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maneuver to isolate again his Presidium opposition, In the June 1955 

plenum he removed Molotov from the control of foreign affairs and 

scheduled a 20th Congress for February 1956. He strengthened his 

position in the Secretariat with the addition of Shepilov, Aristov., and 

Belyaev. In preparation for the forthCOming Congress he stepped up 

the replacement of provincial first secretaries with his own nominees. 

He appeared to be trying to split his Presidium opposition into several 

groups on various issues. 
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The issue of de-Stalinization, which had troubled each of the 

lieutenants in their personal strategies, was to come to a head in the 

20th Congress. After vacillating for nearly 3 years a collective decis­

ion to dovmgrade Stalin appears to have been made in January of 1956. 

The preCise form of the program probably had not been determined by 

the time the 20th Congress met. 

Khrushchev, still not in f1lll. control of the apparat, had not been 

able to secure a majority in the Presidium decisive enough to destroy 

his rivals, despite the promotion of his associates, Kirichenko and 

Suslov. 49 Khrushchev's intention in the 20th Congress was probably 

to secure a Presidium more favorable to the development of his plans. 

II We can assume that anyone in Khrushchev's position -is compelled by 

the logic of his position to strive for such· a result. 1150 The opposite 

is also true . Those, such as Mikoyan, not competing for full power, 
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must work tirelessly to provide counterweights. A balance between 

con..fJ.icting forces requires constant maneuver by all concerned in a 

collective leadership. The system is not self-regulating and crises 

come often as the collegium becomes successively less collective 
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with the majority made up increasingly of the satraps of the ultimate 

winner. Going into the 20th Congress Khrushchev seemed, while 

winning majorities for his policy issues, always to be opposed by a 

majority (made up of his enemies and those disposed to give his policies 

a trial) on the matter of a decisive purge of his opposition. 

The 20th Congress gave evidence of a dramatic struggle, probably 

fought within the Presidium, on the nature and extent of the de-stalin­

ization campaign. With Mikoyan leading the attack, Khrushchev put 

together, apparently hastily, a compromise platform, delivered in his 

famous Secret Speech, which Vlon a majority of the Presidium and gave 

him a base for further attack against Malenkov, Molotov, and Kaganovich 

who were closely associated with stalin's crimes. The achievement of 

this majority was probably facilitated by even those opposed to the 

platform who were unwilling to face the alternative of jeopardizing the 

entire ruling group through a factional appeal to the Central Committee 

of the Congress. They may also have been influenced because 

Khrushchev's violent attack on stalin served to slow his own climb to 

the status of one-man rule. 51 
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Khrushchev made gains in the new Central Committee submitted 

to the Congress for approval. 

Following this Congress a new Party organ, the Bureau for the 

RSFSR, was created, headed by Khrushchev and composed entirely 

of his associates. In effect it interposed over the Russian "Republic" 

one more Khrushchev organ between the Party Secretariat and a large 

part of the Central Committee . 

After the 20th Congress, a r enewed attack on the personality 

cult resulted in a new liberal line in the cultural field, led by Shepilov, 

and liberalization in the satellites. Initially Khrushchev and his allies 

seemed to be strengthened; Molotov and Kaganovich lost key posts in 

June 1956. 

We have seen that Khrushchev's opposition was returned to power 

in September and October 1956 by a policy issue more important than 

institutional considerations-i. e., the imminent collapse of Khrushchev's 

eastern European policies. Molotov, returning to the Ministry of State 

Control, achieved a strong position from which to harass Khrushchev's 

operations and he moved to produce a harder line by his supervision , 

of cultural affairs. There was a moderate swing to restore stalin's : 
.: 

. status. The December 1956 plenum, citing the failure of Khrushchev's 

Sixth Five-Year Plan, countered Khrushchev's previous efforts at ,i 

, ! 

I 
" 
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economic decentralization by making GosekOlwmkomissiya (The 

Economic Operations Bureau) so powerful that only the Presidium 

could overrule it. Malenkov again moved up in status in the govern­

ment. 52 

In the February 1957 "p12num, Khrushchev countered. Ther e 

was less criticism of the economic program of the 20th Congress; 

there was praise of the "Virgin Lands" project and of the emphasis 

on heavy industry. Gosekonomkomissiya's role was to be deempha-
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sized. Kozlov became a candidate member of the P-..-esidium. Shepllov 

replaced Molotov in the super"vision of cultural affairs. These were 

the first steps in Khrushchev's effort to break the December-January 

deadlock. The second was a great campaign to decentralize the 

economic bureaucracy to break its power. A rag'.Jlg controversy en-

sued. In May 1957 Khrushchev forced his economic plan through the 

Supreme Soviet with no mernber of the Presidium speaking for it other 

than his picked associates. Simultaneously during this period a moderate 

cult of personality campaign went on for Khrushchev. Perhaps the 

economic reorganization itselZ, or perhaps the strong-arm methods 

of forcing it through, brought Khrushchev once more up against a 

Presidial majority. The leadership locked in a decis ive struggle. 

