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e drama of the Cuban missile crisis unfolded, the intelligentsia of Moscow
- singrad hardly noticed it. In early N ovember 1962, the members of the
ntsia, as well as millions of other Soviet readers, were frantically looking
ies of a thick literary journal that had just published Alexander Solzheni-
One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich, about the fate of a Russian peasant in
i’s concentration camp. During the second decade of the Cold War, mo-
atous changes began to take place on the Soviet home front, in society and
ture, in public opinion and collective identities.

The Cold War was not just another great power confrontation. It was also a
sh between opposite social and economic projects, a theater of cultural and
sological warfare. As such, David Caute concludes, it was shaped “by the
ared and bitterly contested heritage of the European Enlightenment; and, not
ast, by the astonishing global ascendancy of printing presses, of film, radio,
nd television, not overlooking the proliferation of theaters and concert halls
ppen to the broad public, particularly in the USSR.”?

Recent studies have concluded that global confrontation and this competition
of ideologies profoundly affected American society just as the modernization of
American culture and society began to influence U.S. foreign policy and inter-
national behavior.? And a similar interaction occurred on the Soviet side. The
“new” foreign policy and Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalin at the Party Con-
gress in February 1956 took place at the time of rapid modernization of Soviet
society. Restricted to small groups of elites and militarized industries under
Stalin, this modernization became a much broader phenomenon after his death.
The demands of competition with the United States forced the Soviet leader-
ship not only to promote science and technology but also to expand higher
education and to give more freedom and power to the scientific and engineering
elites. From 1928 to 1960, the number of college students grew twelve-fold and




reached 2.4 million. The number of college-educated professionals jpe
from 233,000 to 3.5 million.* The post-Stalin rulers wanted to proye ¢
Soviet model could produce a happy society of creative and highly eq
people. Khrushchev and other members of the Presidium agreed to shs fp
duce work hours and taxes; they increased investments in public housing,v,
tion, mass culture, and the health system. They also set out to create
urban infrastructures and consumer-oriented industries, neglected or g
tled during the Stalin years. According to Russian historian Elena 7
“Government policy, it seemed, did in fact turn its face to the people,”
early 1960s, government social policies and economic growth boosted optiy
among the Soviet population, especially among professionals and students
growing educated “middle class.”® ‘

The cultural Thaw and de-Stalinization unleashed by Khrushchev were
far-reaching, although by no means inevitable, factors in Soviet modernizag
The gray uniformity of Stalinist culture also started to lessen. Soviet citizeng
their fear of political repression subsided, began to speak in increasi

ygtniki, or “men and women of the Sixties,” and who were determined
"! and liberalize their country. Their collective efforts would provide
imial background for the dramatic shift in Soviet international behavior
. Mikhail Gorbachev from 1985 to 1989.

THE THAW

»'s regime shaped Soviet intellectual life and mass culture for decades. Many
Jents of Stalinist propaganda and mass culture outlived terror and even Com-
itself and continue to affect people even in today’s Russia. Beginning in
: 308, Stalin’s goal was to instill in intellectuals, cultural elites, and the
ses the ideas of service to great power interests, vigilance toward internal
.mies, and readiness to go to war against external foes. Stalin’s preparations
-a showdown with the United States in turn determined the direction and focus
- Soviet propaganda and cultural policies. In the spirit of the revolutionary-
rial paradigm, the official propaganda promoted Russian great power chau-
verse voices. Passive resistance to unpopular state practices grew, and “oas m and the idea of the central role of the Soviet Union in world affairs.*®
thinking, relatively free from state propaganda, began to spread.” These devel ‘Recent historical research reveals that Stalin acted as the supreme editor of
ments attracted the close attention of Western scholars.® Recently, Jeremi Suri} wiet culture, that is, the narratives of the official discourse defining collective
argued that de-Stalinization during the 1960s led to the dissident moveme
which, in turn, together with the movements in Central Europe, began to ¢l
lenge the fundamentals of the Soviet regime. This led the Kremlin leadership
more conservative, détente-oriented diplomacy.® Suri’s view exaggerates the i
pact of the dissident movement and downplays other important motives beh:
the Soviet policy of détente. It is, nevertheless, a promising first attempt
connect histories that too long have remained disconnected.

In this chapter, I argue that the Thaw and Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization pre
ect did not have an immediate visible effect on Soviet foreign policy. It was
however, intimately related to the outcome of the Cold War. It produced fa
reaching divisions within the educated strata of Soviet society and marked tf
end of the total isolation of Soviet society from the West. The destruction (
Stalin’s cult wounded the Soviet ideological consensus. It is beyond the scope @
this book to analyze changes that occurred in specific branches of the So i
bureaucracy (the military, secret police, party elites), as well as among workers
various nationalities, war veterans, and so on. The focus here is on the eli
groups and networks that emerged in the late 1950s and moved to the center 0
political and cultural life thirty years later, during the final stage of the Cold Wal
drama. These elites were “enlightened” party apparatchiks, intellectuals, artists
and writers of Moscow and other major urban centers who called themselves

entities, values, and beliefs.”* In no other regime in modern history, aside from
Jazi Germany, did the promotion of culture (kultura) preoccupy the political
eadership so much and involve such considerable expenditure. A number of
ultural institutions, among them the Bolshoi Theater and leading museums in
Moscow and Leningrad, benefited from state munificence. Stalin cultivated and
red the creative elites, especially writers, whom he called “engineers of
uman souls.” After 1934, the members of the Soviet Writers’ Union, de facto
members of the state propaganda machinery, became a privileged class. Estab-
ished writers got millions of copies of their books published, and privileged
sts and sculptors grew rich from state orders. A Russian cultural historian,
Maria Zezina, observed that by the time of Stalin’s death “a vast majority of
creative intelligentsia was sincerely devoted to Soviet power and did not dream of
any opposition to it.”*?

At the same time, countless writers, musicians, artists, and other cultural
figures fell victim to purges and spent decades in the Gulag. The decline of the
arts was especially striking, as the brilliance, diversity, and avant-garde experi-
ments of the 1920s gave way to triumphant conformism, kitsch, and mediocrity.
The cultural avant-garde was banned as “formalistic” and “anti-national.” All
had to conform to the doctrine of “socialist realism,” officially imposed in 1946.
This doctrine promoted creation of a false world in accordance with Stalin’s

104 FIRST CRACKS, 1953—1968 165



~» Gradually, the shocking shifts of 1953, including rehabilitations of the
“ ps of political prisoners from the Gulag and the sharp reduction of the
- of the secret police and its network of secret informers, made room for the

ideological prescription—the world of the Big Lie, in sharp contrast wjg
realities. The doctrine of “social realism” was not just a part of the rylipe
ogy. It was embedded in all mechanisms of cultural production, inclu
hierarchy of “creative unions” and collective self-censorship.® The ¢yjg,
tablishment was divided into unspoken factions, in a vicious fight for reg
and privileges. All this resulted in a rapid decline not only of the quap i
ultimately of the quality of the Soviet Union’s “cultural output.” :

