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THE NATURE OF TOTAL IDEOLOGY:
ITS SYMBOLS AND MYTHS

It has of late become fashionable to proclaim the “end of ideologies”
~ and to engage in speculation about the consequences. (189) At times,
- wishful thinking is involved, but a marked sophistication concern-
ing ideological positions and tenets has undoubtedly occurred in
this century. The critique of conventional ideologies by the revolu-
tionary movements has given rise to general assessments, such as
Karl Mannheim’s well-known Ideology and Utopia. In this over-
rated work he goes so far as to describe ideologies as “utterances”
that “structurally resemble lies.” (227a) The increasing sophisti-
cation, however, has by no means ended the function and role of
ideology in contemporary society. Quite the contrary. The process
of “ideologizing” the ideas prevalent in various polities is still going
forward at a rapid pace, as traditional and conventional notions are
transformed into action programs of particular movements, groups,
and parties. (240c)

A special case of the argument that ideologies have lost their
significance is the contention that ideology is not a significant fea-
ture of a totalitarian regime, but merely a weapon of the rulers.
Even if that were true, ideology would be important, and in any
case there cannot be any doubt that ideology is a weapon not only
in the hands of totalitarian rulers, but of power seckers and power
wielders everywhere. Nor is ideology any the less serviceable for
this purpose, if it is passionately, fanatically believed to be true.
There are in any event clear indications that the ideology shapes the
behavior of the totalitarian leaders as well as of the mass following.
Dijilas is quite right when he says that ideological unity is the
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mainstay of the Communist Party, which makes obligatory for its

members “an identical concept of the world and of the development
of society.” (74b) A purely manipulative attitude on the part of the

leaders would not work.

This conclusion forces itself upon the observer not only in regard
to such major policies as the collectivization of agriculture in the
Soviet Union, Communist China, and the satellites, but also in

many minor policies. The discussions during recent party con-

gresses as well as the Soviet conflicts with China, Albania, and
Yugoslavia become hard to understand if ideology is discarded.
The same holds true for the Fascist regimes, notably Hitler’s. His
“final solution” of the Jewish problem by mass extermination was
clearly ideological in motivation. We need not depend upon public
declarations in this respect. His comments to confidants are quite
convincing evidence (150), and we have further signs that this
motivation continued powerful to the end. On February 14, 1945, he
said to Bormann: “I ought to have had twenty years for leading the
new elite to maturity, an elite of young men who would have been

bathed in the philosophy of national socialism from infancy.”

(153a) The world-revolutionary posture of totalitarian movements
is unthinkable without the ideological thrust from which they
spring.

Marx and Engels described the whole range of ideas as “super-
structure.” Religion, law, and other systems of ideas were seen by
them as nothing but camouflage, surrounding the bare and brute
facts of economic controls, the “control of the means of production.”
They served as weapons in the class struggle, by which the ruling
class buttressed its position of power. Thus Marx and Engels wrote:
“The ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of its ruling
class” (231), and later Marx again: “every historical period has laws
of its own . .. as soon as society has outlived a given period of
development, and is passing over from one given stage to another,
it begins to be subject to other laws.” (230) Clearly, according to
them, the prevailing ideology of any particular epoch was both the

outward rationalization of that epoch’s economic organization and =

the tool used by the dominant class to stop history from continuing
on its inevitable path. For, as Marx and Engels saw it, history was a
perpetual progress through time, propelled irresistibly by the class

struggle, though at varying rates of advance. The struggle pro-
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duced the historical momentum and established the economically
dominant classes in a position of power and then toppled them
from it. “All history is the history of class struggles,” the Commu-
nist Manifesto declares. Throughout this unfolding pattern of di-
alectical change, combining revolution and evolution, ideology
served both to mask and then to unmask “objective reality.”

Though we can readily see that this communist approach to
history and the ideas at work in it was the product of a specific
historical period, Marx and his followers believed its unique quality
to be that it was more than an ideology. To them, 'this approach
embodied the science of history and as such constituted an unprec-
edented insight into the true course of development. It provided
those who fully grasped it with a key for understanding not only
the past and the present, but also the future. And because its view
of the future was said to be scientifically accurate, and because it
asserted that the future would be better than the present, it readily
became a compelling call to action. The future, thus clearly per-
ceived and rightly valued, must be hastened; its advent must be
assisted with all available means. Dialectical materialism (or Di-
amat, in Soviet parlance) offers, according to the communists, not
only an infallible perception of the meaning of the interrelationship
of social forces, but also a clear guide to the character of inevitable
social change. It combines moral indignation against the Today
with a fiercely fanatic conviction that the Tomorrow, which is
bound to come, will be a higher, indeed a near perfect, state of
society. (277)

Marx and Engels, by making ideas depend upon the economic
system, raised the issue of what has come to be known as the
“sociology of knowledge” —or the study of the social conditioning
that causes and thereby explains the rise and growth of ideas, of
notions regarding values, of scientific discoveries, and of practical
programs of social reform. By claiming that all such knowledge is
essentially superstructure, of which the substructure is the system of
economic controls, the Marxist makes knowledge a dependent varia-
ble that changes with the economic system. This is a sweeping
sociological generalization, and it was natural that scholars, and not
only they, should question it and ask in turn: how true is this
proposition? To what extent is the economic system primary, the
first cause of all other changes in the intellectual field? Indeed, the
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obvious query suggested itself: is this true of the Marxist system
Seaif?
ltsig(; are not now going into this vast problc.n? of. intellectual crt:::il;
tivity and its relation to environmental cond{uomng, but wlc \:lus
to make quite clear at the outset th:jlt these issues are involve h'm
the problem of ideology and its role in the totah.tarlan dictatorships
of our time. The Soviet dictatorship, more partlcularl_y, rests upon
this belief in the instrumental nature of idea§ :imd ideology. F.ar
from reducing the role of ideology, this conviction ha§ led to ilts
explicit cultivation and to the large-scale indoctrination of the
masses. An intense concern with ideological conformity is tl:lC para-
doxical consequence of the doctrine that ideas are nothing but
ns. . - .
W‘;;If before we further elaborate a typology of totalitarian ideol-
ogy, it is necessary to determine what is to be undcrstopd by 1t.£TEe
problem of totalitarian ideology must be seen as a spcc1a! case of the
role of ideology in the political community. Ideollogy is often too
broadly taken simply as a set of ideas prcval.c.nt in a corf,lmun;ty.
(273a) Or it is too narrowly seen as a po.htu:al myth.” (19 ;)
Ideologies usually contain myths, but that is not all. Bcforc_ this
element is explored, one question nc?.eds an answer: w,}’lat 13 an
ideology? Ideologies are essentially action-related systems o‘f ideas.
They typically contain a program and a strategy fqr its re:.111za.uon,»
its operational code. (201a) Their essential purpose is to unite (inte-
grate) organizations that are built arounc! them. .(110d) i
An ideology is, therefore, a set of lzter:fte ideas —a reasonably
coherent body of ideas concerning practical means of how to
change and reform a society, based upon a more or less clabo_ratc
criticism of what is wrong with the existing or antchdent society.
Where such reformist ideologies become potent, an }dco‘logy may
also be developed to defend a society; such defensive 1dco¥og1es
contain a correspondingly elaborate criticisfn o_f the reformist or
revolutionary ideologies. Finally, a totalitarian ideology would be
one that is concerned with total destruction and total recon- 4
struction, involving typically an ideological acceptance of vio- /8
lence as the only practicable means for such total destruction. IE
might accordingly be defined as “a reasonably coherent body od‘
ideas concerning practical means of how totally to change an
reconstruct a society by force, or violence, based upon an all-inclu-
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sive or total criticism of what is wrong with the existing or anteced-
ent society.” * This total change and reconstruction in its very
nature constitutes a “utopia,” and hence totalitarian ideologies are
typically utopian in nature. (110¢) Totalitarian ideologies, in this
perspective, are a radical form of a development which, although
there are precedents, is typically modern; they must not be confused
with traditional notions, beliefs, and customs prevalent in more
mature societies.

A significant aspect of such ideologies is their symbolism, in-
vented for the purpose of effectively competing with the symbols of
the rival ideologies. The donkey and the elephant, the red and the
green flag, and the like illustrate this. In the case of totalitarian
ideologies, their symbols are typically invented to undermine the
symbolism of the political order to be overthrown. (110f) Hammer
and sickle, swastika and fasces, are the familiar symbols of the
totalitarian movements. They are well known to many who have
no clear conception of the movements for which they stand. Each
of these symbols embodies an element of its ideology that has cen-
tral importance, and its importance to the totalitarian order de-
serves consideration. The symbol gives concrete form and focus to
an abstraction, while the abstraction serves to illumine for the faith-
ful the “meaning” of the symbol. (110¢) The hammer and sickle
stand rationally enough for the workers and peasants who together
constitute the new society that the USSR aims at. The swastika and
fasces (the bundle of sticks that the Roman lictor or police officer
used to carry) symbolize the ancient tribal world to which Nazism
and Fascism wished to be linked, the barbaric heathens in the
woods of pre-Christian Northern Europe and the Romans of early
times. While the swastika is a ritual symbol of uncertain origin,
quite common in primitive societies, the fasces are an image of the
harsh discipline of sober and archaic Rome, which presumably pro-
vided the basis for the city’s eventual greatness. It is probably not
an accident that the symbol of the Soviet Union and its satellites is

* Brzezinski has recently restated his position with particular reference to “revo-
lutionary” ideologies as follows: “Modern revolutionary ideology is essentially an
action program derived from certain doctrinal assumptions about the nature of
reality and expressed through certain stated, not overly complex, assertions about
the inadequacy of the past or present state of societal affairs. These assertions in-
clude an explicit guide to action outlining methods for changing the situation, with
some general, idealized notions about the eventual state of affairs,” (38a; also 39)
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a constructed symbol, invented by the leaders of the movement and
pointing to the future, while the Fascist and Nazi symbols are
ancient and inherited forms relating the movement to a mythical

past.

An inclination to identify the living person of the dictator with
the symbolism of the regime became very marked in the USSR
toward the end of Stalin’s life. His seventieth birthday, for instance,
became the signal for a veritable orgy of celebrations, gifts, pane-
gyrics, and declarations of faith. This symbolism proved a considera-
ble embarrassment for his successors after they had decided to
attack him. But the difficulties did not prove unsurmountable. Khru-
shchev decided to fall back upon the prestige of Lenin and to re-
emphasize the role of Lenin (whether he did so instinctively or
deliberately is not important). Such glorification of a dead man
leaves the Soviet leadership ample room for defining what Lenin-
ism is; at the same time, a living leader can constantly define his
own premises and policies, which may differ considerably from
those of his immediate predecessor. In that sense, the Soviet collec-
tive leadership strengthens its own broad appeal while not limiting
its manipulative capacity in policy formulation. Thus Lenin could
much more effectively serve as an effective symbol than Stalin
could.

