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their specific features and "borrowing" and incorporating in themselves the 
characteristics of each other. In this sense, both types have been more and more 
withering and are becoming more and more similar to each other in their culture, 
social institutions, systems of values, and ways of life. This means that both 
types, exemplified by the United States and the Soviet Russia, have been increas
ingly converging to the intermediary type different from Communism and Capi
talism. This intermediary type for the time being represents as yet an eclectic 
mixture of the characteristics of both orders. However, given the necessary time 
for its peaceful development, it eventually will grow into a unified Integral 
- social, cultural, and personal - order in the human universe.

2. The Decay of Real Capitalism

In this article I am not going to discuss in details the first two reasons of 
my prognosis. For my purposes it suffices to say that if Capitalism were able 
to meet successfully the urgent needs of contemporary humanity, it would 
not have decayed as it did in the leading Capitalist countries and would not have 
met an increasing resistance to its development in so-called "backward coun
tries." Any country and mankind at large rarely, if ever, discards any important 
value, or institution, be it political, economic, or other - as long as this value or 
institution renders a real service in meeting the urgent needs of a given society. 
If, in our case, the Capitalist sociocultural order is increasingly abandoned 
even in the previously Capitalist nations and replaced by the Communist, the 
Socialist, the Welfare State, the Guided Democracy, the Fascist, the Nazi, the 
"Corporative" and other orders, this means that it has increasingly become 
disserviceable and obsolescent. This conclusion becomes particularly forceful 
for the formerly Capitalist countries like Germany, England, France, the United 
States and most of the Western countries where the withering of Capitalism 
began already at the end of the nineteenth century, was initiated often by the 
leaders of Capitalism itself ( especially by those who introduced "the corporation 
economy") and has progressed since "naturally," immanently, gradually, with
out being overthrown by violent revolutions or by military coercion of foreign 

can state that, if Chinese Communist order is given the peaceful conditions for its free 
development, in due time it also will experience the transformation essentially similar 
to that of Soviet Russia. The first phase of any violent revolution, and especially of the 
Communist revolution, is always predominantly destructive, coercive, and inhumanly 
cruel. Eventually, if the revolution is not suppressed, it passes from this destructive into 
an increasingly constructive phase. The predominantly destructive phase of the Russian 
Revolution is already over and it has entered now into its constructive phase (unfortunately 
interrupted by the Second World War and greatly hindered in its progress by the subsequent 
cold and hot wars) while the Chinese revolution is still at the end of its destructive phase 
and is just entering its constructive stage of development. See about these phases in develop
ment of practically all great revolutions in P. Sorokin, Sociology of Revolution (Philadelphia, 
1924) and in P. Sorokin, Society, Culture, and Personality (New York, 1952), chp. 31. Spanish 
edition of this work is entitled Sociedad, Cultura y Personalidad (Madrid, 1960). 
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armies. At the present time, this withering of Capitalism has already progressed 
so far that in all Euro-American countries, including the United States, the 
genuine, "full-blooded" Capitalist-or a real "free-enterprise" system of econo
my has become only a sector and not always the major one in the total economy 
of these countries. For the last few decades, especially after 1914, side by side 
with this "full-blooded" Capitalist system, based upon "full-blooded" private 
property, there emerged and have grown "the corporation-economy" and "the 
governmentally-managed economy" -both essentially different from the Capi
talist system. And with some fluctuations, these two systems of economy have 
been replacing more and more the genuine Capitalist economic order. To 
understand properly this last statement, one has to be reminded of the fact 
that "the full-blooded," classical Capitalism is based upon "full-blooded" 
private property which means the right to possess, to use, to manage, and to 
dispose the owned thing. In the governmentally-managed economy, the officials 
are not the owners of the national property they control; the owner is the nation 
and the government is only the manager of the nation's property. Similarly, 
in the corporation economy the board of directors that manage it is not the 
owner of the total property of a big corporation; in some 200 biggest corporations 
of the United States, none of the directors owns even 5 per cent of the property 
of a big corporation. The owners are tens and hundreds of thousands of the 
holders of the shares and bonds of these corporations. An overwhelming majority 
of these owners neither manage nor dispose the corporation's property. These 
functions are discharged by the board of directors of each corporation who, 
like the government officials, are not its owners. In the governmentally-managed 
and the corporation economy we have a basic split of full-blooded property; 
those who own it do not manage, those who manage do not own it. This basic 
difference from the classical type of full ownership upon which the classical 
Capitalist system was based makes the governmentally-managed and the cor
poration economies fundamentally different from classical Capitalism (with 
which intentionally or not the corporation economy is still mistakenly 
identified especially by the bosses of the corporations talking of it as "the free 
enterprise," or "the Capitalist economy"). 