Stalin’s meddling in the realm of science brought even more contr.
results. On the one hand, in nuclear, missile, and armament programs, he
moted the young cadres, entrusted them with crucial tasks, and showereq
with considerable perks and privileges. Igor Kurchatov, appointed the g
director of the atomic project, wrote down after his conversation with the |
“Comrade Stalin loves Russia and Russian science.” After 1945, Soviet sci .;_‘
and university professors became a privileged caste; their salaries were far ‘
average. At the same time, the Kremlin ruler’s direct and often obsessive i
ference promoted Trofim Lysenko’s pseudoscientific monopoly in biology :
resulted in the ban on genetics and cybernetics.**

Anti-Semitism became a part of state policies that greatly affected all in
tual and cultural spheres of life. The anti-Semitic campaign reached its clima;
January 1953 after Stalin unleashed “the Kremlin doctors’ affair.” Soviet pro
ganda news claimed that there was a conspiracy between prominent Sovietp
cians (“the Kremlin doctors”) and Zionist organizations in the United Sta
with the goal of murdering members of the Soviet political and military leads
ship. At any moment, Stalin might order the deportation of Soviet Jews to the F
East. The anti-Semitism had an enormous divisive and corroding influence
Soviet elites and the educated society. In particular, it gave rise to anti-Stalini
and eventually anti-Soviet sentiment in educated circles—doctors, profes '
educators, writers, journalists, professionals, and the creative intelligentsia
general—where persons of Jewish descent had been strongly represented u,‘

ral Thaw.
L new leader, Nikita Khrushchev, was not a new Great Teacher guiding

1es minds and capturing their imaginations. Nikita was strikingly under-

ated and erratic. He neither wanted to nor could direct Soviet culture. He was

ously tipsy at his first meeting with Soviet writers in the spring of 1957.

sessing N0 means to charm his guests, he tried to remonstrate and intimidate

o The result was disastrous. In contrast to Stalin, Khrushchev was a joke; his

avior left intellectuals amused, appalled, and humiliated at once. A popular
,, a pun on Khrushchev’s denunciation of “the personality cult” of Stalin,

. “There was a cult, but at least there was also a personality.”*’

jg. the fall of 1953, Novy Mir published several literary essays by Vladimir
merantsev that contained a simple thesis: a writer should write with candor
‘,.., twhat he or she thinks and sees. This was a first dig at socialist realism and

j_ mendacity of Stalinist culture. Pomerantsev had spent several years outside
> Soviet Union, working for the Soviet Military Administration in Germany.

is may have spared him from the paralysis of fear and self-censorship that
atrapped many of his colleagues.*® During 1954 and 1955, university dormi-
ries in Moscow, Leningrad, and other cities were abuzz with debates about
dor” in literature and life that quickly became debates about the gap between
Jeological promise and Soviet reality. Those debates involved future Soviet dissi-
lents, visiting students from Central Europe, and those who later made success-
ul careers in the League of Communist Youth (Komsomol) and the party. Among
em were two dorm roommates: a Czech student, Zdenek Mlynar, who would
become a leading figure in the “Prague Spring” in 1968, and Mikhail Gorbachey,
who would become the last general secretary of the Communist Party of the USSR
three decades later.

A creative minority of theater directors, film directors, editors of magazines,
lawyers, historians, and philosophers began to test the limits of state censorship,
venturing over the boundaries of party discipline in search of innovation and
originality.® Writer Ilya Ehrenburg, Stalin’s emissary to Western pro-Soviet intel-
lectuals, wrote a novel, The Thaw, that gave the name to the new era. Alexander
Tvardovsky and Konstantin Simonov began to transform the journal Novy Mir
into an outlet for talented and unorthodox literary works. Film directors Mikhail
Kalatozov, Mikhail Romm, and other stars of the Soviet “factories of dreams”
came out with films extolling humanistic values and virtues. These people, aided
by more sympathetic officials in charge of cultural affairs, formed the milieu in

the 1920s.%

Hopes for liberalization and a better life that had been building among inte
lectuals and cultural elites since the war of 1941—45 grew in educated circles @
Soviet society. Sharp observers realized that Stalinist policies in cultural, intel
lectual, and scientific spheres, as well as everywhere else, had reached an in
passe.’® After Stalin’s death, the framework and basic mechanisms of state col
trol over education, culture, and science continued essentially unchanged. Yet th
anti-Semitic witch hunt, and the mass hysteria and preparations for pogroms
ended after Stalin’s death. The harsh propaganda of militarism and Russiat
nationalism ebbed; the new Soviet leaders called for restoration of “socialist
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frenzy of ostentatious patriotism, mixed with fear of losing state favors, th rtoire. The Tarzan series with Johnny Weismuller and His Butler’s Sister with
urbin became as much a part of the generational experience as Ameri-
anned food from Lend-Lease, ration cards, and fatherless childhood.*
: ing the Thaw, the trickle of Western films became bigger. State film dis-
jtors in Moscow and the provinces liked American blockbusters for mone-
 reasons and won bureaucratic fights against party propagandists concerned
e enormous popularity of Hollywood productions among viewers in the
s and the countryside. Many of the best-known American dramatic films (by
j(azan, Cecil B. DeMille, and others) did not reach broad Soviet audiences
1 ﬁse of their cultural and religious content. Still, millions saw The Magnificent
" ' with Yul Brynner, Some Like It Hot with Marilyn Monroe and Jack Lemmon,
d others. Their impact on Soviet audiences cannot be overestimated. As the
sbel Peace Prize—winning Russian poet Joseph Brodsky, who lived then in
ningrad, recalled, these films “held us in greater sway and thrall than all
. subsequent output of the neorealists or the nouvelle vague. The Tarzan series
one, I daresay, did more for de-Stalinization than all Khrushchev’s speeches
the 20th party congress and after.”*® Writer Vasily Aksenov remembers: “There
as a time when my peers and I conversed mostly with citations from those
alms. For us it was a window onto the outside world from the Stalinist stink-
ng lair.”*

The ferment that eroded the anti-American propaganda images worked above
ll on educated and privileged Soviet youth. Under the impact of de-Stalinization
nd the cultural Thaw, many educated youngsters sought to distance themselves
from the Soviet past. They mistrusted and ignored Soviet propaganda and tried to
dress and behave differently, in Western fashion. The state media ostracized
them, calling them “loafers,” “parasites,” and stilyagi (“style-apers”). Garthoff
recalled that the youths he met and talked with in 1957 fell into several cate-
gories. Some of them were “naive,” especially those recently graduated from
econdary school. They had not yet discovered contradictions between what they
were taught and reality; they still believed in the propaganda about the United
States. The older youths could be divided into the “believers,” the precocious
ger, were published in hundreds of thousands of copies; they were available i cynics, and the “golden youth” who found their escape from the dullness of
thousands of public libraries around the Soviet Union. American films becam Soviet cultural life in unabashed Westernism and Americanism.* For those of the
another window into the New World for the curious public. After World War II; “golden youth” who were skeptical or disillusioned, everything American became
state authorities authorized a controlled release of trophy German and America apowerful antidote to state propaganda. Young artists, writers, poets, and musi-
tians exhibited the same attitudes. Joseph Brodsky observed that he and his
friends tried to be “more American than the Americans themselves.”*

American radio broadcasts and music exercised huge “soft” power upon
Mmany young Soviets. American jazz and swing were repeatedly banned in the

majority of Soviet writers voted to expel Pasternak as a traitor from the wy
Union and even demanded his expulsion from the Soviet Union. Paste
forced to renounce the Nobel Prize, and his health gave out under the straj
died of cancer on May 30, 1960.* ‘

The swift restoration of “order” in 1956 and the Pasternak affair were gg
ing reminders to those who expected quick change. Still, the momen
grassroots de-Stalinization continued. The control of state ideological an'
tural institutions over the younger generation and cultural elites contim;

erode.