An additional important symbol for all the totalitarian re-
gimes is negative: the stereotyped image of the enemy. For the

Nazis it was the fat rich Jew or the Jewish Bolshevik; for the

Fascists it was at first the radical agitator, later the corrupt and
weak, degenerate bourgeois; for the Soviets, it is the war-monger-
ing, atom-bomb-wielding American Wallstreeter; for the Chinese
Communists, it is the Yankee imperialist and the Western colonial
exploiters. In these negative symbols, the ideological basis of all

such symbolism is even more evident. It is also found to some

extent in the competitive politics of constitutional regimes. (224)

As it is with symbols, so it is with myth. The rise and develop-
ment of reformist ideologies is a feature of the democratic age, =
associated with the development of parties. Parties of reform fash-
ion ideologies that they propose to put into practice after their =
assumption of power. In this process, adaptations take place and
some of the more utopian aspects of the ideology are eliminated as
a concession to reality. (8a) Totalitarian parties are an extreme E
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instance of this general trend. By their elimination of all rivals. the
monopolize the field and convert their group ideology into a’ gc)v)z
ernmental one. But the process of adaptation to “reality” still takes
place, even though a persistent effort is made to maintain the myth
that t.hc ideology is intact and that concessions are temporary. It is
at this point that ideologies are to some extent transformed into
myths. A myth is typically a tale concerned with past events, giv-
ing them a specific meaning and significance for the present and
Fhercby xzcinforcing the authority of those who are wielding power
ina particular community. (110f) They may carry a lesson, explicit
or implied, for the future course of events. Such myths may be
invented or they may “just grow,” but they play a vital role in
totalitarian dictatorships. Though myths are certainly found not
only in totalitarian dictatorships, (4) the question arises as to
whether totalitarian myths have a special quality. This is indeed the
case: tl?ey are pseudo-scientific. The communist myth rests upon
the notion that its view of history is beyond criticism, while the
Nazi myth claims biological superiority for a particular race.

Naturally, considerable difficulties arise when such notions are
confronted with reality. This process has been ridiculed by George
Orwell in 1984, where a Ministry of Truth is staffed with officials
who are always at work shaping and reshaping the record of the
past to bring it into consonance with the particular situation and
the exigencies in which the dictatorship finds itself. There has been
enough of this actually happening to make the caricature sig-
I}iﬁcant. When, after Stalin’s death, it became important to high-
hght certain new men, pictures appeared associating them closely
with the deceased. In fact, some of these were forgeries manufac-
tured for the purpose of establishing a firm link between the new
r}zlers and the old. Stalin himself, at an earlier date, had engaged in
similar tricks to establish the myth of Lenin’s appreciation for him
(49a; 391) But such frauds should not blind us to the importanl.:
fmd very real place that the myth has in totalitarian as in all polit-
ical societies. It is the result of a spontaneous response of men who
possess power and seek authority and who wish others subject to
that power to accept it as legitimate.

TI‘hc myths that have played an important role in the dictator-
ships are numerous. For the Soviets they are in part at least em-
bedded in Marxist writings. As tales, myths tell stories about the
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past or the future. Dialectical materialism provides the key myth of
the communists. In the laborious words of Stalin, “if-the. passing og*
slow quantitative changes into rapid and abrupt quahtatlyc changes
is a law of development, then it is clear that rcvoluuc?ns fnade
by the oppressed classes are quite a qatgral and ‘1n.cv1table
phenomenon. Hence the transition from capitalism to soc1ahs.m and
the liberation of the working class from the yoke of .cap1tahsm
cannot be effected by slow changes but only by a qualitative change .
of the capitalist system, by a revolution.” (33?:) That all past h
history is a history of class warfare is part of this general myth of 3
the communist world; that Lenin detested Trotsky and was anx- |

ious to rid the movement of his counterrevolutionary plqts is 2
specific myth; both are related to the past; they are h¥stoncal
myths. That there will eventually be establlshed_an anarchic para- .
dise of freely cooperating individuals is a sin:ular gem':rgl myth
referring to the future; another, but more specific, futunsr_.lc myth 3
is that the Soviet Union will liberate peoples falling under its sway, -
that it will abolish class distinctions, and so forth. 1
In the case of the Nazis, the role of myth was specifically pro- 3
claimed as basic to the movement and the regime. Harking back to
certain notions popular since the days of the Romantics, Alfred”"‘;
Rosenberg expounded in his often mentioned but seldom read T:&c
Myth of the Twentieth Century (298; 266a) a rather confused racial 1
doctrine. To this myth is related the other that the Germans as a =
nation of culture stand guard against the Slavic barbarians Wh(.), for
some unexplained reason, are denied the status of a race w1t}% a
historic function. The abysmal hatred of all things Slavic, whufh 7
was also such a strong impulse of the Austrian Hitler, produced in =
the Baltic German Rosenberg an attitude that made him mystify 4
the mythos. Although Hitler himself admitted that he had‘ never _;
read this book (150b), “the German mission” was root'ed in this =
same race myth. His wordy generalities about India, Persia, and the
rest of the Nordics and Aryans, in the manner of Stewart Hou.ston 1
Chamberlain, culminate in the proposition that honor and spintu?l
freedom are the metaphysical ideas which are shaping the Germanic }
myth, . .‘
In Italian Fascism we find a similar conscious stress on myth. |
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ing a pragmatic view of religion, this writer immediately added,
however, that he did not mean that fascism had developed a new
theology, but only “that it has given to thousands of Italian youths .
an ideal for which they are ready to sacrifice all.” (318) If this were
a valid criterion for determining whether or not a movement were
a religious one, it would only be consistent to conclude that all
totalitarian movements are religious movements, for they certainly
make their youthful members ready to sacrifice all. In point of fact,
it is crucial to distinguish clearly between religion and a political
myth. Later (Chapter 23) we shall deal with religion and the
churches, but the political myth of fascism is the idea of “the
grandeur that was Rome,” sometimes seen as a synthesis of the
Roman empire at its glory, reinforced by the Roman Catholic
Church as its spiritual guardian, but more typically divorced from -
the latter. The love all Italians feel so passionately for their country
was projected in terms of conquest and imperial violence, which
were sanctified by the memories of a historical past. History itself
was, as in the case of the Germans, “spiritually conceived,” that is,
similarly distorted and seen as revolving around Italy: the Latin
nation par excellence, the center of all civilization, the “light of the
world.”

That Mussolini’s stress on the creative force of the myth goes
back to the inspiration he derived from Georges Sorel and Vilfredo
Pareto is apparent in all his utterances. Sorel, in his Reflexions sur
la violence (334; 83), had argued that the general strike is or should
be “the myth in which socialism is wholly comprised.” He had
defined such a myth as “a body of images capable of evoking instinc-
tively all the sentiments which correspond to the different mani-
festations of the war undertaken by Socialism against modern so-
ciety.” Heroes and martyrs are woven into the general myth to give
concreteness and consequent appeal to the masses.

This viewpoint had been put into the broader perspective of a
general view of society by Pareto (270), who stressed “nonlogical
conduct” as characteristic of such political, and other social, life and
assigned to myths, of which he examined many historical variants,
an essential role in organized mass activity. Although practical
applications were rather far removed from Pareto’s scientific inter-
ests, he was obviously implying that a man who wants to build a
political movement would do well to create myths calculated to
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satisfy the human craving for transrational beliefs in terms of
which man’s emotions can be organized for action.

The role of the myth in totalitarian ideological patterns, inti-
mately intertwined as it is with symbolization of persons and i.de:as,
serves to show that an ideology can be more or less “rational” in its
elaboration. The Soviet ideology, based as it is upon the allegedly
scientific findings of Marx and Engels, as elaborated by Lenin and
others, appears to be more rational than that of either Fascist Italy
or Hitler Germany. In the latter instances, the ideology was dis-
tinctly “personal.” It rested, in the case of Mussolini, upon h'is
journalistic writings and more especially his article on fasc1srr? in
the Encyclopedia Italiana (1932) (268a); in the case of I—Iitlfzr, it is
expounded in Mein Kampf (148), written in 1923-24 durmg. his
sojourn in jail and maintained ever after as the gospel of National
Socialism. An analysis in terms of antecedent intellectual influences
and the like would incline one to differentiate further and call
Mussolini’s creed more rational than Hitler’s. (266b) The degree of
“rationality” here involved is that of a rationality of means rather
than of ends. For the values in all three ideologies are of a transra-
tional sort. This may not make much difference to the skeptic who
considers all value judgments beyond rational discourse, but in any
case there are differences of degree, and it is certainly permissible to
assert that the value judgments at the base of Thomism, Confucian-
ism, and modern constitutionalism are more rational than those of
the totalitarian creeds, even if they are not wholly rational.

These totalitarian ideologies can also be classified according to
their ultimate values, and this is the more usual and conventional
procedure. Apart from the obvious classification suggested by the
terms “communist” and “fascist,” the degree of universality is of
prime significance here. The Soviet ideology is universal in its ap-
peal —“Workers of the world, unite!” — whereas the fascist xdcol(?-
gies address themselves to a particular people in terms of their
grandeur, power, and historical role* In the Soviet ideology, th-e
place of the national group is taken by the proletariat, which is
invested with the historical role of liberating mankind from the
shackles of industrial capitalism, but Marx and Engels make it very

* Even so sophisticated a writer as Ernst Forsthoff speaks repeatedly of thf: spe-
cific historical mission of the German people, e.g. on p. 17, where he mentions a
“truly national constitution.” (101a)
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clear that this proletariat, by overthrowing the existing class struc-
ture, ultimately eliminates itself and ceases to exist as a proletariat.
From this standpoint, in communism social justice appears to be
the ultimate value, unless it be the classless society that is its essen-
tial condition; in fascism, the highest value is dominion, eventually
world dominion, and the strong and pure nation-race is its essential
condition, as seen by its ideology. Since there are many nations and
races, there can theoretically be as many fascisms, and this has
actually proven to be the case. Wherever fascism has raised its head,
whether in Germany or Italy, in France, England, or the United
States, the strength and the purification of the particular nation
involved has been at the center of ideological attention. This aspect
is an element of weakness in fascist ideologies, as contrasted with
the communist ones. The latter have the advantage of an inherent
universalism and the consequent ability to cope more readily with
the extension of power to other nations. The Soviet Union more
especially has benefited from this position in its dealings with Po-
land, Czechoslovakia, and Germany, China in dealing with Korea,
Indochina, and so forth (see Chapter 27).

