also obligatstLtly and
internalize ideological creed of the party-state. As the numbers of thesagceadre
remained limited this increase in educational range inevitably forced oongas and
prioritization. Furthermore, the party-state was made unique by its thoroughlynsoder
aspirations; modernity, at least, the way it was understood by the party. Aquidirey
feature of that vision was an ever-increasing reach of the state and itd owatrevery
scope of social system. The Soviet Project, based on the commitment to planned
economy, created unprecedented additional pressure on the state and bureaucracy in the
Soviet period, requiring placement of dramatic burdens on the service bétgoal of
the egalitarian, communal, socialist society was thus ever another ergoerbating
and redefining the perennial Russian dilemmas, while delimiting the rangeaipti
available for their resolution.

Thus the cyclical nature of this dialogue between the center and the peripher
(and between the state and the service class) was reinforced by thereraarigthe
Communist Party-State. The Revolution exacerbated the shortage of duaifs®nnel
by doubling the educational burden of the administrative elite. Technical isgpess
no longer sufficient without equal proficiency in the ideological tenets of iStarx
Leninism.

The old problems of the Imperial state would be recast within the conflict

between the party factions of the Reds and the Experts. The Soviet apparatus would



continually vacillate between gravitating toward the pragmatic routeltbfating

technical expertise and devolving local autonomy onto the provincial party bosses and the
alternative route of insisting on the primacy of ideology and usually attendant
uncompromising central control. This problem would grow with time as the party

steadily changed its demographic composition and lost its quest to maintain its
proletarian identity. The influx of the white collar professionals (the newustra

providing the administrative expertise) redefined the identity of the partlyeasew

members engaged in a dialogue with the center that paralleled that of tlyeagenie

Imperial state”?

The state would also retain the fundamental range of responses to the dilemma
developed by the tsarist state. These ranged from accommodation with thetsattiai
capable of producing the service elite with privileges/autonomy tradelgef@rovision
of educated cadres, the attempts to enlarge it and thus dilute its power, and periodic
resorts to outright violence against it in order to maintain control. The cytliodli
essentially the same initiatives being applied, discarded, and applied agaire-pasty-
state grappled with the fundamental flaws in the system—would continue throughout the
first decades of the USSR. This tendency would be tremendously exacerbdted by t
unprecedented stress of World War II.

The second chapter engages a rather paradoxically overlooked period in the
history of the Soviet Communist Party. The first two years of the Gegabftc War
created a dual effect that incentivized the militarization of the partyhencthewed

focus on pragmatic results. Despite its cataclysmic nature, the war did notepeoduc

¥Vera S. Dunhanin Stalin’s Time: Middleclass Values in Soviet kint(Durham: Duke University
Press, 1990), 4.
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fundamentally new situation, yet the scale of the events strengthened a numdrsatf t
already extant within the structure.

Many of these events occurred within the relatively short period from 1941 to
1942%° The magnitude of losses on the battlefield combined with the ironic efficiency of
the party’s system of mobilizing its civilian cadres for frontline servéseilted in the
practical destruction of the prewar political class. The replacementd Wweurawn with
much less oversight and ideological review. Concurrently the center was forced to
indulge the provincial party organizations in increased autonomy in return for the
practical economic resulfs.

Yet, as was the case during the previous cycles, the pendulum had to swing back
eventually. The Communist Party leadership remained aware that the fundaoetraé
their legitimacy (and self-identity) drew its strength from its edehe guarantor and
guardian of the theoretical purity—both of itself and of the society as the whole. The
third chapter examines the pivotal year of the war. During 1943—as the ealdteeiat
that the German onslaught presented to the Soviet system began to recede—the center
instituted a shift in policy?

Throughout the year, as the battlefield successes steadily buttressed the
confidence of the regime, the party began to reorient itself toward the preayafgn
elite body of ideological experts. The wartime relaxations in the agmipsotocols

were quickly revoked and the primacy of Marxism-Leninism as the necessary

2N. A. Kirsanov,Partinye mobilizatsii na front v gody Velikoi Otestvennoi voingMoscow:
Izdatel'stvo Moskovskgo Universiteta, 1970), 58-59.