As practically in all Western countries in recent decades, the sectors of the 
governmentally-managed and the corporation economy have been systematically 
growing at the cost of full-blooded Capitalism and as the sector of this 
Capitalism is already a minor sector in the total economy of the United States 
and of several other Western countries, this fact clearly testifies of the decay 
of the true Capitalist system, as pointed out above. 

3. The Social Law of Fluctuation of Totalitarianism and Freedom

In a somewhat different way, the same can be said of the Totalitarian
Communist system of economy. By it is meant the system of economy in which 
private property is abolished; the total economy of the country is "nationalized" 
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and in its entirety is managed by the government. It is "centralized," "planned" 
economy in which the government decides all the matters concerning the pro
duction, the distribution, the exchange, and the consumption of the economic 
goods. The Communist system is a mere variety of this Totalitarian system of 
economy. 

Under different governmental regimes and different ideologies this system 
of economy emerged long ago and had occurred many times in human history: 
in several periods of Ancient Egypt, especially in the Ptolemaic period, in 
Ancient Sparta and Lipara, in Rome, especially after 301 A.D., in some periods 
of the Byzantine empire, in Ancient Peru, in several periods of China, India, 
and many other countries, to mention but a few outstanding cases. It was 
initiated and introduced by all sorts of governments and under all kinds of 
"beautifying," "rationalizing," and "sanctifying" ideologies: by the Egyptian 
pharaohs, the Roman and Byzantine emperors, the Incas of Peru, the Chinese 
or European autocratic kings, by the host of military conquerors, by the re
ligious authorities like the Jesuits in America, by many Monarchist, Republican, 
Democratic, Military, Socialist, and Communist governments. No less diverse 
have been "the ideologies" that justified, supported, rationalized, and beautified 
this Totalitarian system of economy and government: all sorts of ideologies 
- religious, moral, political, utilitarian, "nationalistic," "economic," "sociologi
cal" and others, beginning with the traditional Egyptian religious beliefs and
cult of the Pharoah as God and ending with the recent Communist, Socialist,
the Nazi, the Fascist, the Labor Party, the Pentagon, "the Welfare State," and
many "Dictatorial" ideologies - have performed this role.

This means that the Communist system of economy and the Communist 
ideology is only one of many varieties of the Totalitarian systems of economy, 
ideology, and political regime. In diverse forms they have been predominant 
in the past and have been frequently occurring in recent times. 

The types of economies, governments, and ideologies of all countries are 
not something constant but continuously fluctuate between the poles of the 
totalitarian and the strictly free regimes of the laissez faire, laissez passer type, 
with a minimum of governmental control of social life, relationship, and behavior 
of the citizens. At one time the governmental control of economic, political, 
and other sectors of social life of the citizens increases and the respective systems 
of economy, government, and ideologies experience a totalitarian conversion 
(in various degrees); at another period in the same society the amount and 
severity of governmental regimentation decrease and its economy, government, 
ideologies and the whole way of life undergo a process of de-totalitarianization 
or reconversion towards a free economy, government, ideologies, and way 
of life. 