It is precisely this doctrinal catholicism that makes communism
an effective weapon of combat, not only between nations, but also,
and generally unlike fascism, within nations. Fascism, when a spon-
taneous product of local agitation, by necessity tended to accentuate
national distinctiveness and national sovereignty. It emphasized fre-
quently the biological superiority of the given community. Fascism,
when imposed on foreign nations, produced, as it did during World
War 11, vigorously hostile reactions. Universality based on a re-
stricted nationalist appeal is a contradiction in terms. Even so,
Italian Fascism had a good deal of appeal beyond Italy. Similar
movements cropped up in Austria, Hungary, Rumania, Spain,
France, and Great Britain, and one must not forget that Italian
Fascism was, after all, the inspiration for many of Hitler’s followers
as well as for Hitler himself. Peron also followed the basic line of
Italian Fascism. There is a very interesting item in the Italian
Fascist catechism used in the youth organizations: “Question: Is
Fascism exclusively an Italian phenomenon? Answer: Fascism, as
far as its ideas, doctrines and realizations are concerned, is
universal, because it is in the position of saying to all civilized
people the word of truth without which there cannot be lasting




96 | The Totalitarian Ideology

peace in the world; therefore it is the sustainer and creator of a new
civilization.” (120a) It should be noted, however, that this kind of
“universalism,” while it may be able to arouse imitators, will have
the result that each fascist movement will itself seek world or re-
gional dominion, and hence create obstacles to the extension of
effective control by the “creator.” Presumably, a fascist France or
England would have been at least as vigorous a rival of Italian
aspirations to dominion in the Mediterranean as the democratic
regimes of these countries were. :
Communism, on the other hand, has been markedly successful in
operating on a national base for the sake of supranational goals. For
communism, unlike fascism, works simultaneously on two levels:
orie is the universal, “orthodox,” and philosophical plane, which
until recently was the exclusive domain of the Soviet leadership; it
has since been challenged not only by Tito but more significantly
by Mao Tse-tung, who earlier had made some modest theoretical -
contributions. The basic issue now is the Chinese view of war as an
essential element in world revolution. The other level is the practi-
cal, the tactical. On this level communism may vary, temporarily at
least, from country to country. Thus the nature of the communist
appeal is markedly dissimilar in, let us say, France and India.
Similarly, even in the captive nations of Eastern Europe and in
China, great stress was laid on the distinctive nature of their com-
munist development. In Poland, for instance, in the immediate post-
war years, the official party declarations stressed the fact that com-
munism in Poland was to be implemented in “the Polish way.”
(432a) Indeed, it became the standard weapon of the parlor commu- |
nist in Eastern Europe to emphasize the distinctive, allegedly more
democratic, character of the development of a communist society in
Eastern Europe as contrasted with past Soviet history. Nevertheless,
significant local variations of a practical nature are to this day
evident, such as in the treatment of the Catholic Church or the
farmers in Poland, or in the redefinition of the concept of the elite -
in China. The crucial determinant of ideological loyalty is the ulti-
mate implication of the local variation: if it serves to further th
over-all goals of the universal ideology, without fragmenting the
power bloc on which the ideology rests, the practical deviation i
tolerated. If not, it is excised.
We conclude that ideology constitutes an operative force in totali
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tarian political orders, as it does in nontotalitarian ones, that its
symbolism and its myths are among the significant elements of the
contemporary political scene, and that there is every prospect that
this situation will remain so. This does not mean, however, that
the substantive content of ideology is not undergoing a continu-
ing evolution, as do all institutions and processes in totalitarian
regimes. Besides, there are types of totalitarian ideology to be distin-
guished which significantly affect the pattern and the operations.
New types may emerge in the future. Now we can say that so far
two primary typologies of totalitarian ideology have appeared, one
distinguished by the degree of rationality, the other by the factor of
universalism. No doubt other typologies could be elaborated. But
what should be avoided is the adoption of typologies derived from
the totalitarians’ own ideological premises, such as calling one rev-
olutionary, the other reactionary, or one progressive, the other con-
servative. For not only do such classifications have themselves a
propagandistic effect, but they imply an acceptance of the direc-
tional premise of the particular ideology. Both of the types sug-
gested here are explicitly related to the doctrinal aspect of these
ideologies. It has been suggested that “deductions based on
behavior,” leading to an “operative social theory,” should be in-
cluded. But unless these deductions are themselves absorbed into
the doctrinal context (see Chapter 9), they do not become ideologi-
cal in a precise functional sense, such as the one here employed.
To be sure, a view of ideology as consisting of the original texts,
the scriptures, so to speak, would be too rigid and artificial. At the
same time, reference to these basic texts constitutes a vital part of the
controversies in this field, and the texts do therefore in some measure
define the frame of reference. _

In any case, there is to be observed a continuing evolution in
ideology, as in other realms of totalitarian reality (260). Before we
turn to an analysis of this evolution, however, the historical roots
need more detailed exploration. For the adaptations of ideology to
the exigencies of political life are undertaken in ideological terms
inherited from the past. What are the roots of these ideological
movements? And what is the importance of “ideas” as such in an
ideology? Should certain groups or thinkers be “blamed” for the
rise of totalitarian ideologies in the sense that, if they had not
written, the ideologies could not have been fashioned ?
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THE HISTORICAL ROOTS
OF TOTALITARIAN IDEOLOGY

In seeking to trace the roots of totalitarian ideology, every kind of
link has been argued. (5; 180; 181; 126) Marx and Hegel, Nietzsche
and Hobbes, Kant and Rousseau, Plato and Aristotle, Augustine,
Luther, and Calvin — all have been charged with having forged the
ideas that became weapons in the arsenal of the totalitarians. Since
all these thinkers are in turn related to many other intellectual
trends and views, it is not too much to suggest that the sum of all
the arguments is plainly this: totalitarian ideology is rooted in the
totality of Western thought, and more especially its political =
thought. To' be sure, the key points of emphasis, such as equality
justice, freedom, are of so general a nature that they do not lend
themselves to very precise analysis in this context. But even more
specific points, like the stress on democracy or the state, ar
similarly elusive. This situation should not surprise anyone, for th
programs of action the totalitarians proclaim are programs cast i
terms of the antecedent states of European and American societ
(with interesting variations introduced in such cases as China), an
they must therefore be related to the patterns of ideas associated
with these antecedent states. Moreover, since ideology has an inst
mental function, as we have seen, totalitarian leaders will fashio
their ideological tools to fit the states of mind of the masses they are.
addressing. For example, the idea of progress, so peculiar a produc
of the Western mind, is embedded so deeply in totalitarian though!
that such thought would collapse if this idea were eliminated.
It should be clear that this entire discussion of the roots of tota
tarian ideology rests upon what answer is given to the questio
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what is the role of ideas in history? Do ideas have demonstrable
effects, or are they merely incidental to reality, like the froth on top
of the waves of an agitated sea? Many of the writers who have
placed major emphasis upon the ideological background of totalitar-
jan movements have failed to realize the full implications of this
view. For if ideas are assumed to have significant causal effects upon
the course of events, a spiritualistic interpretation of history is apt to
be implied. A stress upon religious ideas is most especially prone to
carry this implication. The common argument that men act in
accordance with the ideas in their minds does not settle the ques-
tion of where such ideas come from. If some such notion as inspira-
tion is introduced — Trotsky wrote that revolution is the mad in-
spiration of history — then one must ask: whose inspiration and by
whom inspired? Some of the totalitarian ideologies are basically
trite restatements of certain traditional ideas, arranged in an incoher-
ent way that makes them highly exciting to weak minds. That was
partif:ularly true of National Socialism. By contrast, the Soviet ideol-
ogy is based upon the rigorous, if erroneous and dated, historical
and economic analysis of Karl Marx — which he would probably be
the first to alter, if not to reject, in light of the reality, both eco-
nomic and political, that has developed since his day.

The roots of not only so capacious a thinker as Marx but even of
Mussolini and Hitler are as varied as the backgrounds of the people
who expound them and who listen to them. One might illustrate
this by the recurrent references in Hitler's Mein Kampf to the
notion that the end of national glory justifies any means appropri-
ate for its achievement. To call this “Machiavellism” means to
attribute to it what was in Machiavelli, at least for his time, a novel
and fairly sophisticated doctrine. In Hitler’s treatment it bécomcs a
crude and banal thought.*

In other words, any effort to relate totalitarian ideology more

- specifically to antecedent thought reveals that the antecedent

thought is either distorted to fit the proposition or completely mis-

3 icp.rcsentcd. Thl‘xs Hegel is made an exponent of the doctrine that
:_ _mlght rn'akcs nght," when as a matter of fact he explicitly and
] sharply rejected it. Or Hobbes is claimed to believe in the “state’s

. . . .
These remarks do not mean that Machiavelli’s notions should, in historicist