2L G. V. EliseevpPrifrontavaia Kandalaksha: vospominaniia sekretagiarkoma partii(Murmansk:
Murmanskoe knizhnoe izdatelstvo, 1985), 67.

22 Bruce Franklin, ed The Essential Stalin: Major Theoretical Writing©05-52(New York: Anchor
Books, 1972), 394-98.
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precondition for practical success was reinforced. The reforms entalkdtarstial
revision of the party structure of the civilian political apparatus as wélleasareful re-
establishment of the authority and prestige of the party over the expertoéficbe
corps within the military.

The growth of the army, however, necessitated a continuing transfer of the
Communist cadres into the army ranks. This process both exacerbated the shanage of t
qualified administrative personnel within the unoccupied/liberated tergtand created
a situation where more than half of the party members were undef*aFivesimpact of
having the new generation of Communists being inducted and indoctrinated within the
wartime condition and under military discipline would transcend the conflict amedef
the character of the party for a generation to come.

The fourth chapter examines the closing years of the war and the immediate
postwar situation, tracing the continuing efforts of the center to “re-Bolstietvie party.
This effort—combined with a receding threat—provoked an escalation of the factional
rivalry between the pragmatists/technocrats of G. M. Malenkov’s wing of thegrait
A. A. Zhdanov's ideologues (the essence of that division forming a vital part of this
dissertation in and of itself and addressed throughout). The closing of the desade wa
characterized by yet another turn of the wheel, a seeming repetition cdhetal
pattern as the ideologues achieved the paramount position within the party ptihcy se
organs. The pragmatists appeared to have lost the pre-eminent position they enjoyed

throughout the war and the party undertook a concerted effort to implement a wide-

2|, P. PetrovPartiinoe stroitel'stvo v sovetskoi armii i flofiloscow: Voennoe Izdatelstvo Ministerstva
Oborony SSSR, 1964), 393.
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ranging slate of reforms outlined and signaled in 1943 even as it undertook the gigantic
task of transferring the soldier communists into civilian4ffe.

Yet the changes that took place during the conflict redefined the underlying
fundamentals of the system. Thus Zhdanov’s ambitious attempts to overhaul the politica
education system in synchrony with a purging of the party of the unqualified cadres
the restoration of the central control over the provincial organizations methatidasing
problems?> Despite achieving control of the Kremlin, the ideologues were not able to
transform that authority into a tangible rollback of the changes that occuroedtbut
the previous four years. The implementation of their policy repeatedly fouholertte
new realities of the society and the party shaped by the wartime comgsoBysthe
time of Zhdanov’s death, the new cycle was already beginning as the technocket
Malenkov returned to powé?.

The fifth chapter traces the establishment of the new equilibrium achieteel i
last four years of Stalin’s rule. By examining the return of Malenkov to powser it
possible to deconstruct the new compromise negotiated between the party and the
technocrats. On the one hand, the change in leadership was inaugurated by a campaign of
terror with the Leningrad and Gosplan Affairs underwriting a thorough purge of the
Zhdanovite cohorts from many of the leadership positio@n the other hand the

pragmatist faction found that although substantially weakened, the ideolegussed

24 Mark Edele A “Generation of Victors?”: Soviet Second World Weégterans From Demobilization to
Organization 1941-195@h.D. diss., University of Chicago, 2004), 108-10

% Kees BoterbloeniTheLife and Times of Andrei Zhdanov, 1896—184éndon: McGill-Queen’s
University Press, 2004), 340-41.

% Robert ConquesBower and Policy in the USSR: The Struggle foriSgBuccession 1945-196Rew
York: Harper Torchbooks, 1967), 93.

27V, E. Demidov and V. A. Kutuzow,eningradskoe del(Leningrad: Lenizdat, 1990), 60—-61.
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an integral part of the party-state’s philosophical and political &frélye new balance

was built on the recognition of common ground between the two wings of the party. Thus

the pragmatists were no less interested than their rivals in maintainiogntnalized

political authority over the periphefy.Yet, in the wake of the failure of the Zhdanovite

reforms and the purges, the ideologues were—under Khrushchev's leadership-dorce

concede ground to the technocrats, the managers, and the white collar pro&e¥sional
The latter were assured of their place as the partners of the party withitirige

elite rather than barely trusted servants. The new equilibrium was etabarat codified

by the Nineteenth Party Congress, held in 1¥5he balance remained uneasy and

fragile, and the system would continue to be characterized by the traditioles of/

Red-Expert struggl& Yet the events of the war strengthened the impetus inherent in the

structure moving it off the dead center and beginning the steady process of hotlatving

the ideological foundation of the party-state.