THE ENEMY IMAGE BLURS

After Stalin’s death, the Soviet Union slowly began to open up to the outs
world. In 1955, Soviet authorities authorized foreign tourism, banned ung
Stalin. They also eased a nearly total ban on foreign travel for Soviet citizens;
1957, 2,700 Americans visited the Soviet Union, and over 700,000 Soviet citize
traveled abroad. But only 789 of these visited the United States.” The clog
nature of Soviet society and the state control of the flow of information generat
enormous curiosity in Soviet society about the outside world and especially abg
America and Americans. The few American tourists and educational and cultu
exchange visitors became the objects of immense curiosity. During the summ
of 1957, a young Yale graduate (and future CIA analyst and diplomatic historian
Raymond Garthoff, traveled around the Soviet Union and met with hundreds
students. Outside Leningrad, he and his colleague found themselves surrounde
by 150 students at an agricultural college. Students were so excited and gratef
for the opportunity that they escorted the two Americans in a ceremonial mare
to the train station.**

Many Soviet citizens, avid readers, found their windows to the West in trans
lated literature. After Stalin’s death, a great number of works of American writei
in translation, among them Ernest Hemingway, John Steinbeck, and J. D. Salin

films captured in Europe. These were mostly musicals, light-hearted comedies
and soap operas. The response of the Soviet public, from children to the old, &
these releases was wildly enthusiastic. Music from American films, especially
swing by Glenn Miller’s orchestra, successfully competed with the Russian clas-
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Soviet government. But the Americans do not understand our people, W, «cosmopolitan” groups inside the state bureaucracy and cultural

";a‘! and

turn the exhibit against the Americans. We will tell our people: look, £.62

7_; men

the richest country of capitalism has achieved in one hundred years, S | - during the 1960s, the spread of American material and cultural symbols

will give us the opportunity to achieve this significantly faster.”ss pandemlc Music and clothing styles, the idolization of mass culture
Whatever Khrushchev’s intentions may have been, the long-term effect; and beatnik-like behavior took root, first of all, among the children of the
bragging did not help Soviet anti-American propaganda. His promiges o ¢ nomenklatura. Inside this nonconformist youth milieu, American radio
the American level of prosperity (that is, the material symbols of thig Prosp w sting and cultural exhibitions became extremely effective tools in fight-
impressed millions of Soviets. Zdenek Mlynar rightly observed: “Stahm ficial anti-Americanism. John F. Kennedy, Ernest Hemingway, and Marilyn
allowed the comparison of socialism with capitalist realities because he jn roe replaced the hackneyed icons of traditional Soviet heroes. The number of
that here we build an absolutely new world, comparable to nothing.” Kh , of cultural Americanism is impossible to establish; but it became especially
came up with a new slogan and fundamentally changed the perception 0 during the 1970s and the 1980s, when the Soviet Union entered a period of
world for the average Soviet person. Over the course of the next years, p gical vacuum and economic stagnation.®
became accustomed to comparing their lives to American living standards
developed a complex of inferiority. One generation after another recognized s
in reality, American living stanerds re?nained much higher than i: th THE OPTIMISTIC SIXTIES
Union. And, Mlynar continues, those who looked for explanation could ez ‘rThaW and a growing openness to Western influences affected millions. This
come to the conclusion that the main obstacle that prevented them from ach ct, however, should not be exaggerated. After the crackdown on student
ing an American-style life was the existing economic and political system,s ent in December 1956, the party and state invested enormous resources in
As the Khrushchey era evolved, two mutually confusing messages coexis ted eological control over the population, especially the youth. For every freethink-
Soviet propaganda about the United States. One was the modified version of} g publication and Western film, there were thousands of newspaper and jour-
traditional Stalinist enemy image in which the United States remained the | al articles, books, and movies that promoted Soviet patriotism and orthodoxy.
“other” that opposed the Soviet Union; American capitalism and the Ameri he rapid expansion of high school education during the post-Stalin decade did
way of life were presented as antithetical to Soviet “socialism” and way of lj not automatically generate liberal values; for a while it served as a major vehicle
Another message was a rather positive picture of American society as an umb " for indoctrination and conformist mentality. Although cleansed of images and
for both foes and friends, and of U.S. technological achievements as a blueprij glorification of Stalin, school textbooks of history and literature continued to
for Soviet technical progress. Khrushchev allowed Americans to demonstr: mpose on young minds a single integrated narrative of Soviet history, culture,
and ideology, constructed within a strict and censored framework. New cohorts
of students graduated still believing that they lived in the best, happiest, and
mightiest of all countries. By the end of the 1950s, Soviet society continued to

maintain not only a strong Cold War consensus but also a huge store of Commu-

their achievements at the Sokolniki Park exhibition, but the Soviet press was fi
of stories on hunger, crime, unemployment, and the persecution of blacks in
United States.®

The dualistic image of the United States left many questions unanswered. Ver
nist romantic illusions. In early 1959, Khrushchev decided to exploit these illu-
sions by proclaiming at the Party Congress that the Ussr had completed the “full
and final construction of socialism.” During the next two years, he and a group of

few in the Soviet Union could speak with authority about American society ar
culture. In 1957, the official weekly of the Soviet Writers’ Union, Literaturnai
Gazeta (Literary Gazette), published a series of articles by Alexander Kazem-Bek,
speechwriters brought out a bombastic, sky-is-the-limit, program of catching up
with the United States and “finishing the construction of Communist society”
in the Soviet Union within two decades. In July 1961, in a speech to the Cen-
tral Committee, Khrushchev promised that the next generation of Soviet people