~ fashion, be condoned. See Leo S 7
_ i A trauss, Thoughts on Machiavelli, 1958, f
; restatement of the moral objections; also 108a. Mdads
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regulating everything,” when it is quite' cvident to any _carc]fllél :z:;l’t i
unprejudiced reader that Hobbes was inclined to rcs;ftnct‘ :nainin-
ereign to the police function, that is, to the function of mai o g
peace in a given society. If one were to argue 31} the vari?us § e;
ments that have been set forth in thus distorting the 1stc;1gr {-‘?11 L
ideas to “explain” totalitarian ideology and. practice, he cou g 1
volumes. Such arguments may have a certain value in the mar t}ft :‘,
place, where the fighting about these i_dcas takes Plaf:C; but oln Ie
whole, it is an arid enterprise, devoid of convincing resu t.vi. lt_
should be remembered that the history of ideas is a particu arh y
difficult field of scholarship, fully measured by few. In any case, the
problem of what an author actually said, and what he meant in the 1
saying of it, calls for a never-ending search, and the mt;:e cEmprc-
hensive the author, the more divergent the answers. _Ony' when an i
author is an official source of ideology is sth inquiry ?r1tal to thf;
study of totalitarianism. Thus an underst.andmg of the dlsc‘:usswnho
whether or not the activities of the Soviet Union ﬁt the ideas that
Marx and Engels expounded is a source of continuing controversy.
This debate has now assumed explosive ch:aracter in the dispute =
between the Soviet Union and Communist Chma..
There is no doubt that Marxism owes a great intellectual debt to =
the traditions, and particularly to the modes of thoug_ht, of th; }
French Revolution. The intellectual climate of Europe in the first
half of the nineteenth century was very much formed by tl.le slo-
gans but also by the philosophic content of tl.lat great enterprise. A;
a result, though surely not for the ﬁx:'st time in the history od i
Europe, the intellectual, in his role .o'f interpreter of the p:l.:t anl |
present, reached out to shape the realities of tomorrow. To a nowb—
edge that Marxism is part of that stream is not, hovn.rcvcr, to estab-
lish a causal relationship, for to do so, as some have, is to engage in i
ex post facto attempts to interpret the ideas and even 'nlonva(timlx:s
of eighteenth-century thinkers in terms of categories impose by
nineteenth- and twentieth-century realities. Nonetheless, it can be
shown that the Rousseauistic concept of totil dt.:mocr?.’cy can eamé
degenerate into total dictatorship when the legislator _cea.sesbtc;i .
a transient educator and becomes a permanent ruler acting in be
of the people. Such concepts as “knowledge” are not far remov;
from such “consciousness” as that of a class, and both need to be
instilled in those “who are born free and yet everywhere are in.
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chains.” The emphasis on unity, unanimity, and ceaseless partic-
ipation is suggestive—but no more than that— of the twentieth-
century “passion for unanimity” characteristic of the totalitarian
systems (see Chapter 13). And, what is more, it was the French
Revolution which gave an outlet to the feeling of rationalistic rev-
olutionaries that society must, and can be, remade in its totality to
assure man the liberty that is inherently his. Indeed, a dialectical
relationship to the religious zealots of the past suggests itself. Like
Saint-Just in the French Revolution, such individuals become the
self-appointed guardians of virtue and truth; genuine conflicts of
opinion are excluded, and disagreement is condemned as absolutely
wrong.

Similarly, the Marxist dialectic derived not only from Hegel, but
from Babeuf and his primitive notions of class struggle. At the
same time, Marxian doctrine divorced the utilitarian emphasis on
self-interest from the individual, welded it to an economic class, and
made it the focal point of the historical movement. Thus various
antecedent notions, borrowed from different writers and move-
ments, were fitted to the requirements of the industrial age and the
peasant reaction to the machine. One need not linger, however, on
the relationship of Marxism to preceding thought in the Western
political heritage to prove how complex is the task of establishing
meaningful intellectual causation. Within Marxism itself, which de-
veloped, as we shall see later, through schismatic clashes, there are
continual disputes over whether a certain interpretation is an elab-
oration or a distortion. For instance, the formation of the new
Communist regimes in Central Europe and Asia, bringing with it
the problem of transition from a bourgeois or feudal society to a
communist one, has perplexed Soviet ideologues in recent years. For
various practical reasons, the theory of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, mentioned only once by Marx in his Critique of the Gotha
Program, though developed by Engels and made by Lenin into
something of utmost importance, has become unsuitable for these
regions. A new terminology and interpretation, evolving around
the term “people’s democracy,” have been coined. The relationship
between this view and Marx’s own about the postrevolutionary
situation is open to dispute. ‘

Disappointed believers in some of the ideas contained in a particu-
lar ideology recurrently constitute very strong opponents of the
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regime based upon such ideology. This is a phcnome‘no.n fam_lliar
from the history of religion. After all, the story of_ Christianity is to
a considerable extent the story of successive d1s_agrecmcnts over
what Christ meant, and over the true import‘ of h%s message. -From
these disagreements have resulted the successive dissents le_admghto
new sects and churches. Considering the rclatwely. s'hort time that
totalitarians have been actively at work, it is surprising how maréy
divergent interpretations have already been expounded and made
the basis of schismatic movements.* . "

And yet it is these schisms which Erowde a r-cal_ cluf: tolt e
meaning of the term we have been umgg—totahtanan lfleo ogy.
The splits and disagreements on the basic tencts-of Marxism, for
instance, have served to accentuate the democratic an.d_ nondemo-
cratic aspects of that theory. Through a process of tht?cal adapFa-
tion, differences in degree have become dlﬁcrenC(?s in kind, despxt;
the original uniformity of view. Are not then soc1.al democracy .amP
communism possibly the products of the same 1r.1tellect1;a1 roots?
Do they not claim ancestorship of a common f:a\mﬂy tree? Are not
their basic assumptions to be found csscgually in the same b'ody- of
writings? Despite the necessarily affirmative answers, the .dlstmctlon
between the two schools of thought, when tr-anslatcd into actuz%l
practice, becomes fundamental and far-reaching—one is totali-
tarian, the other not. ‘

The translation of an ideology into practice usgally serves to
reveal certain inadequacies inherent in human foresight. f}ttf:rons
to picture the future and to prcscribe' ifhc methods qf achilevn}g it
clearly cannot conceive of all eventualities, of all possible situations,
and communism is further handicapped by the gcncra}l looseness of
its philosophical structure. Consequently the schismatic movements
that developed immediately as attempts were made to put Marx1s}r1n
into political practice were, apart from pure power factors, the

inevitable product of such an attempted implementation. When

theory is applied to a real-life situation, there are usually only two

alternatives: one is to modify theory so as to make it' more compati-
ble with the prerequisites of practice, and the .other is to attempt t0
force reality to fit the theory. The totalit:_mans, by their almost
complete rejection of the status quo, are inclined to attempt to force -

* A reading of such a classic account as Harnack’s (133.1) consta:ntly reml.n;:lls oge
of present-day situations, when it discusses the doctrinal controversies, especially the
great and intrinsically senseless debate over the various alleged heresies.
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history to fit their conception of it.* And when such a conception
involves a far-reaching idea of the desirable, that is, historically
inevitable, scheme of social organization, the efforts to mold society
to fit it, and the consequent measures to break down the resistance
to it, call for such a massive deployment of organized force that the
result is totalitarianism. At the present time, the conflict between
the Soviet Union and Communist China is basically over such a
deployment of force in the international arena, China taking the
position that even the violence involved in nuclear war should be
accepted in promoting the revolutionary aims of communism (see
Chapter 26).

Not all the original supporters of such an ideology, however, are
willing to go quite so far. This is particularly well demonstrated by
the Marxist schism on the issue of evolution versus revolution.
Marxism embodies both concepts, which are said to be historically
inseparable. “Revolution is the midwife of every society,” said Marx,
but before the midwife sets to work, a lengthy evolutionary process
precedes the climactic spasms of the revolution. The inner contradic-
tions of capitalism have to ripen lest the revolution fail by coming
too soon. And it is precisely on this time element that conflicting
interpretations have clashed. What is the precise moment for revolu-
tionary action?

The so-called Revisionists felt that precipitate revolutionary ac-
tion would merely revive the blood flow in the corroded veins of
capitalism and thus prolong its life. The key to success, according
to Bernstein and the Social Democratic school, was the ability to
wait, while exacting concessions through participation in the demo-
cratic process. Socialism would in time supplant the capitalist order,
and the revolutionary stage would, in effect, become merely the
technical act of taking over. Capitalism would die of old age, and so
it need not be slaughtered. The revolutionary act would consist in
burying it, not in killing it. (18; 169; 170; 190a) The Social Demo-
crats have therefore been unwilling to engage in drastic measures to
destroy the capitalist society. Their optimism in the certainty of
their success has made them patient and willing to work within the
framework of the constitutional order. Having accepted the perspec-

* The totalitarians are particularly vehement and violent in their criticism  of

“existing” (antecedent) societies. Their effort to change history does not, however,

prevent them from making specific concessions in their ideology when such are
necessitated by expediency. See Chapter 9.
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tive of an inevitable histo'rical victory, they are content with the
thought that the status quo is not going to la.st. SRR
The totalitarians, on the contrary, having a Ay ha
uo is doomed, proceed to prove the correctnes .
sat;;l;sisqthrough measures to effect it. To thefr;i, wsilllr%g:i;sctgogzl
i “Reformism . . . which in effect denie ial-
. s?::él:ﬁiior;ndl{tries to establish socialism .peacefully e _‘f_htl}i:
lsttta(:hes not the struggle of classes but their cn_:)llab(.)ranolrll o
p.=:i':c)r1'rlism is degenerating from day to day,_ and is IOS}ngla T
rf jalism.” (336) Lenin and the Bolsheviks, acc.:ord{ng VA <1: P
e Sgct;hat r.evolutionary action was the key to h1s.tor1cal sa vz:\ntl).n;
nd ly direct measures aimed at overthrowing t.hc capitalis
anc(l1 th:oi?dy produce its fall. “Great historical questions can tEe
g;lxzd only by violence,” exclaimed I_..cnin (22511?,tcalhz§du;zznhel;
revolutionaries to act as the grav.edlggers of his t;r};nd o
plaéc the remnants of capitalisr-n in the dustbin c:l o }1 el
i Pa‘lz_tY aCtlmgse:sx:rIilﬁ ‘;11!:5;1:; aopaciﬁst trade-
i clas .
El;i:;tsm{::tz}l)i(t’ytz;d‘zzzoﬁg the unwitting tools of capitalist meas-
mle;oisecllf\-ﬁ;s:;txe-m’ the socially more radical clerr}entsT\;f]ZEZ
strongly represented in the storm trf)opefi; mi.Erzxzzsilig;; e
men, under the command of Captain Rohm, like D iggest 13,
all tl,lcy needed to do was to turn t!1e1r swastika arm ad i
to make them red. To be sure, ailldt_hls afg;milznt';l Zeﬁ?zlr’l; <o
did the ideological discussio. itler 1 ‘
ge:cizf;: :ut it nonetheless represented a characfzar.ichC:‘r:elgol%ght:
flict pointing to the divergent stra.nds m.tht: officia .d -
::i(;ielopgd also a “leftist” deviation in Italian Fa;c:l‘srfl, hg. e ann};
i ttai, Edmondo Rossoni, and Ugo Spirito. Glovan
g::lséip:va]:(::vcr;tuaﬂy prevailed upon to make common cause with

this group, and his last work (118; 266) expol._lnds ic gr01:111: ; ;
gcncf:l th:aoi'y. Two journals expressed these views in a veiled -

fashion, but it should be noted that these ideas had no support in

i i f the party. :
th;rinss&lctgie;;’scist fnd 3éhc Nazi movements, actually, the physi

cal presence of the men who formulated the programs prevented

j i ial postulates of both
ence of major splits. Tl_le essentia s,
igvziee:lgts— stressing the leadership principle, the traditional and
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historical values of the people as contrasted with “bourg
eration, the Ezatismo of Italy and the Volk veneration
state corporatism but private ownership,
soil, and last, but not least, the race princ
unchallenged during their relatively brief e
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€ois” degen-
of Nazism,
the mystic quality of the
iple — generally remained

xistences. ,
Both communism and fascism are characterized by their insist.