Ideologues and Pragmatists

Examination of the party’s attempts to adapt to the changing environment of the
conflict and the first postwar decade inevitably make central the so-Eadtkslvs.
Experts dichotomy. With its roots in the turbulent decade of the 1920s, the process

originated with the attempts by the party to reach an accommodation with tissargce

28 Dmitrii Shepilov, The Kremlin's Scholar: A Memoir of Soviet Politizeder Stalin and Khrushchéew
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2007), 196-97.

% Elena ZubkovaRussia after the War: Hopes, lllusions, and Disappoents, 1945-195(New York:

M. E. Sharpe, 1998), 144.

30 John ArmstrongThe Politics of Totalitarianism: The Communist Beof the Soviet Union from 1934 to
the PresenfNew York: Random House, 1961), 230.

31 Uri Ra’anan, ed Flawed Succession: Russia’s Power Transfer Criblesv York: Lexington Books,
2006), 12.

32 carl A. LindenKhrushchev and the Soviet Leaders{Bpltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
1990), 222-23.
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but distrusted nonparty experts. The Soviet state undertook a number of initiativey as
tried to enlarge the pool of recruits through wide-scale promotiggdizhentsynd
various ideologically-tested experts, be they Red Directors or Red Prgfegsbthese
policies were soon demonstrated as inadequate, necessitating a senmeproftises—
the first thaw articulated during NEP (New Economic Policy), then again ingke of

the Great Break. The latter, starting with the Shakhty Trial of 1928, enatipguine of
the earliest moments of triumph of the party fundamentalists, reactintgstties dilution

of revolutionary purity by pragmatism and compromise. Yet, as the industiiizat
continued, the compromise had to be reached yet again, now primarily (although, of
course, not completely) based on co-optation of the bourgeois experts into the party, as
well as the formation of the “red specialists.”

The attempt to analyze the Soviet political landscape through the lenses of
interparty division between the “true believers” committed to the dogma of aiva g
Leninist theory and the practical results-oriented administratorsibag @edigree. The
most comprehensive examination of the issue in the recent years was offBaddy
Priestland’sStalinism and the Politics of Mobilization: Ideas, Power, and Terror in Inter-
War RussiaHis extrapolation traces the divisions within the party to the root cause of the
original contradictions inherent in Karl Marx’s conception. The difficulty obreiling
collectivism and modernity ensured an enduring conflict between what Rrieddéines

astechnicistsandthe populist revivalist3*

3 Michael David-FoxRevolution of the Mind: Higher Learning Among ttedBeviks, 1918-1929
(London: Cornell University Press, 1997), 13-15.

% David PriestlandStalinism and the Politics of Mobilization: Ide&gwer, and Terror in Inter-War
Russia New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 37.
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Within the specific context of the Russian Communists, the tension was enshrined
at the very conception. The schism of the Russian Social Democrat Labor Party,
precipitated by V. I. Lenin’s “What Is to Be Done” essay, occurred at tben8dParty
Congress in 1903. The principal theoretical issue of contention was the disagreement
between Lenin and Julius Martov on the issue of party composition and the admonition
by Lenin that “the guardians of theoretical purity must defend the theansatse
constant pressure of trade unionist practice and also against intellectealalack of
discipline, and love of pointless discussion characteristic of the intelligértsiaving
been unsuccessful in persuading the majority of the Social Democrats of thsityeufe
limiting the membership to the professional revolutionaries, fully devoted toutthe it
Marxism and party organization, Lenin led the split that created VKP (b)—tHdndin
Communist Party (Bolsheviks).

Yet this purity of purpose proved unable to survive the success. In the wake of the
Revolution and the Civil War, Lenin was forced to deal with the reality thatahnty
increasingly grew more reminiscent of the concept once championed by Maditbisa
Mensheviks. It became impossible to keep in place the original restrictions, and the
multitude of opportunists and the experts necessary for the