Russian nationalist who had lived in the United States and then voluntaril
returned to the Soviet Union. The articles denounced the United States as “a
country without culture,” as opposed to the Soviet Union and Europe. Imme:
diately, Ilya Ehrenburg, an opponent of cultural xenophobia, published a
would live in the prosperity of a Communist paradise. The Soviet Union, the
leader boasted, would “rise to such a great height that, by comparison, the main

joinder. He wrote that America was a country of many “progressive” writers and
artists.®* This polemic gave a rare glimpse into the growing tension between the
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capitalist countries will remain far below and way behind.” After natjop.
cussion” in which 4.6 million people took part, the Twenty-second Paps
gress unanimously adopted the program in October 1961.% 3
Among the flagships of official romanticism and idealism were the
circulation newspapers Izvestia, headed by Khrushchev’s son-in-law Ajexe
zhubei, and Komsomolskaia Pravda, the Komsomol newspaper. As Adzhu
recalled, “We used to finish our meetings with indispensable slogans ah ;
victory of Communism. We had no feeling of failure, deadlock or stagngg i
would like to stress: there was still the reserve of energy, many remained gpg
tic.”% In 1960, a group of young journalists organized the first Soviet insti 9~p
the study of public opinion. The topic of the first poll was, “Will h —,,..
prevent a world war?”®
Cinema was another powerful medium in which aged filmmakers of the
and 1930s and their young pupils sought to re-create the spirit of revo! A
ary optimism and socialist romanticism. With sanction from above, they

Jist intentions. The younger apparatchiks and intellectuals believed they
' contribute to the regime’s liberalization by supporting Khrushchev’s de-
i-ation. They were proud to call themselves the “children of the Twentieth
.Congress” and, together with the older established figures from the Soviet
o] and educational establishment, worked hard to revive the mass patrio-
;_, d enthusiasm that they believed had existed three decades earlier and been
: by Stalin.
e “enlightened” apparatchiks skillfully walked the fine line between their
1ness to humanistic values, on the one hand, and careerism, conformity, and
! ‘a tism on the other. Unfortunately, the Cold War left little room for a middle
und. In a pinch, most of them supported the Soviet cause and empire: Real-
ik invariably triumphed over their humanistic yearnings and reformist ideal-
1956, most of them were not ready to support the anti-Communist
olutions in Poland and Hungary. During the festival, in August 1957, Adzhu-
- an informal leader of the new recruits, reproved Polish journalist Eligiusz
tempted to return the revolutionary heroes and Bolsheviks to the front stage f ;v‘. an editor of the liberal Polish literary magazine, Po Prostu: “Listen, you
which they had virtually disappeared under Stalin. The new films (for exam
Communist, with Gennady Gubanov) sought to put a human touch on the
party men.®’ {
Under Khrushchev, younger cadres rose in the party and state bureaucr:
people who combined war experience with a good education. It became fashi
able among party leaders to hire intellectuals as “consultants.” This gave birth
the phenomenon of “enlightened” apparatchiks, usually working in Moscoy
the central bureaucratic structures. Among them were future “new thinkers”
the Gorbachev era: Georgy Arbatov, Anatoly Chernyaev, Fedor Burlatsky, Nik
Inozemtsev, Georgy Shakhnazarov, and many others. Gorbachev himself wa
beneficiary of this upward trend; as a young, educated, and energetic party me
ber, he was quickly promoted through the ranks of the nomenklatura in
southern region of Stavropol. The late 1950s and early 1960s were relatively g¢
times for young Communist intellectuals. One of them recalled: “Under Kh
shchev a merry, joyful, and even easy-going life began for our circles. We w
young. We scored first successes, defended first dissertations, and published fir
articles and books.” All this created a “general optimistic tone of life.” Soci
cultural, and ideological differences did not corrode the atmosphere of t
camaraderie.”® These young people supported Khrushchev, despite his anti
and lack of education, viewing him as a vehicle of change, the force that coul
sweep away old discredited cadres. This, they believed, would clear the way f

1 do in Poland what you want, but keep in mind that it rubs off on us here as
o|l. You come and spread this plague, [you want to] subvert us. We will not
ow this to happen.”®® The “children of the Twentieth Party Congress” wanted
reform the Soviet regime, not destroy it.

The biggest obstacle in their eyes was the rigid bureaucratic apparatus that
Id the country in steel bands and blocked innovation and change. Still, the
form-minded Communists hoped this apparatus could be repopulated with
nlightened” cadres and transformed from within. One of them recalled later:
[ reckoned on the development of party structures and state structures, on their
ifferentiation, since the task of management of society and economy became
lore and more complex. Therefore, there would be a greater autonomy from the
arty apparatus.”” The unofficial motto in some patriotic educated families of
e time was: join the party and “purify” it from within.”*

For a few years after the secret speech, there were still reasons for Soviet
atriotism and belief in the potential of reformed Communism. The Soviet Union
ill demonstrated impressive economic growth, restoring and expanding its
industrial power. In the countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, the appeal
f the Soviet way of modernization reached its peak. Soviet leadership in the
Space race confirmed the vitality and global appeal of the Soviet economic model.
On April 12, 1961, Yuri Gagarin, a lieutenant-major in the Soviet Air Force, orbited
farth and became the first man in space. There was a wave of immense pride and
their careers. hope among millions of Soviet citizens and spontaneous patriotic demonstra-

The new recruits were distinguished by their skill at critical thinking and thei tions in Moscow and Leningrad. Many of the “enlightened” apparatchiks under-
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stood the utopianism in Khrushchev’s promises of the rapid arrival of prog
and the collectivist paradise. Yet, as Chernyaev, a future assistant of Gg
recalled, they wanted to believe in it.”? The vision of a new Communist “
the heated atmosphere of the race with the United States, and the inge
mythmaking activities of official propaganda created a unique mood in he
cated loyal circles of Soviet society. The early 1960s marked the peak o -4
patriotism, the time when “Soviet civilization” reached the age of maturigy;
In sympathetic workplaces, in private apartments, in Kitchens, people p
guitars, drank, fell in love. But in their free time, they also read countless ;‘:
both those legally published and those illegally typed by samizdat (publj
yourself) enthusiasts. They debated with utmost seriousness on how to jmg
and change the system without repudiating the Communist legacy. Amon
themes of that time were the “end of ideology,” the rise of technocratic elite
convergence of capitalist and socialist systems, and the role of cybernet
managing public affairs. Mikhail and Raisa Gorbachev, residing after their
ation from Moscow State University in 1955 in Stavropol, far from Moscow,
aged to be part of this new intellectual subculture. Raisa began to do sociolog
studies in the countryside. The couple spent hours discussing philosophical
political ideas. The Gorbachevs read and debated the ideas of Western New
philosophers Jean-Paul Sartre, Martin Heidegger, and Herbert Marcuse.™
Many future “new thinkers” gained similar access through their position
academic institutes and as consultants of the Central Committee of the Com
nist Party. Also, they met foreigners on a daily basis and went on foreign trip:
1958, Alexander Yakovlev, a young war veteran and party official and futurea
tect of glasnost under Gorbachev, went to the United States on the first exch:
program and spent a year of studies at Columbia University. Some of the
intellectuals lived and worked in Prague, as journalists and editors on the jou
The Problems of Peace and Socialism. It was a unique place in which Soviet funei
aries in charge of international propaganda and experts on international af
and world economy lived side by side and freely with Western leftists. Accor
to Chernyaev’s recollection, in the early 1960s Prague was a “cosmopolitan
dise compared to Moscow.” The Prague group included Georgy Arbatoy, €
nady Gerasimov, Oleg Bogomolov, Vadim Zagladin, Georgy Shakhnazarov,
others, who would form the core of the perestroika brain trust after Gorba

ture, then towards the past, but never—at the present.” The optimistic spirit
ime was rooted in a strong belief in human reason, in the collective ability
ome any difficulties if armed with scientific knowledge and freed from
atic constraints.”