As a matter of fact today's sociology has even a generalized formula that 
satisfactorily accounts for the how, when, and why of these fluctuations. In a 
simplified form the formula of this uniformity runs as follows: Each time when in a 
given sociery there appears an important emergency in the form ef war or threat ef war, or 
great famine, or great economic depression, or devastating epidemic, or earthquake, or flood, 
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or anarchy, unrest and revolition, or other big emergency, the amount and severity of the 
governmental regimentation invariably increase, and the society's economy, political regime, 
the way of life, and ideologies experience a totalitarian conversion; and the greater the 
emergency the greater the totalitarian transformation. And vice versa: each time when in 
a society its important emergency decreases, the amount and severity of its governmental 
regimentation begins to decrease and the society's economic, political, ideological, and cultural 
systems undergo a detotalitarian reconversion towards less regimented and more free ways 
of life, and the greater the decrease of the emergency, the greater the free reconversion. 
I can add to this that these fluctuations - or the totalitarian conversions and the 
detotalitarian reconversions to freedom - depend little upon the wishes of the 
governments and take place as regularly as mercury fluctuations in thermometers 
in accordance with the factor of temperature.1 

In the light of this "social uniformity" or "social law" it is comprehensible 
why the governmental control of practically all sectors of social life invariably 
increases with explosion of war or pestilence or earthquake or famine or social 
unrest or any other emergency. Among other things the uniformity accounts 
also for a regular and often very sharp totalitarian conversion of the "free, 
democratic" economy and government in times of war or other emergencies. 
Further on, the formula shows that various totalitarian transformations of the 
systems of economy, government, and ideologies are not something rare but on 
the contrary are quite frequent in the history of practically all nations. 

Finally, this "social law" explains also my statement of why the Communist
Totalitarian variety of economy, government, and the way of life cannot meet 
successfully the vital and creative needs of a good life, free from desperate 
emergencies, if tomorrow's mankind is destined to have such a good life. The 
Communist and other varieties of the Totalitarian economy, government, and 
way of life are the children of the emergency-parents. They are the danger
ously strong "medicine" applied for counteracting the desperate "emergency 
sickness." In the conditions of this "sickness" they are sometimes (though not 
always) helpful in overcoming the "illness" and in recovery of the normal 
"health" of the sick body social. As soon as its health is improved, this "medicine" 
becomes unneeded, even harmful for the respective society. For this reason it is 
progressively abandoned and replaced by "the normal" regime of social, cultur
al, and personal life freed from the excessive governmental regimentation and 
other Totalitarian features. Hence the de-totalitarian reconversions that regu
larly take place with the mitigation of the emergency conditions, as indicated 
in the outlined "social law" or the "formula of the uniformity." 

The net conclusion of this analysis in regard to today's the Communist, 
"the Military" (Pentagon), "the Nazi," "the Pseudo-Democratic," and all sorts 
of other "Dictatorial" varieties of the Totalitarian order is as follows: if in the 

Cf. for a detailed formula of this uniformity and for the vast body of evidence supporting 
it in P. Sorokin, Social and Cultural Dynamics (New York 1937), vol. 3, chp. 7; in abridged, 
one-volume edition of the Dynamics, chps 29-30; P. Sorokin, Man and Society in Calamity 
(New York, 1942), chp. 7.
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next future today's desperate emergencies ( of cold and hot wars, of great social unrest, of 
extreme poverty of a large portion of mankind, of deadly radiation, and others) are going 
to decrease notably, the Communist and other varieties of the Totalitarian order are going 
to decline, and the greater the recovery of mankind from these emergencies, the greater the 
decline of Totalitarianism that is to be expected. If, instead of a notable decline the great 
emergencies of our time are going to last or to increase for a long time, then the Communist 
and other varieties of Totalitarianism are bound to grow for as long as the emergencies 
last or grow. Eventually the lasting emergencies with their Totalitarian offspring may lead 
to a fatal catastrophy of the human race and may terminate for a long time, if not forever, 
the creative history of homo sapiens on this planet. Great lasting emergencies, like lasting 
grave sickness, increasingly undermine the healthy and creative vitality of the 
bodies social and, if not "cured" in time, they can harm it fatally beyond the 
point of recovery and can lead eventually the gravely sick organisms of nations, 
or even of all of mankind to unglorious death or to the incurable chronic 
agony of"the uncreative life in death." If we assume that today's grave emergen
cies are going to be mitigated by the "normal," "non-critical" means and ways, 
then all forms of the contemporary Totalitarianism are going to decline; if the 
emergencies are going to last or to increase, then the immediate future will 
bring the victory to the Communist and other forms of Totalitarianism. If after 
their victory their "dangerously strong medicine" would not cure the grave 
emergencies of our age, then the chronic "life in death" looms as the destiny 
of the surviving - disillusioned and gravely sick - part of mankind. 