The " Anti-Party Group" majority appar ently feared a Khrushchev 

coup at this time. The P-..-esidium went into session on June 18 for 

. , 
/i 
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a convulsive battle lasting until a plenum of the Central Committee, 

hastily convened, began on June 22, 1957. Subsequent events have 

confirmed that Molotov, Malenkov, Kaganovich, Bulganin, Pervukhin, 

Shepilov, Saburov, and Voroshilov, eight of the eleven members of 

the Presidium, initially opposed Khrushchev. But Khrushchev held 

out. Whether by threat to invoke the police under his associate, Serov, 

. or the Army whose spokesman, Zhukov, was clearly with him; or 

whether, more subtly, by preventing the press or radio from printing 

the Presidium decision; or whether by invoking the right of the Central 

Committee to overrule the Presidium; Khrushchev forced the more 

vacillating members of the "Anti-Party Group" to shift back to him. 

True majority rule in the Presidium ended. Molotov, Malenkov, 

Kaganovich, and Shepilov were removed from the Presidium and de­

nounced. 53 

Despite the many charges laid against the group, they were not 

brought to trial. Possibly even after the June 1957 plenum there re­

mained a majority of the Presidium unwilling to permit Khrushchev 

to carry revenge to an extreme. 

Thus, the final, nearly victorious thrust of the economic 

bureaucracy was defeated . 
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Chapter ill 

The Final Consolidation: Intra-Party Maneuvers, 1957-1961 

As reported in detail in Chapter II, four months after his Anti­

Party victory in June 1957, Khrushchev removed Zhukov and restored 

political control over the Army. This eliminated the last of the insti­

tutional threats to the Party. Twenty years after Stalin had seized 

absolute power Khrushchev restored the Party machine to hegemony 

over Soviet society. 54 Yet the events of the subsequent four years 

now require analysis in order to provide a better understanding of the 

earlier portion of the struggle and to evaluate the present s tatus of 

the regime. These last four years have witnessed a step-by- step 

strategy on the part of Khrushchev, interpreted by one school of 

thought as eliminating the restraints placed upon him by the compro­

mise victory over the "Anti-Party Group" and by another as improv­

ing the personal flavor and efficiency of his regime. The disagree­

ment of analysts relates to the deq-ree to which these moves portended 

Khrushchev's personal power within the reestablished dictatorship of 

the Party. The "weak Khrushchev" school believes, for example , 

that the increases in the size and power of the Secretariat in 1957 

(in which all but one of the full Presidial members ser\Ted on the 

Secretariat) were to support Khrushchev as against the "Anti-Party 
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Group" 55, because at that time his interests and those of the apparat­

chiks not truly dependent on him were identical vis a vis their rivals 

in State and Army. The" strong Khrushchev" school of expert opinion 

holds that Khrushchev was clearly a dictatorial leader with control 

over the flow of personnel, at that time. Both schools agree that 

Khrushchev's efforts to get a blood purge have met resistance (in 1958, 

1959, and 1961) but to the "strong" group this merely means that there 

are limits to the power of a dictator who rules without ten'or whereas 

to the "wea...1t" school this is confirmation that Khrushchev is forced by 

the logic of his position to conduct a struggle to eliminate all who are 

not fully beholden to him. And thus, in what is parha.ps the major 

power issue, he does not have a majority . Thl:! "weak" school visual­

izes Khrushchev as having to take his recalcitrant Presidium to six 

different Central Committee plenums in 1958 to ,'lin support on major 

policies - i. e., agriculture, industrial decGntralization, thG new 

Economic Plan, and the 'lillti -Pa..""i:y Group" issues. In similar vein, 

this school sees the 21st Cong-ress of January 1959 as having been 

carefully delimited to a "Special" status (and therefore legally estopped 

from electL'1g a new Central Comnuttee) to prevGnt Khrushchev from 

presenting a new slate of more malleable Presidium !IJ.embers to a 

Khrushchev-dominated Central Committee. An extension of this 

reasoning postulates that a balance of members in the Central 
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Committee, last elected in the 1956 - 20th Congress, was thus main-

tained until the October 1961 - 22nd Congress as a potential majority 

against Khrushchev should his policies have become too dictatorial. 56 

The "weak" school visualized Khrushchev as having to extricate 

himself in 1959 from potential domestic trouble by ousting lieutenants 

responsible, under him, for certain policies . There were purges in 

several republics for insufficient resistance to nationalist tendencies 

in politics and culture. The "Virgin Lands" project in Kazakhstan was 

a failure again that year; Belyaev, First Secretary of the Party in 

Kazakhstan, and a Presidium member, was purged. 57 Kirichenko, 

who, as Khrushchev's senior lieutenant, had. been in charge of selection 

of cadres through his Party Organs Department, was purged. The 

"weak" school considered this to be Khrushchev's tactic to avoid 

pressures against himself for a too liberal attitude toward national 

elements within the republics. 58 The" strong" s":1001 visualizes all 

of these purges as non-terroristic versions of the purges Stalin used 

to · conduct to maintain his reputation for infallibility when his lieuten-

ants failed and believed that Khrushchev was clearly dominant at the 

59 21st Congress . 