e scientific community was the primary forum for the optimistic leftist
ectual culture in the Soviet Union. Boosted by the growth of the military-
<trial complex and competition with the United States, scientists seemed to
of the most influential elite groups in the Soviet Union, a prototype of a
society. The military-industrial complex offered scientists hundreds of thou-
1s of new jobs. By 1962, the complex consisted of g66 plants, research and
‘ment labs, design bureaus, and institutes, with the total number of the
, reaching 3.7 million people. Many young scientists found jobs in
demic research centers in Siberia and the Far East and in a few dozen secret
s and special academic cities, model urban projects built by the atomic
istry, the Academy of Science, and other institutions related to the military-
istrial-academic nexus. Those who lived there had stable employment, rela-
) high salaries, and wonderful social benefits, from free kindergartens to free
sing. The closed ghetto of secret cities was a surreally free place inside the
et Union. A journalist who managed to visit one of the secret cities in 1963
rwith scientists who could talk freely on political and cultural topics without
fear. Scientists discussed the introduction of a “democracy” of scientists and
llectuals that would be a third way between Stalinist Communism and West-
capitalism. Some of them believed the Soviet system could be changed “sci-
ifically” by an alliance of scientists and “enlightened” party apparatchiks.”
Within the scientific community, the yearning for greater freedom from the
ninant ideology and nonscientific bureaucracies coexisted with the fierce
mpetition for and total dependence on state funding and resources. Soviet
ence historian Nikolai Krementsov describes “the merging of the scientific
nmunity and the party-state control apparatus on the level of both institutions
lindividuals.” Scientists, as their advice to Khrushchev regarding the 1963
ial test-ban treaty demonstrated, learned to push the right buttons and ma-
ulate the regime’s ideological and military-industrial aspirations.”®

Initially, most members of these reform-minded communities supported
tushchev’s efforts to expand Soviet global influence, and especially his course
assistance to the national liberation and anticolonial movements in Asia,
fica, and Latin America. Tens of thousands of Soviet specialists, engineers,
fentists, and technicians worked in China in the late 19508, providing “fraternal
istance” in the rapid modernization of that country. Witnesses recall how
icere and enthusiastic their attitudes were. Soviet physicist Evgeny Negin re-

had come to power.”

In the collective thinking of Soviet progressives and young people in the €
1960s, the cult of science became a substitute for religion. As astute Obs,
note, the atheism of that period “was not the result of government despoti
relied on the ideology of Soviet intelligentsia. Soviet intelligentsia looked towa
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called that by 1959 “the relations between the Soviet Union and Chijpa
best described in the words of the song ‘Moscow-Beijing,’ that be !
even in Stalin’s time: ‘Russians and Chinese are brothers forever.’ It seq
the friendship sanctified by the same ideological choice, would be .

" It seemed much more solid than the ties based on sober pragmatic inrg"
The Sino-Soviet split came as a shock for Soviet public opinion jn i
1960s, and it contributed to a more critical view of Khrushchev’s forej 4

Jenezuela may blow up at any moment. There are mass strikes in Chile.
applies t0 Brazil and Guatemala.”® The craze about Cuba did not
even after the Cuban missile crisis; when Castro traveled around the
nion at Khrushchev’s invitation in the spring of 1963, he was welcomed
',» iastic and cheering crowds of Soviet people wherever he went.

. . . . .. . EROSION OF SOVIET IDENTITY
Still, general support of internationalist activism continued for a whjle.

were, of course, many other “friends,” that is, possibilities for proletariz tionary romanticism competed with Western influences for the souls of
darity. Radical Arab regimes in Egypt, Syria, Iraq, and Algeria and the ;
and exotic India, Burma, and Indonesia—all provided new objects of fasein
There was also postcolonial Africa: Ghana, Ethiopia, Guinea, Mali, Congg
euphoria within the Soviet political leadership about the prospects for pr 7
Soviet-style socialism in these countries was linked to stratagems of the
War: the struggle for the third world would reach its peak during the 1

the same time, it initially resonated with optimistic and romantic currents j

tellectuals. But the usual result of peeking out from behind the iron
iwas culture shock at the first glimpse of a free, diverse, and thriving life
y ideological uniformity, fear of secret police, and regimented existence.
ector Andrei Konchalovsky, from the highly privileged family of the
of the Soviet national anthem, vividly described his impressions during
first trip abroad to Venice’s film festival in 1962. Spectacular glimpses of
oric Venice, Rome, and Paris, long impossible for educated Russians, left

Soviet educated elites.*

The 1959 revolution in Cuba fuelled new hopes in Moscow that Commur
still represented the wave of the future. The victory of Fidel Castro, Che Gue
and other barbudos captured the imaginations of many Soviet citizens, inclug
members of the nomenklatura who traveled to Cuba to explore a new “soci:
frontier.”®* The young poet, Yevgeny Yevtushenko, an unofficial literary mo
piece of Communist reformers, rushed to Cuba to glorify “the Island of Libetf
as described in his ebullient stanzas. Everyone sang the new song: “Cuba,
Love!” Ernest Hemingway, whose novels Farewell to Arms and For Whom the Bell 1
had earlier been banned in the Soviet Union, now became a part of the Cub
cult. When Anastas Mikoyan, second in the Soviet leadership, flew to Cubz
February 1960, he spent the whole trip reading Hemingway’s novels in the expi
tation of seeing the great writer, who at that time lived on the island.®

For the young men and women of the sixties, the Cuban Revolution rev:
dated the Bolshevik Revolution of October 1917. It also offered the illusory ho
that a genuine revolution could occur without leading to blood and tyranny. Cul
reconnected Soviet foreign policy, tainted by Stalin’s cynical imperialism, wi
messianic revolutionary horizons. “The Island of Liberty” was well within th
U.S. sphere of influence but still managed to break loose of the superpower
gravitational pull. Latin America no longer seemed to be out of reach. “Or
should look beyond Cuba,” predicted Komsomol boss Pavlov at the meeting it
propagandists in January 1961. “At any time other Latin American countries ma
follow after Cuba. Americans are literally sitting on the powder keg in Lati

, ovsky flabbergasted. Venice, with its splendid Grand Canal, palaces,
1y crowds, myriad lights, and Parisian hotels in which white-aproned cham-
naids dusted off the glittering brass doorknobs, deepened the dismay that
se from the contrast between all this and the bleak Soviet existence. Many
s later, Konchalovsky recalled: “All my ideological vacillations and anti-
triotic steps that followed can be traced back to this episode.”** Konchalovsky
ould later emigrate to the West and work in Hollywood.