ence on the revolutionary fulfillment of the “truths”
trines, and it is this insistence that leads to the furthe
on the necessity of a disciplined party —the elite of t
of the nation, Its infallible leadership,
was to effect the conditions which, ac
considered necessary for the achievement of its utopian apocalypse.
It is precisely this attempt to impose on society a rationally, or
rather pseudo-rationally, conceived pattern of distinctly novel
forms of social organization that leads to totalitarian oppression.
And since this oppression is justified in terms of the ideology, this
ideology is totalitarian,
The fact that totalitarian ideology is rooted in the totality of
Western ideas raises the question of its relation to democracy and
Christianity. On the face of it, these two bodies of thought are the
patent antitheses to fascist and communist ideology. The conflict
with Christianity was highlighted in the Soviet Union by the Move- -
ment of the Godless; in Germany it led to protracted struggles to
establish control over both Protestant and Catholic churches (see
Chapter 23). With regard to democracy, the situation is somewhat
more confused, since both communists and fascists like to consider
themselves true democrats. Only if democracy is defined in constitu-
tional terms, characterized by a genuine competition between two
Or more parties, a separation of governmental powers, and a judi-
cially enforced protection of individual rights, is the conflict fairly
obvious on both the ideological and the practical levels. Yet in spite
of these sharp conflicts between totalitarian ideologies and the Chris-
tian and democratic heritage, it is only within the context of this
heritage that the ideologies can be fully understood. Communism is
not Christian, but it could not have taken root without the founda-
tions laid by Christian belief in the brotherhood of man and social
justice. Perhaps even more important than these substantive links
are the habits of mind established by Christianity and the other
religions with a formal theology, such as Buddhism and Mohamme.

of their doc-
r conclusions
he proletariat
through science or intuition,
cording to the ideology, are
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danism, for they establish the cultural habit or trait of relating
action programs and norms to elaborate rationalizations. These
rationalizations are then elaborated into a theology that is in turn
secularized and made the basis of rival ideologies. There is, to put it
another way, a style of living involved that calls for transcendent
explanations of what is right. When the theological explanations
become untenable as a result of the decline of religious faith, these
“secular religions” then fill the vacuum. (319; 5a; 110d) When scen
in this perspective, it becomes evident why a totalitarian ideology
has become potent even in China, which is not a Christian country.
The argument is reinforced by the consideration that China inher-
ited, but did not invent, the communist ideology. It seems more
than doubtful that Chinese thought would have produced this kind
of ideology, and all of Mao’s presumed originality in interpreting
the Marxist-Leninist heritage is little more than an attempt at apply-
ing it to specific Chinese conditions. (141; 320a) It may be well to
add that communist ideology has, in a sense, a similar relation to
Chinese traditional culture as Christian creeds have had: it is a
missionary body of alien thought.

It must be pointed out finally that the relation of the totalitarian
ideology to Christian and democratic ideology is a “dialectic” one —
that is to say, the relation is antithetical. But just as antithesis in
logic cannot be conceived except in juxtaposition to its thesis, so
also in the movement of ideas the root is often the thesis of which
the idea or ideology in hand is the antithesis. The importance of
this kind of relationship lies not only in the consequent “consan-
guinity,” enabling human beings to shift back and forth between
these ideologies, but it also may provide a clue for the next step in
the dialectic.

All in all, our discussion has indicated that the roots of the
totalitarian ideologies, both communist and fascist, are actually in-
tertwined with the entire intellectual heritage of Western man and
that all specific links should be seen, not in terms of causation — of
this or that thinker or group of thinkers being “responsible for” the -
totalitarian ideologies — but as strands of a complex and variegated
tapestry. However, the specific totalitarian ingredient — the employ- 1
ment, even glorification, of violence for the realization of the goals
that the ideology posits is largely absent from the thought of those
whose ideas these ideologies have utilized and, in utilizing them, =
distorted. 3

Y

THE CHANGE AND CORRUPTION
OF IDEOLOGY

In the discussion of the role of ideology in totalitarian societies
some .clcny, as we noted, that ideology plays any significant part iI;
the thinking of the leaders. Those who so argue usually dwell upon
_thc char}ges in ideology that they feel are in fact corruptions, prov-
ing the insincerity of the leaders. The key leadership groups are said
not to take the ideology seriously, but to manipulate it, to change it
arbitrarily to suit their shifting policy lines. (5) But change need
not be. corruption; it can be genuine adaptation and meaningful
alteration. It must, however, be admitted that in the case of Hitler a
strong case can be made for such an interpretation, because of
Hitler’s own cynical statements about the matter. Certainly, several
w'cll—ltznown passages in Mein Kampf, as well as remarks by ’Rausch-
ning in The Revolution of Nihilism (289), lend color to the proposi-
tion that Hitler’s attitude toward ideology was “manipulative.” On
t!le ot'her hand, Hitler’s sccret talks (150a) give a different in;lpres—
sion; in these monologues he clearly stays within the framework of
his racist ideology.

Whatcvef' may be the conclusions concerning Hitler’s opinions, it
appears quite clear that Soviet leadership, and Communist Icad’er-
:s[’up generally, has continued to attach considerable importance to
1d'eology. Indeed, it would be impossible to write a meaningful
hlstc?ry of the USSR without giving sustained attention to ideologi-
cal issues. But, of course, the ideology has undergone a steady
evolution, as the leadership confronted novel situations and fash-
1oned.policy to cope with the issues as they arose. There is a con-
stant interaction among the changing environment, the policy re-
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sponses to it, and the ideological setting for these responses. This is
not a mechanical determinism, but a live, organic process. “For if
ideology,” a thoughtful student of these matters recently wrote,
“influences Soviet policy via the minds of the policy-makers, it also
is demonstrably true that policy influences ideology, that official
interpretations of Marxism-Leninism develop and change in re-
sponse to policy needs, political interests, and changes in the policy
mind.” (360b) In short, ideology is decisively important, as was
already pointed out in discussing the party, and hence the leaders
are sincerely exercised over ideological issues. The recent Chinese-
Russian clashes that have been mentioned several times reinforce
this conclusion. All that the ingenuity of those opposed to this view
has actually been able to prove is that there are important changes
in the ideological pattern employed by the leaders.

Some of the key controversies in the earlier ideological clashes -
revolved around the questions of the spread of the revolution, the
issue of democracy versus dictatorship, and the nature of the party’
organization and operations. (66a; 190b) The first controversy, tha
of world revolution versus socialism in one country, was resolve
for the Bolsheviks more by necessity than by doctrinal decision
Still, the issue gave rise to most vehement arguments and bitte
disagreements.

Originally, most of the revolutionary leaders were hopeful tha
the revolution would spread from Russia to the West. Trots
spoke glowingly of how “the working class of Russia, by leading i
the political emancipation, will rise to a height unknown in history,
gather into its hands colossal forces and means and become the
initiator of the liquidation of capitalism on a global scale.” (3563
71) The Treaty of BrestLitovsk, dictated by German bayone '
clearly implied, however, that the revolution was territorially lim-
ited to Russia proper. This gave rise to a serious intraparty crisi's:
Bukharin declared it to be a blow aimed at the international prole 4
tariat, which caused him and his supporters to “turn aside wi
contempt.” Lenin’s reply was characteristic: “Yes, we will see the
international world revolution, but for the time being it is a ve
good fairy tale, a very beautiful fairy tale—1 quite understand
children liking beautiful fairy tales.” (205¢)

Nonetheless, Bolshevik hopes soared high for a brief period aft
the Armistice and the consequent collapse of Austro-Hungari
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and German imperial power. Central Europe be iti
vacuum, torn by social and political strife. pThc sci?;:i; lﬁ:ﬁﬁ
ready-made for communism. By January 1919, the commander of
the Red Army, Leon Trotsky, was proclaiming: “It is no longer the
spectre of communism that is haunting Europe . . comlfuni
in flesh and !JlOOd is now stalking the continent.” (359.) He was =
echoed, albeit in a less ringing fashion, by Lenin, who obse rz
hopefully that the “revolution has begun and is gair;in str Lw?
all countries.” (203c) S
Yet this ‘Was not to be. The revolution failed to spread, but still
succct_zdcd in Russia. Its failure as an international movemc’znt led to
the_blr.th of the theory of socialist victory in one country at a time
This view was at first propounded cautiously and halfheartedly, and-

Sowet les'tdcrs continued to emphasize that it was merely a transi
tional point in historical development. In one of his ca);licr stnﬂ-
ments Stalin expressed it as follows: “While it is true that the ﬁate;
victory of Socialism in the first country to emancipate itselfm?
impossible ?vithout the combined efforts of the proletarians of se:ri
eral countries, it is equally true that the development of world
revolut.lon will be the more rapid and thorough, the more effectiv

the assistance rendered by the first Socialist country to the work :
and. laboring masses of all other countries.” (337b) The Sr 3
.Umon accordingly became the base of world communi ?’;ﬁt
issue was somewhat overstressed b  Trotsky
and Stalin which, because it operated within an ideologically ori-

- ented setti i
i) ng, necessarily took the form of a theoretical clash.

y the struggle between Trotsky

Later on, the issue shifted to that of stages of development, Stalin

claiming _that there was one road, that of the USSR. At the
: Tvtrenty-Flrst Party Congress, Khrushchev gave the issu.c an