In the May a,1d July plenums of 1960, Khrushchev formalized 

the demotion of his sacrificed lieutenants, retired Voroshilov, 60 

and began the replacement of new blood in all four power institutions 

-, 
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starting with the lower echelons. KosygIn, Podgorny, and Polyansky 

were promoted to full Presidium membership. 61 The latter two are 

treated by both schools as true Khrushchev disciples. F. Kozlov 

joined the Secretariat where he rapidly became the acknowledged senior 

lieutenant. 62 

As a result of the 1960 changes the majority of the seats in the 

Presidium were no longer held by the Secretariat, but by Khrushchev 

and three completely separate groupings of his subordinates: four from 

the Secretariat, two members and two candidates from the RSFSR 

Bureau and four from the government. This represented a total of at 

least eleven of the fifteen full Presidium members . 63 Although the 

"weak" school believed that this organization did not increase Khrushchev's 

power at that time 64 , the" strong" school held that the Presidium has 

not had great significance since the 1957 consolidation of the dictator-

ship. To this writer the reorganization appears to be a possible major 

effort by Khrusbc;,:ev to build a base of personal support within the state 

bureaucracy equivalent to that he had by then achieved in the central 

Party and RSFSR Bureau organizations. 

The summit meeting with its interrelated U2 episode and the 

polemical battle with the Chinese Communists, both in 1960, apparently 

caused a critical review within top Soviet organs. There is once again 

widespread disagreement among experts concerning the extent, if any, 
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to which Khrushchev's power was reduced before and alter these events. 65 

The "strong" school holds that the Soviet political machinations of this 

period were again merely the response of an unchallenged leader, "not 

in danger of being overthrown or put in tutelage by a majority of the 

Presidium" 66, but merely taking" account of the weight of social forces 

and movement of opinion in the leading strata of society upon which his 

power ·is based. ,,67 The "weak" school sees Khrushchev seriously 

checkmated by a Presidial majority, maneuvering sweepingly to save 

himself at the price of temporarily downgrading his long-time ally, 

Mikoyan. 68 

The final set piece in the intl'<l-Party phase of the consolidation, 

at the time of completion of this research, is the 22nd Congress, held 

in Moscow in October 1861. With regard to the power aspects this 

Congress must be analyzed in two a.~·83.S: personnel and organizational 

changes in the top bodies; and the major factional and planning issues 

taken up by the Congress." Again in both categories the evidence is 

controversial. 

Ap~:md1x I illustrates the personnel and organizational changes: 

The Presidium was reduced from 14 to 11 full members by the elim­

ination of i'..ristov, Furtseva, Ignatov, and Mukhitdinov! and by the 

addition of Voronev. Its Candidature was reduced from 9 to 5 by the 

elimination of Kalnberzin, Kirilenko, Korotc.henko, Pervukhin, and 
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Pospelov, by Voronev's promotion out of the body, and by the addition 

of Rashidov and Shcherbitsky. The Secretariat was increased, this 

time from 5 to 9 by the elimination of Mukhitdinov and the addition of 

Demichev, nichev, Ponomarev, Shelepin, and Spiridonov. 

On 1 December 1961, the writer, after study of the speeches 

given before the Congress and the voluminous press reports, wrote 

a letter expressing his tentative conclusions to one expert member 

of each of the two schools on Khrushchev's status. These letters, to­

gether with the replies from the two experts , have been reproduced 

in ApPendix n. Mr. Myron Rush postulates that the personnel changes 

of the Congress are fully sponsored by Khrushchev. Mr. Robert 

Conquest, on the other hand, considers that only 3 full members of 

the Presidium (Brezhnev, Podgorny, and Polyansh-y) and 3 ca.'1.didates 

(Grishin, Mzhavanadze, and Shcherbitski) owe their careers entirely 

to his sponsorship. He further categorizes as indenendents the only 

3 individuals besides Khrushchev Vlho are members of both Presidium 

and Secretariat (Kozlov, Suslov, and Kuusinen) . Moreover, among 
> 

the new junior members of the Secretariat he assigns only Demichev 

fully to Khrushchev's camp although he finds that Ponomarev, 

Spiridonov, and Shelepin "have been speaking and act~g to a Khrushchev 

brief over recent years 1169. My own research of all sources confirms 

to my satisfaction that these 3 new lieutenants' are all products of 
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Khrushchev's empire. Moreover, on the same basis it seems neces­

sary to add Voronev, the sole addition to full Presidial membership, 

and llichev, of the Secretariat, to Khrushchev's known satraps. There­

fore, with these additions to those that Mr. Conquest identifies as 

Khrushchev's, I find at least 6 of the 9 in the Secretariat (Khrushchev, 

Demichev, llichev, Ponomarev, Shelepin, Spiridonov) and 5 of the 11 

in the Presidium (Brezhnev, Khrushchev, Podgorny, Polyansky, and 

Voronev) who should be treated as fully committed to Khrushchev. 

Moreover the 73 year old Shvernik appears to have supported Khrushchev 

faithfully s ince his moderate deviation to Malenkov's "soft" line in the 

consumer-goods issue in 1953 -55. 70 This researchGr therefore finds 

significant support for the "strong" school in the compl:)xion of the 

Secretariat and is not persuaded that an anti -Khrushchev majority is 

attainable in the Presidiu..'1l, even if that org"un remains decisive. In 

contra-position to Mr. Conquest' s categorization of Kozlov as inde­

pendent, an extremely well informed observer has pointed out to this 

writer that the likelihood of Kozlov's being anything but a completely 

loyal and able lieutenant of Khrushchev, is remote . 71 

In the field of factional and planning issues at the 22..'ld Congress, 

t.lle views of the two experts are a reflection of their ~vergent inter­

pretations of the political orientation of the lieutenants in the top organs. 