4. Mutual Convergence of the United States and Soviet Russia

Nobody can predict with certainty which of these alternatives will take 
place in the future. If mankind can avoid the catastrophy of a world war, 
then other emergencies can be mitigated or eliminated to a great extent. In 
these conditions the eventual decline of all forms of Totalitarianism appears 
to be probable. If the emergency of such a war cannot be abolished, then there 
is no chance for elimination of other emergencies. In these conditions the tempo
rary triumph of various forms of Totalitarianism is to be expected. So far the 
international policies of the governments of both blocks of the nations have been 
unsuccessful in abolishing the threat of a new world war and in establishing 
lasting peace. And there is no guarantee these policies can abolish this 
emergency in the future. If our hopes in this matter were dependent entirely 
upon the policies of the existing governments, then the future of mankind would 
be dark and uncertain. 

Fortunately for all of us, the course of human history is only partially de
pendent upon the policies of the governments. In a much greater degree it is 
determined by the collective, anonimous forces of humanity - by the totality 
of actions and reactions of every human being, every human group, and, ulti
mately, of the whole of mankind. If the policies of governments contradict the 
course of history which these collective, anonimous forces consciously and un-
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consciously, in planned and unplanned, in organized and unorganized form 
endeavor to realize, then in a due time such governmental policies are "cancelled" 
and replaced by the policies promoted by these collective forces. In these condi
tions, often the governments themselves are "dismissed" and replaced - in an 
orderly or violent way - by the governments that are willing and capable to 
realize the demands of the collective forces of humanity or, if you prefer, of the 
forces of historical destiny or of guiding Providence. 

The discordancy between the course of history required by the interests of 
mankind and the course of the governmental policies of the United States and 
Soviet Russia for the last forty years, and, especially, after the armistice, 
gives a good example of this sort of historical situation. While the politicians of 
both countries have been feverishly carrying on the policies of mutual vitupera
tion, enmity, cold and hot war; while they have been madly engaged in the 
armament race and in preparation of a suicidal world war; while both govern
ments have been trying to discredit, to hurt and destroy each other and the other 
nation by all means available; while for this purpose in their propaganda they 
have been extolling their own virtues and magnifying the vices of the other 
government and fantastically exaggerating the irreconcilability of the values 
and of the biological, social, and cultural differences between the two govern
ments and the two nations; while the governments have been promoting this 
policy of war - the collective forces of both nations, of mankind, and of history 
have been doing quite a different kind of work and performing quite a different 
task - quite opposite to the policies of both governments, of their politicians, 
and of their "power - elites." 

Instead of magnification of the allegedly irreconcilable differences in the 
system of values, in social institutions, in culture, and the way of life of both 
countries these forces have been mitigating and decreasing these differences and 
making both countries increasingly similar to each other in all these fields. Often 
silently but relentlessly the collective forces have been progressively eliminating 
the irreconcilability of the values and the real interests of both nations and 
building the bridge for their peaceful co-existence and cooperation. Instead of 
diverging both countries from each other, these forces have been converging 
them toward the intermediary type different from the pure Capitalistic as well 
as the extreme Communistic type. Both countries have been increasingly borrow
ing and adopting the values, institutions, and cultural features of each other. 
This convergence have already progressed so far that at the present time both 
nations are much more similar to each other-socially, culturally, and in practical 
ways of life - than they were at the beginning of the Russian Revolution. 

The net result of this convergence is a progressive mitigation and elimination 
of practically all the justifiable reasons for continuation of the cold or hot wars, 
of the mad armament race, and of the policies of the armed conflict. The 
convergence has already progressed so far that at the present time there is no 
jusifiable reason for this sort of policies and relationships between the two nations. 
If the belligerent policies are continued and if they eventually result into a 
new world war, the only reasons for this sort of catastrophy are: the inexcusable 
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stupidity, greediness, power-lust and poorly understood tribal interests of the 
governments, power-elites, and of "the brain-washed" masses of both countries. 
There is no certainty that these blind and irrational forees would not temporarily 
prevail in the future, but if such a catastrophy happens, its reasons or motives 
cannot be qualified as justifiable, rational, and excusable. 