] twist when he announced that the Soviet Union, having co B
‘ mated the program that signalized the stage of, “social%sm gl
1 ﬂZ.lCn ready to enter the transition leading from socialism to cc’rmWras
: ;:mm. Bula:i there would not be “any particular moment” when sof:li];;:
“ thr; x;.::);l . :::;iiliand communism begin. Oddly enough, he suggested
R o e fam farr aspects o.f advamfed capitalism as free lunches for
f ooie he; : ce nurseries, pensions, and scholarships at institu-
g ig earning marked r_h1s. transition. And he added that
) uxuries, but “the healthy requirements of a culturally devel-
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oped man” was meant when comrr}unism spoke of “sat1sfy1é1g£r:)l:;
needs of the people.” Such pragmatic goals seem fa.r rcE:;c o
the early idcologicalhcontro}\:crsms. Yet they are involved,
ith the Chinese shows.
argfulics[;;:ztion is similar in the discussion over degnc;c;acy'k\s'c}r;t:;
dictatorship. It has repeatedy been ch.arged that the t?ts ‘::; 2 e
again had abandoned true communism. In a s§ns§, 1I ad Uit
this conflict that the Bolshevik PartY was conceived. tis interi
however, to re-emphasize that Marxism 1s sub]ccth toBvallrﬁu‘l?igks s
pretations, and the divergent lines ficvclopz.ad by t ¢ Bolshe g
the Mensheviks offer a striking 1.11ustr.at1on. Leniﬁ sftr:lr;s; -0
ﬂuring the revolutionary period it is pomfless. to ta .dot i I:(l 7
because “broad democracy in party organization aII(lil 1: fuslg oo
of autocracy . . . is nothing more than a usel.css and harm need;;.d
(203d) And once the revolution has been a‘cl"ucvcill, tf(:ir‘rortlsmhi i
to eliminate the remnants of the bourgeoisie. The icta 25 ; : :
the proletariat, therefore, will not tolerate any res;nc%ot bt
freedom of action against the fallen, bu.t s¥1ll not 1({)u1 z:i edirectl.
Lenin put this quite flady: “Dictatorship is pov‘;cr‘ ase dictamz g
upon force and unrestricted by any laws. Tht.i revo 1(11t1k()me:;y et .
ship of the proletariat is power won a_ncli 1':(1;111‘1ta1n;21 ¥ ;:restricted
of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, power that is u
2 (205d - 8
byTaEZ lcqul‘:zsstio(n of )dictatorship is inherently related tc:)1 thc. cton%::: 4
over the nature of the party that was to lead the [.)rolzta;;e. T
issue is again as old as the Bolshevik movement 1tsv:'-.1 a; fhis
between the Mensheviks and the Bolsheviks was prccise y on &
crucial issue, and some of the severest attack.s ever ;un; e enyt.
fellow Marxists against Lenin were uttered during the e;‘e oirxé "
of this schism. Trotsky’s famous charge, often erroneously ;:]1 e ver:_g
aimed at Stalin, was to reverberate over and' over“agm'n,’ w z[tl}fods-,';'
this question came to be diSCl']SSCFl by Ma:tmsftiz;t ‘Is_;;agxsltrilti tzrctl hoo
is: the Party organization ... . ; .
lfzidt}:: Iirty as a whzle; then the Centr.al Co‘m‘mlttec, sugs:{tﬁizg .
itself for the organization; and finally a single du;tator Hsuhs. i o
himself for the Central Committee.” (3_58? But since ad_t '151;;1 ;
peration failed to prove that Lenin’s insistence on 2 1sc1pri5in
paramilitary party organization was un—Marxist, it is not su;f; e
that in view of the political reality of tsarist Russia it
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Leninist view that prevailed, and it was the Leninist party that
seized power in 1917. Political events proved Lenin to be right, and
among the first to acknowledge this was Trotsky himself.

If one considers this range of ideological conflict, one is struck by

the fact that the issues are political rather than economic. This is at .

least in part because Marx and Engels were inclined to minimize
the political problem that arises once the proletariat has “seized
power” (see Chapter 7). The Communist Manifesto seems to envis-
age a purely cooperative living together, without any government.
“The state withers away,” Engels wrote, and he meant, of course,
the disappearance of the bureaucracy. Marx and Engels concen-
trated their ideological effort on the criticism of the existing state of
society —that is to say, on the second aspect of ideology defined
here — and as proud students of economics they dealt in detail only
with the analysis of economic reality, treating political problems
incidentally. This is in a way curious, considering that the two men
had been harshly critical of earlier socialists as “utopian” because
they did not give due attention to political realities and, more
especially, “the state.” Likewise, Marx’s controversies with the an-
archists focused upon the latter’s failure to appreciate the power of
existing states and the effort required to overthrow them. (246) His
latter-day followers have been much troubled by the anarchic im-
plications. This doctrine of the withering away of the state is main-
tained to this day, in spite of the obviously different reality. Khru-
shchev offered a rationalization to the T'wentieth Congress, when
combatting the notion that the future communist society would be
“a formless and unorganized, anarchistic mass of people,” by stat-
ing that it would be “highly organized” and that “within it every-
body will have to fulfill . . . his work function and his social duty.”
One might further add that the gigantic task of industrialization
which confronted the Soviet leaders in Russia called for state plan-
ning on a comprehensive scale, regardless of any doctrinal positions.
The Marxist doctrine, economically speaking, is elaborate only in
regard to “capitalism”; to say that Marxist dogma is “closed” or
finished on the economic side is certainly incorrect. Such generali-
ties as “to each according to his need, from each according to his
ability” are general social slogans, not economic theory. (88a)
Generally speaking, the ideological changes in the Soviet Union
need not be seen as corruptions of ideology, as they have been by
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socialist and, more especially, Marxist opponents of 'ch:::1 It,LSSR. Th]?é
may be interpreted as adaptations or modifications and thus fnaz *
seen as a sign of vitality, as suggc'stf:c'l by culltural comp?crlrls:;) 2
other spheres. Adaptability and flexibility are virtues, prov; ed they =
do not lead to empty opportunism. There are a number o 1-faafssa;gies 8
in Marx and Engels suggesting such ad'flptat%ons. On suc {un_ a- 4
mental issues as equality, authority, nauona}lty pohcy,‘ erorc;gn .
relations, striking adaptations to the imperatves of politica rsea ity
have been made. To take one further cxaf‘nplt: only, the o.vm(';
Union is today, as it has been said correctly,_ a system c.}f organize
social inequality” despite its almost- fa{nauc f}llrr}1nanons agamlst
capitalist inequality. (252a) This Soviet mcquah.ty involves n(c;_t ;)_n y
a highly differentiated scale of rewards, which .crfaatcsl 1511nc; ‘
classes of haves and have-nots, but, even more, d1s§1nct evels o
opportunities for advancement on the socu?l scale. (?52f ) e
The problem of adapting the communist theory o Ccflu; i }:1 i
the Soviet reality could not, because of _the importance of this | clac ri
nal facet, have been evaded. But nc1.thcr _cou.ld this pr‘mcip e o
equality be repudiated. The Soviet ranonahzat{orf accordingly :lutn
along the lines of the Pravda article on sgmahsm and ;:lql\i 1b { |
which states in part: “The idea of equah‘ty is not an uns ;1. eale‘,,‘
cternal truth, It was born of certain definite social relatlonfs :Es. ]
content changes with changes in the lla.ttcr. T'he sense OW‘ E i
mand for equality lies only in the abolition of mequaht'sz. it :
disappearance of inequality, the content of the demand or1 equa
is lost.” (441a) It is no accident tha.t ﬂ?c concept of equa 1ty.oc‘c::
pies no significant place in the constitution of tlhc USSR, nor in 1’
Rules of the Central Committee, as adopted in 1961..It is i;mlpy.
taken for granted that the elimination of class oppression an fc =
struggle eliminates inequality. Tl}c coun:tlcss ma‘mfestz}fuzkr:‘s oS i
quality in the USSR are accordmgly, in the light of this Soviet
analysis, not indications of inequality at all, but the necessary co
comitants of a complex industrialized society.* - i
A steady elaboration of Marxist, or rather Soviet, doctrmcco
curred at the Twentieth, Twenty-First, and 'I'.“fenty-Secomi b ;
gresses. These changes illustrate the plasticity of Bolshe

ideology, a virtue which the Soviet leaders frequently comment
upon. At the Twentieth Congress Khrushchev jettisoned the Lenin-
ist concept of the civil war as a mecessary stage in any society’s
transition to socialism; he declared that the necessity for civil

classes are. If these classes are weak and are faced by powerful,

majority backed by a mass-revolutionary movement of the proletar-
iat and of all the working people could create for the working class
in a number of capitalist and former colonial countries the conditions
needed to secure fundamental social changes.” Since then, the So-
viet regime has repeatedly reaffirmed similar views — and this espe-
cially in its conflict with the Chinese Communist leadership, which
inclines toward the older notion that a violent revolutionary over-
throw of the existing political order is necessary and inevitable.

Why do we not find any comparable pattern of ideological change
in the fascist states? Apart from their shorter life spans, it might
first of all be suggested that both Mussolini and Hitler were able to
“interpret” their own thought. The situation resembles that of the
Socialist International at the time when Marx and Engels were still
alive and could be consulted. Certain alterations in their own views
were nevertheless acknowledged by the fascist dictators. (266d)
Changes could be claimed as a natural sequel to what the leader
himself asserted had been his purpose and intention all the time. In
fact, on certain subjects, sharp differences of opinion developed over
ideological questions. Thus Mussolini’s concordat with the Catholic
Church was felt by a number of fascist subleaders to be a betrayal of
fascist ideology; no less an ideologist than Gentile took this view.
The varying attitudes adopted by Hitler toward the Protestant
churches led, on the one hand, to sharp conflicts with Protestants,
who had accepted his leadership on the strength of his alleged
purpose of revitalizing the Christian religion, and, on the other,
 alienated some of his more decidedly pagan followers (see Chapter

23). We have already alluded to the potential conflict with brown-
. shirted “socialists,” whose rebellious spirit was quelled in the blood
- purge of 1934. The difficulties in this sector of relations between
- “capital” and “labor” never ceased to plague the Nazis; a series of
| uneasy compromises were struck.