The representative of the "strong" school sees "Khrushchev's willingness 
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to take on the Chinese Communists, rake up stalin' s crimes once again 

- - and more publicly, hold last to his humiliating tel'ms for an agree­

ment '.villi the West in Berlin, anci reopen the attack on the" Anti-Party 

Group" for having dared to oppose him in 1957,,72 as an expression of 

confidence in his power base. The "weak" zchool makes tile telling 

point that the large-scale and ;,;ensational moves, as often as not, have 

been Klu'UShchev's means of "breaking up a stalemate which is tending 

rather against hiro.,,73 and sees his attack on the past as directed "against 

a praesidial majority centered perhaps on Kozlov and Kosygin" . 74 

Significantly, both experts agree that evidence from t.l-Je 22nd 

Congress tends to show Khrushchev getting less than he aslred for on 

Voroshilov; they come to differing conclusions as to the reasons. 

It seems most likely, to Ulis writer, that Khrushchev, in seeking 

for his own ends to rule without terror, must be re.3ponsive to the policy 

views of his senior- adv·lsors. Further, his ability gradually to win his 

long term objectives during the last four years is revealed by the steady 

progress he has made in forcing down the ladder and out of the Pa:."ty 

the members of the "Anti-Party Group" . 75 A powerful Khrushchev, 

able to resort to terror if he chooses but shrewd enough to recognize 

the additional problems this course might bring, would need to resort 

to the "Anti- Party Group" issue as a strong verbal weapon. The 

Vituperation and threats would serve to frighten back into line those 
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leaders and institutions which find themselves in disagreement with 

his policies . It may not be too unrealistic to suggest that Khrushchev 

may even have preferred the drawn out nature 01 the dovmgrading of 

the remaining members of the Group in order to have available , longer, 

this tool for use against rising social forces . Similarly, Khrushchev's 

intensification of the de-Stalinization prog-ram may be seen as a cleansing 

action designed to sweep away the residue of conservative Stalinist dog­

ma, attitudes, and downright illcfiicient habits which informed observer s 

report have undoubtedly presented obstacles to Khrushchev's poliCies. 

In summary, the full meaning 01 the signs and portents of the 

recent past in the enigmatic SovIet political scer,e arc not available . 

Good scholars have come to Significantly divergent conclusions using 

the same data. This writer finds that the preponderance of these in­

adequate signs point tovlard the conclusion that Khrushchev ls, L'l fact , 

the dictatorial ruler of RUSSia, with a status similar to that occupied 

by Stalin in the period 1930-34. His grandiose poliCies, his de ­

Stalirlization campaign, and his attacks on his former enemies, together 

with programs which seem to have been oriented to reestablish initia­

tive, drive, and vitality in the Soviet domestic scene, give to the 1957-

61 period the flavor of a legitimation drive . Khrushchev having won 

power in the first four years seems to have used the last four to seek 
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the aura of the charismatic ruler. Either by personal inclination or 

by cunning appreciation of the social and institutional pressures re ­

leased by the post-stalin power struggle, he seems unlikely to try to 

acquire the despotic power that Stalin achieved in his later years . If, 

as this writer believes to be the case, Khrushchev is truly master in 

his Party, then the policy and :""'l1::titutional conflicts or 1953- 57, sum­

marized in Chapter II, become or even greater import for it would 

then have been completely in this time ac'lci in this arena that the final 

battle was fully won. 

Perhaps of greatest sign.iiicance from the sta.'1dpoint of the n8A1: 

succession struggle is that, as both schools agree , Khrushchev solicits 

advice, delegates, responds to those legitimate institutional pressures 

which do not threaten the regime, and operates as an astute oligarchic 

political leader rather than a complete despot. 'Throughout the analysis 

of the probability and nature of the succession crisis in the next two 

chapters, this central theme must be kept in mind: The spectre of 

stalin's terror served as a restraining factor on social forces , institu­

tions, ac'1d individual contenders in the last struggle; what will be the 

shori and long term variant effects of Khrushchev' s political form of 

restrained Party despotism • 
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Chapter N 

Probability of the Succession Struggle 

"Never before has the unity of Soviety SOCiety 
been so monolithic--as at the present time. " 

Georgi JVf-2lenkov, Chairman, Council 
of Ministers, 8 August 1953; on Beria 
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A determination of the probability of the succession struggle 

requires analysis of the prospects for long-term survival of the regime, 

the existence or lack of traditior.al or legal mechanisms for replace­

ment of a leader who dies, the feasibility and likelihood of designation 

of a successor while the leader lives, and the alternatives if the fore-

going mechanisms are unavailable or unworkable . 