Gradually, trips abroad ceased to be the search for a “socialist frontier” and
scame a coveted prize for party and state functionaries as well as members of
e cultural establishment. There was even a trickle of official “youth tourism”:
iring 1961, 8,000 Komsomol functionaries traveled to the United States, Great
ritain, Switzerland, West Germany, and other countries.®> Many of them found
hat abroad the consumerist paradise Khrushchev promised in the future already
xisted in the West. In the mid-1960s, Mikhail Gorbachey, then a party official in
Stavropol, made his first foreign trip to East Germany. In 1971, after he was
promoted to first secretary of the Stavropol area and became a member of the
national-level nomenklatura, Gorbachev went to Italy, rented a car, and saw
Rome, Palermo, Florence, and Turino. Raisa Gorbachev continued her sociologi-
cal studies abroad, filling many little pads with notes. At one point, her observa-
tions boiled down to one question for her husband: “Misha, why do we live
‘Worse than they do?”%¢

Another longer-term effect of the cultural changes was the decline of milita-
tism and jingoism. Khrushchev’s enthusiasm about nuclear weapons pushed

182 FIRST CRACKS, 1953—1968 FIRST CRACKS, 1953~1968 183




him in 1959 to propose a drastic departure from the practice of ypjyer s of their most painful and heroic collective experience, but also of
scription and long military service, one of the pillars of Stalinist ggu Rred postwar hopes for a better life.”
ever-larger number of young men, particularly students, receiveqd p e , were 1o protests “to ban the Bomb” inside Soviet society, and there was
deferrals that freed them from military service altogether. In 1960 and 1, ;’, s little public response to the Berlin crisis and the Cuban missile cri-
Soviet army diminished by one-third, and hundreds of thousands of tes some educated individuals developed feelings and reactions similar to
were able to get deferrals from the draft and hundreds of thousands g  .€ beatniks Allen Ginsberg and Jack Kerouac, whose dissent against the
officers entered civilian life, either reluctantly or with enthusiasm, In ] ¢ culture grew from their fear of nuclear war. The writer Alex Adamovich
1961, the Soviet version of ROTC was abolished at colleges, universities, a _ bard Bulat Okudzhava not only deplored the slaughter of their generation
schools.® (These returned in 1965, after Khrushchev was ousted from pow 1d War II but also encouraged changes in public mentality to avoid the
The post-Stalin peace offensives and new limitations on militarism apg Hfinitely more horrible catastrophe. Andrei Sinyavsky in 1961 published
tary propaganda in the Soviet Union made the revival of antimilitarism gp4 cicle,” a short story with the theme of nuclear testing and fallout. In the fall
pacifism possible in Soviet society. The civil war between the Red and the ’, poet Andrei Voznesensky said in an interview abroad: “I admire the
as well as World War II, remained major subjects in Soviet films, liter: They are poets of the atomic age.” One writer, a regular contributor to
memoirs, and drama. But the depiction of these wars became less pompo 7 S Mir, wrote in his diary: “Any preparation for war is revolting. [ am not afraid
increasingly realistic. Soviet writers who had seen the war as young off wself, but for my son and millions like him. If this conviction is called
soldiers, or journalists began to produce the first honest accounts of thejr Gsm, then I am a pacifist.” Later Adamovich recalled that for him and some
riences and to make the first attempts at analysis. Among the most rea] lists of the sixties, “our pacifism was linked to our desire to achieve a broader
war novels were Viktor Nekrasov’s In the Trenches of Stalingrad and Konstz
Simonov’s The Living and the Dead and the stories of Bulat Okudzhava, Oleg By

Alex Adamovich, Yuri Bondarev, and others. Simonov’s novel blamed Stalin

» This goal was the transformation of Stalinist society and mentality.**

oviet nuclear designers, most privileged of all scientists, with excellent con-
,;Ew in the political leadership and bureaucracies, attempted to influence
his purges of the military for the horrible defeats and losses in the first y et security policies. After the 1955 thermonuclear test, Sakharov suggested to
of the Great Patriotic War. The orthodox Literaturnaia Gazeta criticized r.he.

heroicizing” of the war, and top Kremlin propagandist Yuri Zhukov wrote

shal Mitrofan Nedelin, the military commander of the test, that it would be a
strophe if thermonuclear weapons were ever used. Nedelin answered the
Izvestia that “quite a few works” had portrayed war in “a depressing manner, entist with a lewd joke that meant, mind your business and give us nuclear
one continuous human slaughter.”® i apons and we alone will decide how to use them. Sakharov was flabbergasted.
The educated public, especially in Moscow, Leningrad, and other big cif  he recalled, “The ideas and emotions kindled at that moment have not dimin-
became familiar with the “lost generation” literature that had appeared in Frai led to this day, and they completely altered my thinking.” There was a rift
and Great Britain and particularly in Germany after the Great War of 1914-1¢ ening between the scientists who worked to create the Soviet military sword
Antiwar Western writers, among them Erich Maria Remarque, became h d the military-party bureaucrats who held this sword in their arms. “Beginning
popular among Soviet youth. The cinema played the leading role in changi the late fifties,” recalled Sakharov, “one got an increasingly clearer picture of
mass perceptions about war and militarism. The films of war veteran Grig le collective might of the military industrial complex and of its vigorous, un-
Chukhrai, The Forty-first, Ballad of a Soldier, and Clear Skies, as well as Crares 4

Flying, by the older filmmaker Mikhail Kalatozov, presented war as a backgrour

rincipled leaders, blind to everything except their ‘job.’” A growing awareness
bout the nuclear disarmament movement outside the Soviet Union made Soviet
for individual dramas, where patriotism, heroism, and duty, but also treacher uclear scientists increasingly critical of the government’s policies, especially the
cowardice, and careerism, were not rigid categories but matters of choice 2 irect and indirect use of force in the international arena.®
chance. In contrast to the militaristic pastiche of Stalin’s time, Andrei Tarke Demographic changes also contributed to the diminishing impact of milita-
sky’s film My Name Is Ivan focused on the story of a ruined childhood. ism. Seventy million Soviet citizens were born between 1945 and 1966, in the

message of these films was patriotic yet antimilitaristic. They reminded million: period of peace. Their number in big cities was disproportionately large because
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of continuing rapid urbanization. These cohorts, in contrast to the you ..« Union supported the Arab states against Israel negatively affected
a . They were treated as a diaspora whose loyalty potentially was to
Jte.” They had to jump over additional bureaucratic hurdles, compared
15, to obtain authorization for travel outside the Soviet Union. Khru-
.and his entourage frowned atJewish cultural identity and Jewish member-
' cultural and scientific elites. And in Ukraine, where grassroots anti-
:em had old roots, officials promoted anti-Semitic publication under the
! «anti-Zionist propaganda.
v members of the cultural elites with “Jewish nationality” on their pass-
, qll thought of Stalinism as a tragic deviation from the positive socialist
:ment. Poet and writer David Samoilov wrote in his journal in April 1956
inism was “the child of Russian misery”; it called to service the people
.ower classes and “replaced the real, simple human ideal with anti-human
s of chauvinism, enmity, suspicion, and anti-humanism.”*® The assimilation
rhane sophisticated Jews into Soviet society went so far that few of them
ied their ethnic, or indeed their religious, identities.