Now let us briefly document the trend of the increasing similarity and mutual 
convergence of both countries toward the mixed intermediary type. 'We shall 
begin this survey with the cultural values which are already identical in both 
countries, free from any mutual conflict in their content as well as in their 
functions. 

1. Natural Sciences and Technology. At the beginning of the Communist revo
lution, the Soviet government wanted to create the specifically "Proletarian" 
mathematics, physics, chemistry, technology, and biology different from "the 
Bourgois" mathematical, natural, and technological sciences. After some three 
years of unsuccessful efforts of realization of this objective, the silly project was 
completely abandoned and Russian science and technology resumed their 
interrupted development as a real science and technology whose validity and 
propositions are equally obligatory for the Communists and the anti-Com
munists, for the proletarians and the bourgeois. During the last thirty-five years 
the scientific and technological progress of Russia has been so rapid and great 
that at the present time Russian science and technology are as advanced as 
those of any country, including the United States. In some fields they are 
somewhat behind, in others somewhat more advanced than science and technolo
gy of the West. But all in all, they reached the development of science and 
technology in the most advanced countries of the West. And Russian science 
and technology in their principles, propositions, theories, and methods are the 
same as those of the rest of the world. There is no more any silly talk about the 
"proletarian" and "the bourgois" sciences and technologies. The scientists, 
engineers, and inventors of the West and of Russia speak the same scientific 
language, well understand each other, and when given a chance, by the govern
ments, wholeheartedly co-operate with one another in the development of scien
tific knowledge and technological progress. To sum up: in this field there is no 
conflict, no irreconcilable interests, and no essential difference between the two 
countries. Both nations are fairly similar in these fields and are at about the 
same level of development. In normal conditions, without misuse and abuse of 
scientific and technological achievements by the governments and militarists, 
both countries would have mutually profit from scientific discoveries and in
ventions of each other. This means, that science and technology as values do not 
give any ground, any reason, any justification for continuation of the belligerent 
policies "for Salvation of Science and Technology from the Destruction by the 
Russian (or the American) Barbarians." The scientists of both countries are 
quite successfully taking good care of scientific and technological progress, 
especially if they are not hindered by governmental interference in their highly 
important research. 

2. The Social Sciences and Humanities. Here again at the beginning of the
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Russian Revolution the Communist government permitted only the Marx
Engels-Lenin's interpretations of social phenomena along the line of dialec
tical materialism. All historical, sociological, psychological, economic, politi
cal, ethical and other theories that contradicted or deviated from, this line 
were prohibited, their authors were often persecuted, their works could not be 
published, and an enormous number of "the counter-revolutionary books," 
published before, were taken from the libraries and destroyed. Though the 
doctrine of dialectical materialism still remains the official doctrine of the 

Soviet government, nevertheless today's situation in the field of the psychosocial 
sciences is very different from that of the first years of the Communist regime. 
First, the Soviet government published in millions of copies many classical 
works of the pre-revolutionary scholars and social thinkers like the works of 
the great Russian historian, V. Kluchevsky, or the works of an eminent opponent 
of the Communist government, G. Plechanov, like the works of eminent social 
thinkers of Russia Belinsky, Herzen, Chernyshevsky - and many other, pre
revolutionary works and texts in the social and psychological sciences which 
have little to do with the official dogma of dialectical materialism. As a 
detail the biological, psychological and neurological theories of a most outspoken 
opponent of the Communist Regime, I van Pavlov, have become now the corner
stone of many biological, neurological, and psychological theories and practices 
of Soviet bio-psychosocial science, education, and therapy. On the other 
hand, such materialistic theories as the pan-sexual theories of S. Freud arc 
radically rejected by today's Soviet social, psychological, and humanistic dis
ciplines. (See the sharpest criticism and rejection ofS. Freud's and of the diluted 
Freudian theories of E. Fromm, K. Horney, F. Alexander by Ivan Pavlov and 
other Soviet scholars in Voprosy Filosofii, No. 12, 1959, pp. 44-48 and other 
issues of this journal for 1958-1960.) Second, for the last two decades Russian 
scholars in these fields have published a large number of first-class works in 
history, psychology, psychiatry, ethic, and other psychosocial sciences which 
do not follow at all the line of the dialectical or any other materialism. These 
works have been published with the permission of the Soviet government by 
the governmental printing presses. 'fhird, besides the works of the Russian schol
ars and thinkers, radically deviating from the official line of Marx-Engels
Lenin's ideologies, a large and rapidly increasing number of the non-Marxian 
and the non-materialistic historical, economic, psychological, psychiatric, politi
cal, ethical, juridical, and sociological works of foreign scholars have been 
translated and published in Soviet Russia during the last three decades. (As 
a detail, my own works, prohibited before to be imported into Russia, in recent 
years were permitted in a few copies to be imported there.) Fourth, though the 
Soviet official sociology still remains the sociology of dialectical materialism, 
factually under this name the Soviet sociologists have been developing several 
theories which in several aspects happen to be more idealistic than many a 
prevalent sociological theory of the \Vest.1 Carefully reading many publications 