Capability of the regime lor survival . This is not a facet requir-

ing long development. Certain autocracies in the past have shown an 

extraordinary capacity for s1ll'vival . The Roman and several Oriental 

empires lasted hundreds of years as systems although there were dy­

nastic changes. Such autocracies have generally perished through 

foreign invasion. 76 Mode~:l totalitarian regimes possess the theo-

retical means to establish similar records of longevity with their 

militant ideology, single mass party, terroristic police control, 

control of effective means of communication, control of weapons 

systems, 

'ti 77 Vl es, 

and central direction of social associations and group acti­

Historically Russia has shown a peculiar predisposition 

\ 
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for tyrannical rule - the composite result of devastating wars, the 

vastness of her area to be dominated from a central point, and the 

Tartar heritage. 78 Russia has now established in the stream of 

history a dynastic dictatorial rule consisting of a series of three 

personal dictatorships. Neither of the reasonable schools of disa­

greement over the degree of Khrushchev's personal rule have fore­

cast a breakup of the Party regime in his era. Once the dictatorial 

regime has survived a given succession crisis, the inherent cycle 

facing the new dictatorship in Soviet Russia may be summarized as: 

a stable dictatorship, the inevitable succession crisis, resolution or 

dissolution. 79 This certainty of a forthcoming succession struggle 

is, in any tyranny, an iniluence during the dictator's rule becoming 

paramount as his health becomes poor or as he grows old. 

Selection and legitimation. In a constitutional republic the 

succession problem is eliminated, in a sense, because rulers are 

periodically changed under a constitution which is self-perpetuating 

through an amending procedure . The act of election not only deter­

mines the selection of the next leader but automatically confers 

legitimacy. Many historical despotisms were spared the problem 

of selection and legitimation through the device of blood inheritance 

which conferred the rule of the father on the son or nearest heir. 

43 
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In the Soviet system, on the other hand, the problem of succession 
has presented itself anew each time . 80 By retaining the outward, 
formal constitutional structure it has been able to fall back on a facade 
of legality for certain featu:'es, to control the form and arena of the 
struggle. But in neither succession did the settlement eventuate by 
a democratic process from below, since the dynamics required, such 
as freedom of the press aTld competLTlg p:lrties, were non-existent. 81 
Yet the only workable alterm:.tive to democratic or traditional deter­
w..ination of the successor is aTl autocratic one - al1d the autocrat is 
dead, having ruled successfully by fragmenting the power of all sub­
ordinates . The result has been the maneuver of these frag::nents in 
a kind of groping, empirical, dog eat dog, selection process, from 
which the winner, even as Khrushchev seems to be doing in this era, 
must later legitimize his rule. This empirical struggle is compoli..l1ded 
by the lack of an established center of decision-ma1Qng in the Sov:",t 
union. Decisive authority or internal sovereignty has resided at difier­
ent times in the Presidium, the Party Central Committee, the Party 
Congress, and the Secretariat of t..lle CPSU. This very question of 
where the aut..llority resides has been fought over by key figures in the 
succession crisis and has been resolved by vote only when no faction 
had the power to enforce a decision. 

.' 
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However, the major contdbution of Khrushchev to Soviet 

Communism may well be that he h2.s developed a structure in which 

the convulsive nature of the succession struggle haz a higher prob­

ability of being confined to the Party itself - a "halfway house" to 

legitimation. The succession necessarily rests on the legitimation 

of the government's pov/e:c. It exposes a regime's authority to its 

gre",test strain, since the p:::.ss:L."l.g away of the ruler calls not only 

his but the system's authority L"1to queSQu:1. 82 ,st2..lir: had carried 

his attenuation of the Party to S".lch 8..'1 e::treme ~hat, v.ith the brea.l{­

up of his perso~~al office, the iY'..sh 11::'1ents of pow,,::, W~j,'O "':.;latively 

coequal. To date K.'1rushch0v, either delioeratelJ 01' unc:GX' ,"~u'ess, 

has ma.L.YJ.tBined the hegemony he restol."'cd to the _-;.·~rty. 2inc:.:' the 
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dynamic focal point of the tc·~ali~aria.'1 dictatorship is t.~.e leader­

Party inter-dependence, UT_.:!e:' either of the :Kh::-ushchev povler posi­

tions analyzed in Chapter III, the p" .. rty would seem to provide the 

optimum key to the succession problem, "not as a democratic and 

cooperative g-roup of free indiv"iduals, but as a bureaucratic appara­

tus with a hierarchial structure of legitimacy" . 83 

11 this regard Khrusl:chev's substantive program of the 22nd 

Congress io:: G:tallsition to Communism may well have as one of its 

political objectives, the improvement of the potentiality of the 

" 
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structure for the next succession. He has declared that the State will 

begin to wither and the Party's role will L'lcrease during this transi -

tion. Such trends would undoubtedly make it more difiicult for the 

State bureaucracy to contest the Party machine's supremacy during 

th .... . 84 .e neJ"_" succeSSlOn. 

Designation of a successor. With the dictatorship inhering to 

no office and with no statute accepted in tradition as establishing the 

rule of succeSSion, there remains the possibility that a dictator 

might be able to sIBcify who his successor is to be . The first prob-

lem the ruler faces is idcolc:;ical. The public promulgation of the 

concept of a single, c:ll-POW01'IUl "Vozhd" fits badly into the Marxist 

fra.rnework of thought, which assigr-s the history making role to the 

classes, or in the Leninist verSion, to the Party as a whol·~ . Soviet 

political a\'ld constitutional theory ther.::::ore has shied aw2.Y from the 

question of what happ::ms when this "non-e}jstent" ::-uJ.er dies. The 

subte~" ;e ha~ ~)8e., t.) ;",sist t:'2.t tte leadership is collective. Thus 

when :Khrushchev denounced Stalin ~c.r having beco~'le a desr:~: :-,is 

sin was stated in terms of his dep~·tu:·e from the priT.ciple of col­

lectivity. 85 Therefore arrangements to deSignate a succeSSN' ca:l-

not be directly and publicly proclaimed when there is public denial 

that the curreilt ruler is supreme. 