Even more perplexing is the anti-Semitic aspect of National So-

# Tt is of interest to note in this connection the considerably greater pay l:«':u’la
between officers and men in the Soviet army and comparable scales in the
talist” United States army. .

conflict depends upon how determined and strong the oppressing.

united labor masses, then “the winning of a stable parliamentary
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cialist ideology. It was, of course, central to Hitler’s early ideologi-
cal position, as developed in Mein Kampf. According to Hitler, it
was his “studies” on the Jewish question that transformed him
“from being a feeble world<itizen” into a “fanatical anti-Semite.”
(149a) To Hitler, anti-Semitism was inherently linked with anti-
Communism, and he firmly believed that “if the Jew, with the help
of his Marxist creed, conquers the nations of this world, his crown
will be the funeral wreath of the human race, and the planet will
drive through the ether . .. empty of mankind.” (149b) Hitler
himself has attributed his own conversion to certain Austrian
Jeaders and acknowledged their inspiration — more especially the
then mayor of Vienna, Dr. Lueger. While Hitler found ready re-
sponses to this anti-Semitism among the peasantry of Germany, it
was a double-edged sword. At least one investigator (1) has offered
striking evidence in support of the proposition that Hitler gained
his adherents not because of, but in spite of, his anti-Semitism,
Considering this fact, as well as the extent to which anti-Semitism
proved a handicap in his foreign policy, it is striking with what
radical determination Hitler pursued this “ideological” goal to the
bitter end. The wholesale extermination of Jews during the war
was, no doubt, in part motivated by Hitler’s belief that the Jews
were responsible for British and American opposition to him and =
his policies, and hence it was an act of revenge. However, the
ideological aspect remained of central importance; in the secret
talks recorded at the height of his power and triumph, he ex-
pounded it with fanatical zeal. (150a; 122a) It appears, in some
ways, the inner rationale of his entire conduct. "
It is possible, especially in the light of the catastrophic end of
Hitler’s enterprise, to argue that his failure to adapt his ideology to
the realities of both German and international politics was a source =
of weakness, perhaps even the greatest source of weakness. Timely
“corruption,” such as was argued at times by Goering and others of
his subleaders, might have saved him. (122b) He was not a com- 1
plete purist; for he enunciated the curiously paradoxical doctrine |
that no one whom he proclaimed an Aryan could be a Jew. Several
men of his immediate entourage were, according to the available
evidence, non-Aryan in Hitler’s sense of having some Jewish ances-
try. This fact did not only provide the opponents of the regime
with occasions for mockery; it also troubled the race purists. But
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since the issue was not worked out ideologi i
) gically, but put in terms
;){f.ahﬁat ?ﬁ the F u}tlrcr’s godlike will, the believers in the Third
eich could argue that such Aryan non-A i
i - y ryans were purified by the
It might ﬁnglly be_suggested that a certain flexibility lends an
appearance of infallibility: positions which are brought forward as
developments of an underlying theme, no matter how illogical, can

be made to reinforce this theme. As long as the ultimate goal ‘

rcrgains pure, the adaptations appear to strengthen it.

smcc both communism and fascism are “success philosophies,”
'bu1lt upon the confident assumption that history is on their sid;
ideological factors are weapons in the struggle for men’s minds Ir;
the past, the role of ideology in strengthening the body politic ilad
always been played by religion and tradition, and by the symbols
and mytl.ls in which religion and tradition were embodied. In mod-
ern total‘xtarian socicties, the leaders must carefully create‘and con-
trol‘ the ideological weapons useful to their political existence; ideo-
logical ad_aptations and corruptions are ultimately tested by the role
they play in the propaganda and education of totalitarian societies.
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THE CONSTITUTION, THE LAW,
AND JUSTICE

Every constitution contains strong ideological elements. Not only
any bill of rights it may contain, but also the organizational fixation
it undertakes, are ideologically oriented. This ideological element is
sometimes a severe handicap to anyone who would seek to under-
stand a system of government by means of reading its “con-
stitution.” (1041) It cannot therefore come as any great surprise
to recognize this element in the constitutions of totalitarian dictator-
ships of the communist type. Characteristically, the Fascist and =
National Socialist regimes did not fashion a constitution, although
Hitler allowed the Weimar constitution to remain “in force.” He =
thereby expressed his contempt for a “system” that had proven a
house of straw, once the strong winds of National Socialist ideology
began blowing. (317) The Bolsheviks, on the other hand, under- =
took to fashion a fairly elaborate constitution, which bears the
ideological stamp in its very opening: The Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics is a socialist state of workers and peasants, the first article
proclaims. It then proceeds to speak of its political foundation, the
soviets or councils that sprang up “as a result of the overthrow of
the power of landlords and capitalists and the conquest of the
dictatorship of the proletariat.” Landlords, capitalists, workers, peas
ants — the constitution conjures up their image as engaged in
vigorous class struggle.

Orthodox accepted scholarship in the Soviet Union and elsewher
in the Communist world projects this picture of the class warfar
back upon the constitutions of the “capitalist” world. In a recen
paper, a leading Soviet scholar, after reviewing a number of conve
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tional conceptions of the constitution from Jellinek to Greaves
_comm.entcd: “Ignoring the political (class) essence of a constitutio::
is an important demerit of the above-mentioned general definitions
of' constitutions.” (210) He argued that a constitution expresses the
will of the ruling class, as indeed it must according to Marx’s vi
of law and the state. It would follow that in a mature commurfi:;-
order there would be no need for a constitution. Yet so far there
bas been a constitutional evolution not only within the Soviet Un-
ion (and a new constitution is presumably in the making), but also
in other Communist states, notably Yugoslavia (Which, recentl
completed a new constitution). (448) g
' In the Rqssian constitution of 1918, the function of the constitu-
tion as an instrument of class warfare, and hence its ideological
funct1f)n, ‘was even more forcefully put thus: “The basic task of the
Constitution . . . is the establishment of the dictatorship of the cit
and village proletariat and the poorest peasantry in the form of ‘
p‘owe‘rful All-Russian state authority.” The concept of the c:onstituai
t1on.1.mp1icd in such a statement is not at all that of the Western
_trad1.t1f)n with its protection of the individual against the state and
its division of power, but rather the opposite: no one has any rights
and all power must be concentrated in the hands of the viZtorigou
pro'letariat, that is to say, its leaders. The new constitution of 1923s
while seeming to establish representative government, by no means,
gbandoned the ideology of class warfare, but rather in,stitutionalized
it. In retrospect, its democratic features may appear like mere “f
cade,” (402a; 312) but the constitution actually epitomized tl:;
p.retotalitarian phase of the Soviet Union’s evolution, a phase when
vigorous ideological debate was still carried on (8éb) and before
t-hc totalitarian breakthrough occurred. This was genuine “revolu.
tionary legality.” By contrast, the constitution of 1936, promul ateti
at the height of the physical terror of the Great Purg:: had a %no
clez%rly ideological function. When it was referred to b 1lie Sovif::
'Un,1’o.n as “that genuine charter of the rights of emancipated human-
ity,” it was clearly seen in this light. Constitutional law, and with it
all ]::IW'f was made a key feature of the Soviet system, 'r.’hc crownin
phase in the development of law. As it was put l:,)y the leading
author}ty on Soviet law: “ ‘Revolutionary legality’ was redefined ags
t.he strict observance of those laws which the Revolution has estab-
lished: from a symbol of flexibility the phrase was converted into a

=



The Totalitarian Ideology

of stability.” (19b; 374a) As such, it was by no means
it was the fixation of the ideological setting of Soviet
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symbol
merely facade;
totalitarianism.

In a way, this problem is related to a more general one in the

theory of constitutionalism, which concerns what has been called
the “living constitution.” Ever since Howard Lee McBain published
his well-known study in 1927 on the American constitution, seeking =
to identify its living corpus as contrasted with obsolete formulas,
there has been discussion about it.* This is really a special case of
the “living law” argument; for there has always been and always =
will be the problem of how much of the formal law, as sct down in
constitutions, statutes, and ordinances as well as in judicial deci- =
sions, is the operative law by which a legal community lives. (110e;
105¢) The school of legal realists in the United States went to an 1
extreme in the direction of arguing that only operative law is “rea %
(105d), but such a position creates great difficulties when it comes
to interpreting radical changes in constitutional interpretation, such 3
as have recently occurred in the United States. Such changes are =
usually put forward in terms of the existing constitution and must
therefore be presumed to have been incorporated there as some kind
of law, cven though not operative. There is also the wellknown -
range of “rights for which there is no remedy.” Such rights presum-
ably are law, even though not enforceable.
Autocratic legalism, however, must not be confused with the

totalitarian distortion of the notion of law in what is spoken of as -

the “laws of movement.” These are presumably “laws of nature” o
part of nature); they

“laws of history” (but history understood as a

contain an existential, rather than a normative, judgment. The inter
relation of existential and normative Jaw has been a central problem
in the long history of the natural law. (105) The totalitarian ideol
ogy tends to dissolve the normative in the existential realm and t
consider all ordinary laws merely as expressions of laws of natur
and history. “All history is the history of class struggles,” for exam
ple, would be such a law in terms of which the positive legal ord
must be structured; it provides the standard by which to measu
positive laws, to interpret and if riecessary to alter and break the

this notion in analyzing constitutional practice

# Dolf Sternberger has used
apparently without knowing McBain’s work —

the Federal Republic of Germany,
his Lebende Verfassung, 1956.
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fields, and that there has been a .cons'idc?rable amount alc;f r&?;orriai
diversification. Indeed, some Soviet jurists would 1;1Lhe 11. 2
versification the mainstay of an argument in support of the r_eah1 y
Soviet federalism. One might even argue that there is 1an in er:g;
tendency of autocracy to proliferate legal norms, ais otI;lg as
ultimate authority is retained by the‘ autocratic ru cr,d e tr}t:astcl)ln
being that through law the authority (?s contraste wa - ‘;:
ower) of such a ruler is enhanced and his }cgltninacg Cuttr}c;oﬂo:
(110f) In both Italy and Germany, as well as in Poland, dz?:c e
vakia, and even Russia, a large body of law has remaine $ e
because it is expressive of folkways and cultural tradltm‘nsd a
totalitarian leadership sees no reason to alter, becausele oes nc;;
affect the political goals of the regime. 'I:hc presumed claim to :;)t
manipulation (Erfassung) of thosc.sub]ect to such a rﬁglrlne tﬁes
not exclude the possibility of accepting 2 go:od 'dcal of. the av; at
exists. Specialists have argued Wiifh com’r}ncmg t;:ug::nce o:;l uat ]
“specific Russian component of Soviet law”’ ".Fhoug er; atll-e : :
merous other illustrations, the procuracy, cnrmn_al law, and t E a;l;v
of the peasant household provi.de excellent illustrations of the =
specific Russian component of Soviet law. (19¢; 240-c) N
The same argument applies, of course, a fortiori to the -
regime. Great sections of German law remained, as 2 matt;.lr 0 tacl:, 4
completely intact, having come down from t%le nineteenth cen ury
and indeed continued into the Federal Republic. Thli’51-1:uatlon gave
sise to the theory that there existed a “dua{‘ state” in Germinly
under Hitler (102d), the “legal state” and t.hc prerogative statfc.
is unfortunate that the important insight mtc:‘ the :luahsm of two
conflicting orders was obscured by the term “state”; for a s.tatz 1:
presumably all-encompassing so that qnly oie state }cl:an exist. 1-nd i
territory. The state, therefore, was Hitler’s, and what lremafmt; i
the pre-existing legal order was not a statc, but. a com.phex c1>] . 1;1 -
expressive of numerous aspects of human relations with whic R
tional Socialism was not or not yet concerned. There is every ;n t1hca-
tion that, after a successful conclusion of the war and a urthe
stabilization of the regime, various fields of 'law that had' remz;me
untouched until 1945 would have bf:cn. subjected to 1-:ad1ca1 gtc:]':l
tion in light of the National Socialist 1c!eology. But just as 10 o
Soviet Union, those alterations would still have been “law lin ]
 sense of being valid rules of conduct. As defined by the author
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tive Vyshinsky: “Law is a combination of rules of conduct which
express the will of the ruling class and are established by legislative
procedure, and also of customs and rules of community life sanc-
tioned by state authority, whose application is secured by the com-
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pulsory force of the state for the purpose of protecting, strengthen- .