l This fact manifested itself also at the IVth Congress of the International Sociological
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of the Soviet sociologists I find myself in an essential agreement with several of 
their theories, principles, methods, and evaluations. Having always been highly 
critical in regard to the basic principles of all sorts of materialistic philosophy 
and sociology, in the Soviet sociology of today I find, under the cover of the 
official sociology of dialectical materialism, many a current of "the integral" 
or "idealistic" sociological thought. 

It is true that most of the Soviet sociologists, psychologists, economists, and 
social scientists still quote in their works the Communist "theological" scripture 
of Marx-Engels-Lenin. And for a superficial reader these scriptural quotations 
from the works of "the Communist Apostles and Church-Fathers" may give an 
impression that nothing is changed in the Soviet psycho-social sciences since the 
beginning of the Russian Revolution. However, when the Soviet scholars were 
asked why they were doing these "theological" quotations, their answer was: 
"Don't you sign all your letters with: 'very sincerely' or 'very truly yours'?" 
"And do you really mean this in most of your letters?" "Don't these expressions 
mean a mere accepted routine?" "Our scriptural quotations mean just this 
sort of the "very sincerely yours" and nothing more." This actual answer cor
rectly explains the real meaning of the scriptural quotations by the Soviet 
scholars. 

Fifth, even the Communist leaders, like N. S. Krushchev and others, have 
publicly expressed their disagreement with Marx-Engels-Lenin views in a 
number of important points, like the inevitability of the armed conflict between 
the Communist and the Capitalist worlds, and in other theoretical and practical 
problems. This official deviation from the orthodox Communist dogmas is an 
additional sympthom of the discussed substantial change of the Soviet psycho
social sciences 

Sixth, in public and especially in private meetings of Soviet and West
ern scholars they already found, to a considerable extent, a common lan
guage for discussion of their scientific problems and for mutual understanding 
of one another. Finally, a particularly strong criticism by the Soviet scholars 

Association at Stresa, Italy, in 1959, as well as in the published reports of the Soviet soci
ologists about this Congress and today's "bcourgois sociology" of the West. The Soviet 
sociologists find "the bourgois sociology" of today neglecting the great sociological systems 
of the nineteenth century, dodging the basic social problems, studying instead the unim
portant, narrow problems of the commercial interests of various business firms, serving in 
this way mainly as the hand-maid of business corporations, devoid of basic values of truth, 
goodness, and beauty, morally and socially nihilistic and cynical and essentially material
istic, hedonistic, and utilitarian in the bulk of its research. This sort of criticism of "the 
bourgois sociology," together with their own basic sociological, ethical, and philosophical 
principles, led many "a bourgois sociologist" at this Congress to say that the Soviet sociology 
turned out to be more idealistic than many sociologies of the West. Every sociologist who 
systematically follows sociological works of the Soviet sociologists not in their superficial 
mottoes but in their real contents must acknowledge the essential correctness of this im
pression about the idealistic currents in the formally materialistic Soviet sociology. See 
the reports of the Soviet sociologists about the bourgois sociology in Soviet journals: Voprosy 
Filosofii, No.12, 1959, pp. 72-86; also Vestnik Istorii Mirovoi Kul'tury, for 1958, 1959 and 1960. 
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of "the bourgois" social and psychological sciences for excessive relativization 
of all values, for moral nihilism, for rampant "physicalism," "empiricism," and 
"positivism," for a pursuit of mainly material-utilitarian interests manifests the 
same "hidden idealism" of the Soviet psycho-social thought. The following quo
tations illustrate this point. Criticizing the papers of the Western scholars given 
at the Fourth International Congress of Sociological Associations, they say, that 
the paper of R. Aron was "scientifically and morally nihilistic;" that most of 
the papers on the Family and Marriage "intentionally refused to give an evalua
tion and especially the moral evaluation of the reported facts ... Their allegedly 
objective research completely fails to distinguish between the moral and amoral 
(forms of the family and marriage). Their position of an absolute moral relativism 
practically annihilates the difference between the moral and amoral, the just 
and unjust, the good and bad, the true and false values and facts ... This sort of 
atomization of all values by the bourgois sociologists, the sociologists of the 
U.S.S.R., Roumania, and Poland countered by the Marxist-Leninist conception 
of the family inseparable from the basic principles of the Communist ethics ... 1 