Nevertheless each dictator has given some thought to the matter 
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of designating his successor. Lenin's famous testament consisted 

of a request to rule by collegium with the concomita.'lt effort to pre­

vent Stalin's rise by suggesting his removal from the position of 

General Secretary. 86 Stalin, in power, seemed always to have a 

senior lieutenant, whose identity changed sufficiently often to pre ­

vent his becoming a threat to the leader . 87 Khrushchev is reported 

to have referred verbally to s. definite successor. 88 Yet to date no 

i;uccessor-apparent has made the climb to total power. There is 

danger to the incumbent dictator in the advance delegation of power. 

Thus Stalin, after making Malenkov "primus inter pares" in 1948 

by elevating him to the three top Soviet power organs, added Khrushchev 

to the Secretariat in 1949, probably :lS a cCluter-weight, while at the 

same time reiniorcL'lg his p3rsomll control O:L L'18 police . stalin's 

system did not work, primaJ.'ily because he did not remove the checks 

and balances at the end. His gestD.ting purges may well have been de­

signed to do just that, leaving Malenkov pc-ob:1bly, or possibly 

Khrushchev, or even Poskrebyshev, clearly unrivalled. But his 

faulty timing in m.ortality proves the wea};ness of the system ever. so. 

Designation has not then been a prinCipal of legitimacy in the 

succession struggle . Moreover, designation wiUlOut ~ull power mi:;{:1t 

VJellleave the !ieutena.'lt without support after the leader's death. 

With the other lieutenants making the traditional allia.'1ces to head off 

( 
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89 
the front runner, such deslg;.mtie,n might well be the l:iss oi Qeat.'l . 

Succ8ssful exercise of poY!er, not :ncumbency of an O:fiC8, is the 

key. It is most unlikely that ~TJ. of.:ice could be devi::;cd to circumvent 

tl1.is problem because tho povrer that m'18t go with it represents a 

mortal threat to the dicta.tor. Eow ':.'1ch Y.:'.ore so VlO:U/t be the case 

in a regime in which terror is cOllscio'1,31y pusi.:::d. i:lb d::::: background. 

The advance commi3::::'orug ';:;y Khru::;hchev of a political body, 

e . g. - Praesidium, 2.ec:·et<'~·1".t, 0:' SpCGi211y created group - to desig-

nate, after his dGath" a succc.ssor Ill"\.lst h3 considered as 2. possibility. 

This man9uve~' would have te:::, 2.dv::u:t:;.ge of a70idi:1C; the necessity for 

Kh"""~hchev to d"lerr~'e n-,'!"" in - .~" ~.'." to" c·· . - ~ . , c~C'~or _ ~ • .) ...... "JV.I.. /...'\,,1. I;;J., !..J. a,,, ,v<;... •. ,,,,..>;.) I,;.v ... '_'._.4 ........... ,-,o..,)~ • 

of power from the individual li::)Ut8nd.~1ts (vic.osc inGtitdion:li positions 

permitted them to seizE:; it) '::c the chosen successor. 

Alte;·n.'Jlv(',-;. With the" survival of th~ Soviet dictuto::'ial reg'ime 

relatively certai...'1, v/lth PO fo:.::::al ::-,:Gthod for seloction and lcgitima-

tion of a successor, :3l1d.,.','-1.th t;1e ad'lallce designation to t2e extent 

necessary being infe8.c;ible, t2G:~e remains only the empirical system 

of the last L'.o <'UGcossicns . The nature (If this roturn to collectivity 

and :mbs8qUE:nt (j'l'8.dual 'Jrap:9ling of institutions of power is the sub-

J'3ct of Chapter V. 
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Chapter V 

The Nature of the Succession Crisis 

"Never once before Stalin died in 1953 was the name of Khrushchev mentioned as his possible heir. " 
H. E. S21isbury 

The three Soviet p81'sonal dictatorships have been connected 
by two succession crises, the nature and character of which have 

49 

been functionally related to ,",1 ... dictatorships prec,,_: _g Lh8l!1. History 
has therefore established the general. character of the cycle in the 
Soviet Union. However, the r..umb8l' of exam:9les are so £e'.'l and the 
margin of success of the 1Nin.."'li.'1g )ersonality and i.'!stitution 1-:;o:.s been, 
in some tactical episodes, so small that conchlsior,s from the data 
must be guarded. Other alte:>!latives JII.ight have dev81oped. 