unger educated Jews, however, felt increasingly alienated from this Soviet
atity. Their high level of education and sophistication made them distinct
ym Russians, Ukrainians, and other ethnic groups. They also felt the oppres-
o nature of the regime, because they discovered they did not have the bril-
nt career opportunities their parents had had in the 1920s and 1930s. Mikhail
j ky, son of Soviet Communists who became an ardent Zionist, recalled his
elings back in the 1960s: “Could one really expect that a nation that had given
e Soviet state political leaders, diplomats, generals, and top economic man-
ers would agree to become an estate whose boldest dream would be a position
s head of a lab?”2%°

Many writers, poets, intellectuals, musicians, artists, and actors from Jewish
grounds suffered from the attacks on “cosmopolitanism” and therefore had
considerably fewer illusions about the Soviet regime and the realities around
hem. This brought them into the vanguard of the movement for cultural and
olitical liberalization. At that time, being a Jew meant to be an advocate for
nternationalism, dialogue, and greater tolerance. In 1961, Yevgeny Yevtushenko
yrote a poem, “Babi Yar,” that broke the taboo of silence in the Soviet Union over
the Holocaust. Composer Dmitry Shostakovich immediately used the poem’s
words for his new symphony, the Thirteenth. In December 1962, film director
Mikhail Romm criticized Stalin’s Russo-centric propaganda and called for the
end of self-isolation from Western culture.'** Ehrenburg and Romm had aban-
doned their Jewish roots in the search for socialist internationalist ideals, and
Yevtushenko and Shostakovich were ethnic Russians who abhorred ethnic na-

1930s and 1940s, were not imbued with the spirit of sacrifice. Increasjg
of them were non-Russians who looked askance at the Russo-centric ¢
Soviet patriotism.” The youth of the early 1960s had heard from thejr gt
older brothers about the terrible price of victory. Vladimir Visotsky, the gq
Dylan, liked to talk to war veterans, and he articulated their memgyi
extreme poignancy: the Great Patriotic War was the people’s greateg
“Battalions keep marching and marching westwards. And women ,_‘,_ e
keep wailing in funeral grief.”** Those who served in the army found ¢
only camaraderie but also hazing, crude noncommissioned officers, and ;
drilling practices that were a travesty of training, especially against the hae
of the nuclear age. The young writer Vladimir Voinovich gave a satirica] ty
the growing antimilitarist mood in The Life and Extraordinary Adventures .
Ivan Chonkin, a masterly parody on the flood of “patriotic” literature M-,‘
Great Patriotic War. He published the novel abroad in 1969, which later .
uted to his expulsion from the Writers’ Union.® V

Educated young people began to take any opportunity to avoid military
vice. As with the student movement in 1956, it would be wrong, how
exaggerate the scale and tempo of changes. They affected above all a pri
minority from Moscow, Leningrad, and other cities. And as long as the Cold
continued, the new antimilitary trends did not come to the surface.

The Khrushchev era also saw the emergence of powerful national identi
that belied the official concept of “Friendship of the Peoples.” Some of tk
such as the nationalist movements in the Baltics, Ukraine, and the Caucasus, |
originated long before the Thaw. Some emerged during the 1920s as a resulf
the Bolshevik nationality policies.”® Others, including those in the Russian ¢
of the Soviet Union, attested to the new strains that resulted from the §
linist legacy. The Jewish Question and the issue of anti-Semitism were pi
tal, because of the strong representation of people of Jewish descent in Sov
educated society. After 1953, the more overt anti-Semitic campaigns stoppe
but the regime never tried to redress the wrongs committed during the “ai
cosmopolitan” campaigns. No attempt was made to rehabilitate people of Jew:
descent and Jewish cultural figures purged in 1948-52; nor did the regime
open those institutions of Jewish education and culture that had been closed:
that time. Institutional anti-Semitism continued in many hidden and inform:
ways. People of “Jewish nationality” were permanently marked on secret bureat
cratic forms as untrustworthy and not fit to serve in key state organizations and:
the top of the party and state hierarchy (the military-industrial complex, nucle:
energy, and Academy of Science were notable exceptions). The fact that after 195!
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tionalism. All of them proclaimed themselves “Jews” in o iti
p ] Pposition to THE RISE OF DISSENT

nants of Stalinist regime—xenophobia, chauvinism, and anti-Semitigm ! '
hev’s behavior toward the end of his career accelerated the demise of the
Wi, zation project. Khrushchev was trying to straddle the gap between his

j of Stalin and his preference for Stalinist methods of administration and

For some Jews, Israel became their main temptation and dream of 3
tive existence. In the war of October 1956, Israel was the target of b

criticism in the Soviet press. Jews with strong Soviet identities denounced

aggression against Egypt.'* But a few months later, the appearance of the stion. He was never consistent, and he often undermined himself with

delegation at the Moscow Youth Festival created a sensation. The deleggate :‘,* g speeches and reckless behavior. Historian Sergei Dmitriev recorded in

young veterans of the recent war, whose demeanor, dignity, and fearlesspes 4l in March 1961: “Everybody is sick and tired of Khrushchev. His

above all the pride of being Jewish, was new and astonishing.’** Officig] . yoyages and empty and erratic verbiage have finally reached the state of

e

about the Festival were full of alarm: “Zionists continue to distribute the Jjta w. In the public and political atmosphere one increasingly notices the signs

they brought among Moscow Jews,” “the workers of Moscow cinema stugj Jute inertia, intellectual vacuum, and a lack of purpose. There are no
ts, 1O movement,”*%

shchev’s inconsistency in cultural policies made him more enemies than

two days have been filming only the Zionist part of the Israeli delegation,” g
on. A crowd of young men who could not get tickets to the Israeli dele

a among the bureaucracies and influential cultural elites. In November
; ‘. on his order, Novy Mir published Solzhenitsyn’s novel One Day in the Life of
1 Denisovich. For a brief moment, elated, reform-minded intellectuals believed
t all the walls had fallen and the ultimate truth about Stalinism could now be
- discussed. Yet just one month later, on December 1, Khrushchev, prodded

music performance crushed the cast iron fence in front of the Moscow §¢
Theater and stormed into the performance hall. These episodes reflecy
renewal of curiosity and sympathy for Israel among Soviet Jews. For the first
some of them became interested in their religious and cultural identity. Deg
very intense anti-Zionist propaganda, an increasing number of Jews be
apply for emigration to their rediscovered Middle East “homeland.”2°5 the retrograde figures in the Soviet cultural and propagandist establishment,