The Marxian materialism, in difference from the vulgar materialism, does not 
depreciate in the slightest degree the importance and significance of the moral 
motives in the behavior of a person." 2 These seven classes of evidential facts 
show convincingly the essential change of the Soviet psycho-social disciplines 
for some forty years of the Russian Revolution. There is hardly any doubt that 
today these sciences are more free from the rigid dogma of Marxian materi
alism, are more "integral" or "idealistic" than they were at the beginning of the 
Communist Revolution; in several points they are more "integral" or "idealistic" 
than many currents of the psycho-social sciences of the West. Additional evidence 
for these conclusions will be given in the next section of this paper dealing with 
the contemporary currents of philosophical thought in the United States and 
Russia. 

If for the last forty years the psycho-social sciences of Russia experienced 
this change, many currents of the psycho-social thought in the United States 
(and the West) have moved rather in the opposite direction, in the form of the 
emergence and growth of Marxian, economic, physicalistic, cybernetic, behav
ioristic, reflexological, sexological, biological, and other forms of what can be 
styled as the varieties of materialistic interpretations of man, society, culture, 
and values in their structural and dynamic aspects. 

There is hardly any doubt in that for the last few decades the Marxian, 
the Freudian, the Behavioristic, the Cybernetic, the Mechanistic, the Physi
calistic, the Naturalistic, the Sexological ( of the type of Kinsey and Co.), the 
Reflexological, the Biological, the Economic, and several forms of the Quanti-

The new Communist ethics is defined as "the ethics of solidarity, of unselfish help and 
support in the struggle for the liberation of man from the burden of exploitation and op
pression." This ethics is opposite to that of the bourgois egoistic individualism. Voprosy 
Filosofii, No. 12, 1959, pp. 41-42. 

2 Voprosy Filosofii, No. 12, 1959, pp. 78-81. 
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tative interpretations have successfully invaded the fields of American psy
chology, psychiatry, sociology, anthropology, history, economics, political sci
ence, theories of ethics, law, education, and other psycho-social disciplines. If
one simply compares a dozen of the representative American texts of the be
ginning of this century with the contemporary American texts in each of these 
disciplines, the comparison will clearly bring out this fact of the growth of 
these currents of psycho-social thought in the United States. Elsewhere I have 
shown that exactly these currents have been growing in modern American 
psycho-social sciences. 3 And practically all of these currents in their theories, 
ideologies, and techniques are tangibly materialistic in one way or another. 

This does not mean that the psycho-social sciences of the United States are 
now predominantly materialistic. It means however that for the period consider
ed the materialistic currents have been ir1 ascendance in the United States and 
that today's difference between the Soviet and the American psycho-social 
sciences is notably less than it was in 1917-1925. These disciplines in both 
countries have been converging to an intermediate position different from that 
which they had at the beginning of the Communist revolution. 