Changes resulting i,70m succession crises. F01' example , be 
Malenkov strategy of seeking power based on the state bureaucracy 
might well, if successful, h::.ve led to a government placing emph:::::is 
on technical-r::tional procedu.:..>es and iormallegalism in which totali-
taria.'1 ideology became subordinate to internal considerations in 
economic planning. Or the Beria strategy, based on relaxing state 
controls and encouraging local natio!lalism could, conceivably, in a 
prolonged struggle, have led to a form of oriental traditionalism - a 
central, despotic ruler and bureaucracy with much less control of 
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the details of daily life . 90 Even more remotely, an Army coup under 

Zhukov, motivated primarily by a yearning to free the military of 

Party and police restraints, might have led to a military dictatorship, 

or a democratic form of government Ll'J. which those fundamental yearn­

ings were secured. 91 

Changes which have occurred are dramatic. Under the philoso­

phy of Soviet CommllI'..i.sm first prioz-ity is given to the retention of 

power by the regime. 92 If, as it \_"-S aft::n' st:D.in's death, the regime 

i s concerned about actual su:;.·vival, j.'cE2:'::.:::-:,able L'1tG:i.·.l.d and external 

changes result while this pl:<:;::;e of the successiO;1 problem develops. 

First, in thdr lL'1Cert::Jr.ty as to forces a.'1d pressure:::;, Stalin 's 

lieutena.'1.ts adopted a collectivity of le2.dersh~p :i.n vlhich cor')orate 

decisions v/e:::-e made. TC:::.'or as a. tGChl1iqlle was X"8..'1.olLTJ.ced. The 

majority of the prisoners in "zlave lator" camps wore rcle",scd. A 

measure of legal sa.:fogual'ds ilere instituted. 93 The secret plicE. 

were downgraded in the p..i.e::"::.l'chy and controls pl::i.ced upon them. 

Despite policy arguments about dogree, living standa::ds were raiu,d 

appreciably over the Stalin era and ideological supervision of thought 

and conduct was liberalized. 94 
The e::-..i:ernal changes, made under 

Soviet Russia's traditional retrenchment in the face of internal diffi­

culties, were even m ore s ignifica.l'J.t. 95 The de- Stalinization campaign 
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and decentralization of police control triggered the May and June 1953 

disorders in the satellites. These tensions further motivated the 

regime to seek reductions in confrontations abroad. Territorial 

claims on Turkey were renounced a few weeks after Stalin died. By 

July the armistice in Korea VIas negotiated. 1'1 1954 the USSR agreed 

to a modus vivendi in Indo-China. A peace treaty with Austria, and 
o~ 

the concomitant evacuation, VIas signed a year later. vb l\[eanwhile 

the satellite areas had won limited control over their ovm affairs . 

Even greater settlements Wel"e in prospect with some p:'obability of 

fruition had the struggle been more protracted. 97 

The great significance of these changes emphasized the fluid 

nature of the succession and the importance of under-sta.'1ding and 

being prepared to exploit it. 

Cyclic fortunes. Part 01 the iluidity during thG succession crisis 

is the result of the continual cyclical changes in the delicate power 

balance among lieutenants while the dictator lives. For example, 

had stalin died either just prior to vlorld Vlar II or in 1946-47, the 

man most likely to have been his initially acknowledged successor would 

have been Zhdanov. Had Stalin died in the latter part of World War II, 

Malenkov would probably have filled that role just as he did in the 

years after Zhdanov's death. 98 In his final dsys, stalin, using his 
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police agent, Ryumin, Deputy Minister of State Security, and 

Poskrebyshev, was clearly in the process of another massive reorgani­

zation. 99 He had new blood on the way up in the form of men like 

Suslov, Kozlov, a.'1.d Aristov. Older lieutenants such as Beria, Mikoyan, 

and Molotov '.'Jere in various s-~~ges of decline while Khrushchev had 

just broken out of a tempor2,ry ec11pse over agriculture . 100 Thus we 

are handicappod in determL"jng~he nature of the succession struggle 

by uncertai.'lty over the degI'ee to Vlhi-::h IC'lc'usl:ch8v's victory was the 

result of astute .l1iUal rn~'l0Uvcr-in<J :41d what p~t \:8.3 ~~:.:yed by the 

fortuitous last-minute manipuLcior., fr·om above, cf the povler poSitions 

occupied by bjm and his ::·lv9.1 .. 10:. 

Peonle a.'ld person::'Jiti':<;. The foregoing serves to emphasize 

that in the Soviet political system mJ.y the very iortull:l.te and best 

fitted lieutenants survive. T~~ le:..de!' [!lld his lieutenants must 

shoulder a very heavy load. The insecurity £.l1d cross-checking at 

lower echelons force responsibility upward. This p-.:.t3 a :?!'emium on 

the kind of energy, politicci x'uthlessness, span of adminish'ative 

control, and memory which the ul'dmate dictator must also have. A 

continual sifting process goos on to eliminate the politically incompe­

tent even during the dictator-'s llie. 102 

After the leader's death, each lieutenant in the execution of his 
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personal stratet]Y, using j1..is institutional power bases, receives addi­

tional conditioning L'l. the lc..ind of internccine political machination and 

treachery which, if good enough to make him the winner of totci power, 

is more than adequate to keep him there and insure that he will be a 

formidable opponent of the U. S. . But the variation in capabilities of 

the various lieutenants cannot be accurately gaug'ed. This throws an 

element of additional doubt into the analysis of any pouer struggle. 

Would Khrushchev have bocn successiul ova' lV::alenp:ov had !:..<1eir insti­

tutional roles bcen re'.;cl'scd? 