On the opposite side from this “Jewish” movement emerged another mo yeared at an exhibition of young modernist artists and sculptors and de-

ment that emphasized traditional Russian nationalism and rejected the legae unced them as “degenerates” and “pederasts.” He claimed that their art was as
the revolution. “By the Khrushchev era,” concludes Itzhak Brudny, “many R jod as “dog-shit.” In his uncouth raving, Khrushchev reflected personal and
anerational preferences for realist classical art. But, without fully realizing it,
e Soviet leader had jumped into the Kulturkampf on the side of the “Russian”
ction against the anti-Stalinist cultural vanguard. At two meetings with the

oviet intelligentsia in December 1962 and March 1963, Khrushchev was even

sian nationalist intellectuals held research or teaching positions in elite
universities and research institutes, or were staff members of or regular cg
tributors to important newspapers, magazines, and literary journals.” The
people protested against the destruction of historical Russian monuments 2
churches; they deplored the progressive degradation of the Russian count ore rambling, rude, and intolerant than at the previous meetings in 1957. In
lunt words, he told the young writers and poets that their modernist, Westerniz-
and liberal bent put them on the wrong side of the Cold War divide. Khru-
hchev warned them that if they still want to be “the artillery of the party,”
they must cease the “friendly fire” against their own camp. Most young artists
and intellectuals no longer wanted to be the party’s “artillerists” but believed
at their art had helped to promote “the line of the 20th party congress,” that is,
de-Stalinization. They counted on Khrushchev’s support against “Stalinists.”
Yevgeny Yevtushenko, Andrei Voznesensky, Vasily Aksenov, the sculptor Ernst
Neizvestny, and other innovative writers and poets became the targets of vicious
organized attacks. They finally realized that the entire, crude, ruthless force of
the state opposed them.™ This realization marked the origins of sustained cul-

the repository of traditional Russian cultural norms and values. Anti-Semitis
became a big component of the ideology of the new Russian nationalism; in
with the growing openness, Russian nationalists imported the main anti-Sen
arguments from white émigrés living in the West, above all the thesis of ti
revolution as a “Jewish-Bolshevik conspiracy” against Russian people.’®®

The rise of educated Russian elites led to growing friction and factional struf
gles in Soviet culture, education, and even science. These pernicious crossc
rents in culture received another powerful impulse from the Middle East.
triumph of Israel over the Arab armies in the Six-Day War in 1967 filled Sovi¢
Jews with pride and set them against the “Russians” and the rest of Soviet societ
These developments led some younger Jews to shed their Soviet identity an
think about emigration from the Soviet Union.*” ' tural and political dissent in the Soviet Union.
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Both Stalinists and anti-Stalinists approved of Khrushchey’ regnne The growing sense of alienation and isolation from the state,

S remoy;

ber 1964. People who supported the Thaw and de-Stalinization com the passive majority, led many dissidents to emigrate to the West.

Khrushchev was a spent force and any future leadership would be bette ghtened” apparatchiks, however, continued their careers, while wait-
Soon, however, they realized how wrong they were. The new guard ip ¢ nother change of fortune.
- lvsis of the period from 1956 to 1968 suggests that the Soviet Union

sed considerable internal energy and even, as we have seen, was

lin quickly terminated de-Stalinization from above. The majority of pars .
and ideologists did not like what they saw in the educated strata of
growing individualism, creeping Westernism, popularity of American m , of bouts of ideological vigor and optimistic idealism. The Khrushchev
mass culture, growing pacifism, and pluralistic attitudes. Where the ps ,‘_ oduced a new cohort of social, cultural, and political leaders, the “men
gists failed, the KGB began to step in: a special division of Soviet secret DO _nen of the sixties,” who aspired to lead the Soviet Union down the path
the task of “guiding” Soviet cultural and intellectual elites and “shijelg 1 ugocialism with a human face.” Their patriotic energy and identity were
from “harmful influences.” A KGB report at the end of 1965 tried to minjg ;»; 1 Communist ideology and the selective idealized perceptions of the
tion and the leftist culture of the 1920s. By the end of Khrushchev’s rule,
.r the utopian energies that nourished Soviet patriotism-had been ex-
:.a Soviet identity, rejuvenated by these energies, also began to fragment

.rode under powerful external and internal influences. Among the new

damage the previous decade had done to the regime: “One cannof :
specific anti-Soviet and politically damaging manifestations testify to the g
of general discontent in the country or to serious intentions to create g
underground. This is out of question.”**°
~ The new leadership and the KGB, however, provoked more antiregimy in the educated strata were a passionate cultural Americanism, an anti-
rist and antigovernment intellectualism, as well as a growing conservative
n nationalism. Last but not least, the “enlightened” apparatchiks lost their

ects for rapid career rise and became increasingly attracted by Western

festations in the same year. In May 1965, Leonid Brezhnev publicly praised
as a war leader. And in September, the secret police arrested the writers A
Sinyavsky and Yuli Daniel for “the crime” of publishing their novels ab
under pseudonyms. Suddenly, hundreds of leading Soviet intellectuals, wr . merism.

Ultimately, the Kremlin leadership and Soviet bureaucracy mismanaged the
cess of relative liberalization after Stalin’s death. They ended up alienating
cultural, intellectual, and scientific elites that had been the most optimistic
| patriotic at the beginning of the “great”. decade. Some actions, from the
ckdown on artistic creativity to the invasion of Czechoslovakia, inflicted deep

artists, and scientists began to send petitions to the party leadership with ap
to free the arrested writers and to stop the backslide to neo-Stalinism.
movement was born, which demanded public trials and constitutional rig
“Dissidents,” as the members of this movement came to be called, began
appeal to the world via the foreign media.***
unds on the patriotic Soviet home front and sowed seeds of dissent among
ne members of Soviet elites. The self-inflicted wounds did not look fatal at
st. But they did not heal.

Under Leonid Brezhnev, the Soviet leadership abandoned reformist projects.
was content to live with the fossilized ideology and sought to repress cultural
issent and force its participants into exile and immigration. Unwilling and
able to carry out domestic reforms, Brezhnev instead launched détente with
le Western powers. Détente and the international legitimacy it granted to him
nd the Soviet leadership became a substitute for the missing dynamism of the
oviet experiment. At the same time, Soviet participation in the détente process
ed to further erosion of the Stalinist legacy of xenophobia and to the reintegra-
ion of the Soviet Union into the wider world.

The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968 substantiated the
of the Soviet anti-Stalinist intelligentsia that the post-Khrushchev leader
might take the country in a neo-Stalinist direction. The crushing of the Pra
Spring and its “socialism with a human face” dashed the hopes of many educa
Soviet patriots that the existing system could be reformed. This produce
remarkable rise of antigovernment sentiment, even among some who were
tablished in the Soviet elites. The history of this sentiment and the dissid
movement is beyond the scope of this book. It must only be emphasized th:
although the number of open dissidents was insignificant, their sympa
and supporters among the educated elites numbered in the hundreds of tho
sands. It is also noteworthy that quite a few dissidents were former enthusiast
Communist reformists who began to feel betrayed, angry, and alienated from t
regime. They also felt alienated from the vast masses of their fellow citizens, Wi
were less educated and not capable of understanding their motives for turnin|
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