ing and developing relations and procedures advantageous and con-
venient for the ruling class.” (374b) It is evident that this definition
is virtually identical with that given by such theorists as Hobbes,
except for the introduction of the class concept. But if the meaning
of that concept in Soviet reality is borne in mind, even that addition
cannot be considered very much of a deviation. The will of the
ruling class as represented by the rulers of the Soviet Union is in
fact the will of those rulers: Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev, and the
party apparat that they led.

The Fascists and National Socialists were more candid about this
predominance, though from a Communist viewpoint they failed to
face the class influence reflected in the dictator’s legal will. The
strongly ideological ingredient of totalitarian law is thereby made
manifest. As a National Socialist jurist, confronted with the legal
reality, put it: “Law is the formed plan of the Féhrer, and therefore
expression of the folk order of life (vélkische Lebensordnung). The
formed plan of the Fiihrer is the highest command of the law.”
(232) In such a statement, both the voluntaristic and the compul-
sive aspects of law are submerged in the inspirational repre-
sentativeness of the Fihrer’s intuition and plan. In place of the
class as the determining factor, the folk or nation has become the
reference point. As a result, the notion of law in the fascist mind is
associated with such ideas as the Volksgeist, which had been devel-
oped by the Romantics and the historical school of jurisprudence.
But the former conservative flavor of a doctrine, which tied legal
development to and restricted it by the traditions and folkways of a
particular people, has been turned into a revolutionary thrust by
dint of the will of the dictatorial representative.

It is in keeping with this revolutionary thrust that totalitarian
law greatly expands the area of penal and criminal law. This is
accomplished both by the extension of such conceptions as treason
and subversion and by the broad interpretation of the “npational
interest” and the “security of the state.” With their help, many legal
conceptions are perverted and at times turned into the opposite of
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their original intent. (147) Matters that in constitutional systems
are the subject of a suit between individuals bt?comc the concern of
the state and are permeated by the ideological concerns of th-e
regime. While the Germans and Italians had to abandon their
former traditions of a legal order, the Soviet Umo.n was greatly
aided by the tsarist tradition, which was autocratic though not
totalitarian.

One of the institutions of this ancient autocracy had been .the
office of the public prosecutor, or procurator. (19d) In the constitu-
tion of 1936, this official’s functions are stated thus: “Supreme super-
visory power to ensure the strict observance of the laws by all
Ministries and institutions subordinated to them as _well as by ofh-
cials and citizens of the USSR generally, is vested in the Proscc_u-
tor General of the USSR”; he is “appointed by the Supreme Soviet
of the USSR for a term of seven years” (articles 113-114). The
prosecutor general himself appoints a h(?st of lesser prosecutors
throughout the Soviet Union; the system is completely centralized
in his hands, since he also confirms the appointment qf the local
prosecutors, who have been proposed b}f his own subordinates. One
leading scholar has summarized the vaned. f}mctl_ons as follows: the
prosecutor sees to it that the vast administrative apparatus acts
according to the law; he participates in local affairs. Whenever a
prosecutor considers an act or proposal to be contrary to the con-
stitution or the laws, he may “protest” to the next higher admn}-_ ]
istrative organ; in the case of a ministry, this would be jche Council
of Ministers. He is supposed to supervise the operations of t.he
security offices, the police, criminal investigations, and t.he corrective
Jabor camps. Only the Council of Ministers as a body is beyond his
control. o

Besides these functions of an administrative kind (reminiscent of
the French Conseil d’Etat under Napoleon), the prosecutor’s office
has comprehensive tasks in conjunction with the courts. It orders
the arrest of those suspected and appoints the investigators of
crimes who conduct pretrial examinations—a system ger‘lcrally
found in Europe, but in constitutional regimes elaborately circum-
scribed by legal protections for the accused. It also prosecutes at
criminal trials, supervises all civil proceedings, and may intervene in
any civil suit. This is part of the extension oié criminal lafv tvlvlc‘

pointed out above, although not formally recognized as such in 3
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Soviet Union. The prosecutor may request that any proceeding,
civil or criminal, be reopened and tried again in a higher court. In
short, the Chief Prosecutor’s Office combines in one vast operation
the functions of the American Attorney General’s office, congres-
sional and other legislative investigating committees, grand juries,
and public prosecutors. We have in this office one of the most
striking instances of the concentration of power, characteristic of
autocratic regimes, as contrasted with its division under constitu-
tionalism. The prosecutors in the Soviet Union are an adaptation of
an institution of the old autocracy to the needs of the totalitarian
order, with its vast administrative system.* It has been copied in the
satellites, including the German Democratic Republic, where its
operation has assimilated the National Socialist practices of people’s
courts and prosecutors, which in the minds of many Germans sym-
bolize the end of the rule of law (Rechtsstaat). And yet, in a very
real sense, the system of the procuracy represents the totalitarian
method of securing some kind of legal order, under the sway of
revolutionary legality. It may sound grotesque to claim that “the
principal contribution of the Russian Revolution to the develop-
ment of constitutional law is the adaptation of autocracy to twen-
tieth century industrial society” (19e), but within the context of
Soviet ideology it is a meaningful statement. A vast amount of law,
including that of the constitution, is being maintained by this sys-
tem. It stands behind this otherwise almost incredible statement by
a leading Soviet jurist:

Great is the role of the Soviet Constitution in securing the rights of
Soviet citizens. It secures the basic rights and duties of Soviet citizens,
that is, such rights as enable them to take an active part in state activities,
in exercising state power. To these rights and liberties the constitution
refers the right of all people to have reached a certain age to elect and be
elected to all Soviets of Working People’s Deputies, the right to edu-
cation, freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom of assembly
including the holding of mass meetings, street processions and demon-
strations and other rights and liberties. (210)

Such a claim is not a bad joke, but is meant to possess real content.
Whatever content it has is due to the prosecutor general’s willing-
* Berman, ch. 16, has interpreted the Soviet system in this respect as a “parental”

system which treats the litigant as a ward of society. It would be more in keeping
with established usage to call such a system paternalistic.
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ness to support a particular person or office in his legal claim to the
right. It is true that “bills of rights, under such regimes as the
popular democracies, become purely declaratory and unenforceable;

they constitute essentially declarations of the principles and goals
which the regime wishes the world at large to believe them to be

dedicated to” (403b); but it is true only in the sense that a ward
cannot seek the enforcement of his rights, though his warden can.
The constitution s a weapon in the armory of the prosecutor gen-
eral, when he wishes to protect a particular right or individual
against the encroachments of a state or other office. It all is subject
to the warden’s typical concern: the welfare of the ward, as he sees
it, or “the material conditions necessary for the realization of such
rights.” It is primarily a matter of protection against arbitrariness
and prejudice. Vis-a-vis the state (and party) itself, the Soviet cit-
izen does not and cannot have any rights. There can be no question
that protection against administrative abuses is a legal protection of
some sort. Its totalitarian limits were rather well stated by a satellite
minister of justice: “The real task of those employed in the admin-
istration of justice is to be the realization of every word of party
and government resolutions, but particularly the consolidation of
the socialist legal structure and the modeling of our courts on the
shining example of the courts of the Soviet Union.” (450)

Tt is clear from the foregoing that the ultimate issue is an ideologi-
cal one which turns upon the meaning of justice. What is to be
understood by this basic value that has been central to the discus-
sion of law and legal philosophy through the ages? (110g; 111) It is
undeniable that the totalitarian autocracy, like monarchical absolut-
ism in Europe, the Roman empire, and oriental despotism before
it, operates in terms of its peculiar concept of justice. In this respect,
these more permanent forms of autocracy contrast sharply with the
tyranny of the Greek city-states, which Plato and Aristotle con-
sidered “devoid of justice” and hence the most unstable forms of
government. If justice is considered in its political dimension, that
is to say, in terms of the just political act, “An action may be said to
be just, and hence likewise a rule, a judgment or a decision, when it
involves a comparative evaluation of the persons affected by the
action, and when that comparison accords with the values and
beliefs of the political community.” Justice, in brief, is the compara-
tive evaluation of persons and acts according to the prevailing val-
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ues and bt.:liﬁfs of a political community. Such comparison
:l':xfl:ld;e?:tly if I;hc facts fupon which they are based are ngt untriearii
ion between facts and values is n i if ¢

norms derived from such comparisons do ngl: ;rllzl:lrlir{;nagjs'll)fl thIe
is ev1dcr'1t t1.1at justice thus understood has a distinct andpme1 -
f}ll ap_phcauon to the handling of a large number of huma ﬂnlﬂlg“
tions in these totalitarian orders. It is evident also that the B
consensus rpakes the enlargement of the area within whic}glr?m'ng
prevails quite feasible. But such a widening scope of justicj:u(siuce
flOt-by any means signify the end of autocracy. Consensus Ocj
justice haEve been characteristic of much autocracy in the pa tanA
secret po'h.ce' may still be needed, because the rigid limitationp -
public criticism of the official exercise of power oblige such a e, ot
to §carch out potential enemies by other means. Yet no aut?ci;?c
regime, even that of a tyrant, would endure long without rovidinlc
a measure of. believed-in justice. Modern totalitarianism hgs sou hgt
to faEc1htatc its task by providing an ideological consensus th tg i
man.ngested and symbolized in constitution and law, as it h Ii ’
traditionally in the constitutional democracies of the \;Vcst olir,