Factio1181i.sm, It \7:1S ncted ttat a significant early ch::":lge caused 

by the succes::;ion struggle is the acccptance of L'1e principle of collective 

leadership. This has been, hO','lever, in each sL'uggle, a facade, '.'.ri.th 

each lieuk;:aht maneuvering to imp:'ove his powe::." positio~l . 

Under the ban introiuced by ::""''''.~~l <.;.~ the 1Ct. _~,.cty CCDgTess L'1. 

1921 the minority of a lcarililg Parej organ is not entitled to c~n'ry a.'1.y 

dispute to the next broader organ vii'~hout becoming guilty of "a..'l.ti­

par-ty" factionalism. Soviet practice has conformcd to this doctrine 

during each of the three dictatorships. Factions arc formed ll.'lder a 

dictator to L."lfluence his policies and to apportion his instruments of 

power. He remains the supreme arbiter and there is no appeal 

attempted. But during the two succession crises th:! 18ading rivals 
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have disregarded the Leni.n doctrin~ . The outset ha:::; b';)en cl~racter-

• 
ized by the personal rivalry of the mo:::;t ambitious lieutonants, cal'ried 

over from the dictatorial I'cg:.me . These lieutena!lts, through maneuver 

and compromise , form factions. .,\:fter each faction has been defeated 

it haG been condemned for its f;;:.ctionalism. Thus, even in the success-

ion crisis, factionalism remains secr~tive and consph'atorial because 

the "anti- party" determination spoils the e;ld of l:ie or career. Thus 

all li0utenants have a ce;:i:ain vc:::;tcd interest in ::~)1::!.ng ior power with 

C'-'utl'on 103 Thu·'· p~o-" ~"" -OC"1"l" --y ~~--l·-"t di~;"~'"rr''' ,. (" of the totali-
~ J. • ..... .;. IIJ.,I,. ...... >.J...;I 1".L.l..... c:;.,.~u J.A...... ~.u""''-'":I- ....... _ "", • .,.. _ 

st!'ttggle w:'.thh t.1.C appaI·~t \'J:'.L'l no ba.:i.er able to b:'eal~ out a..1ld make 

a :mass appeal lli'1til he is llJ ~ll org>.-.:lzed vTlt1:tin. B.:;gL"':!'.:.inC;"..;.. a com-

promise collective leaderstip, grau.u::l elimina:iv:l of iring..; Gler;-:ents 

leads to this emergence of c(mtra:. CO;1'ccstants. "The pi'oeess of 

decision-mal~g, a..'1d con:::~quent accountability, in time unavoio.ably 

lead.:; to intC:lcJ. ir,equalitic8 in the collective lead,';)l'ship a..'1.d true 

l ea:ler:::hip again begins to as:::;umo a porsonal veneel' -- it is within 

t.'le ap!larat, and. net on the bal'ricades of ideological ~onflict, that 

the new totalitarian leaders are begotten, desL'oyed, or eventually 



55 

• 
made triumpha'1t. ,,104 Thus, violations of. fact ion;;l do:::trir,8 in the 

• succession phase tend, n8VCr"t:1ckcs, to be confb.wd to the P2.rty 

structure. 

Factionalism and L'1c~titu.:ions . It 7ras the hi(;jh degree of insti-

tutionalization of the bureaucratic network operated by the collective 

lieutena.'1ts that VIas largely rl.:spol1sible for the survival of the Soviet 

regime after Stalin IS dCG.tl1 . 105 Ii'2.ctiOTL2..1 .st:~ensth stenlS from the 

collective control, by the liclc-.:::m;:r.t c..'!d his asso;::il);Wci, of one or more 

of these instltutions: State b:rreaucracy, Army, political police , or 

subsidiary bodies s1.!ch as Tr2.:lc U~,iol1 asso:::iations, Y 01l.:1g Communist 

League, etc . In addition to the p.;:":JO;:al :'lvalrtcs of the :!.-:;uter.ants 

there is a basic conflict bet .1een t:..::titutions, pa:'tIcularly bctvieen 
• 

Party 2nd state . The econo:;:).ic c.r:d admin1strative managers of the 

State tend to associate th":-c:3elvc,. \ ,ith ue natto!l2.1 aspb:.tlcns of the 

US<::!R . 'I'he" £o.CO"O='c ",,~n~rY-"r"~ '- " .~ - "ertall""l ~,..,~"".; .... v, ' r ~ o~omic 1...,1 ... \1 _ \,.:- __ .... .;, .u .. -- :....~ .J ..... - ;:s l1..;.;.. " ..... .... ..... ,-:l""' ...... l.r.- _l..J 1.. __ ....:. ......... __ 

well-being which they are Y"nlu-::tant t:l 10s3. Th,,, :~·ty ho:.:; it3 bureau-

crats too b')"~ L'1ey tend to bo _",-'1 it~t in th:::ir ideoloGY 2.:i.Q thus ;::oc:.".mit-

ted to the devel.opment of thG USSH as a base for vlo::-ld ;(\,volution. 

Their existence is basec". ,:" ~t:'Uggle, sacrifice, prodiqloU3 work, 

a.l1d power. 106 

As we have noted, t:1C It''lTIy as an institution has demonstrated 

a yearning for freedom from secret police control and for independence 