3. Philosophy. Many Euro-American politicians, journalists, ministers, and
professors like to denounce the materialistic philosophy of the Soviet Russia 
and to stress the unbridgeable contrast between it and the prevalent non
materialistic philosophies of the West. If this problem is taken superficially, 
without a serious analysis of the real character of the Soviet philosophy of 
dialectical materialism this denunciation and overemphasis of the differences, 
between the Soviet and the Euro-American philosophical thought would seem 
to be correct. If however we seriously study what today's Soviet dialectical 
materialism really means and what are the main currents of the contemporary 
Western philosophical thought, these "correct" conclusions would appear to be 
notably incorrect. Yes, the official Soviet philosophy is still the Marxist-Leninist 
dialectical materialism. But do its denunciators realize that today's Soviet pro
ponents repeatedly warn not to mix it with all sorts of "vulgar materialism?" 
Do the critics know that even in Lenin's Materialism and Empiriocritism, published 
fifty years ago, and especially in today's commentaries on the new edition of this 
work by Soviet philosophers, the very concept of matter is defined in such 
a way that if you replace in this definition the "matter" by the Hegelian "Geist," 
the definition would fit this Geist ( or Spirit) about as well as the matter? Here is 
this definition: "Matter is a philosophical category for a designation of the 
objective reality given to man in his sensations and perception. This reality 
exists independently from and is copied, photographed, and reproduced by our 
sensations-perceptions."2 Spontaneous, continuous motion or change is inherent 
and inalienable property of this reality. "The World is eternally moving 

See P. Sorokin, Fads and Foibles in Modern Sociology and Related Sciences, (Chicago, 1956)' 
Spanish edition under the title A Chaques y Manias de la Sociologia Moderna (Madrid, 195 7). 
French edition under the title Tendances et deboires de la Sociologie AmMicaine (Paris, 1959). 

2 v. Lenin, Sobranie Sochenii, vol. 14, p. 117. 
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and self-developing matter." "Its higher form is represented by organic 
matter." "It contains the potentials ofsensarions, reflexes, and conscious thought 
which are actualized in its dialectic development."1 In brief, Lenin's conception 
of matter differs little from Hegel's conception of the incessantly and dialectically 
self-developing objective Geist realizing itself in the dialectic process of the Geist 
"in itself," "in its otherness," and "in itself and the otherness" ( thesis, anti
thesis, and synthesis). Since Marx and Lenin adopted and accepted practically 
the whole framework of Hegel's philosophy, we must not be surprised at finding 
that the difference between the Hegelian philosophy of "the objective idealism" 
and the Marx-Leninist philosophy of "dialectical materialism" is mainly termi
nological. Factually by different terms: Geist and matter, Hegel, Marx, and 
Lenin designate an essentially identical reality and ascribe to it almost identical 
properties and dialectic process of self-realization. Viewed so, the dialectic ma
terialism does not appear to be so terrible, so different from, and so in contrast 
with, the Hegelian and other varieties of the objective idealism of the Western 
philosophy. 

In the comments of contemporary Soviet philosophers, "the hidden ideal
ism" of dialectical materialism and its similarity with the objective idealism 
come out still more clearly. Like objective idealism, dialectical materialism 
contends that matter, like the Hegelian Geist, exists as the objective reality 
independent from any constructions of the human mind, that this reality is 
cognizable though our sensations, perceptions, and concepts; like St. Thomas 
Aquinas, they assert that the criterion of the true knowledge of this reality is 
the adequacy of our ideas about it with its objective properties (St. Thomas' 
adequatio rei et intellectus); even more, that our concepts are not merely nomi
nal words devoid of any general knowledge but that they are "real" and 
contain the knowledge of the general properties of the objective reality. In 
these important points, dialectical materialism turns out to be similar to the 
philosophical realism of Plato, St. Thomas Aquinas, Hegel and to other varieties 
of the philosophy of objective idealism, and quite opposed to all forms of 
philosophical nominalism, including the "constructivist philosophies" of "as 
if" or als ob, of Pragmatism, Positivism, Agnosticism, Logical Positivism, Ex
istentialism, Sollipsism, Excessive Empiricism, Scepticism, Relativism, and 
other species of the predominantly "critical" (in Hume-Kantian sense), scep
tical, agnostic, nominalistic, and "subjective" philosophies of the West.2 

Furthermore, the dialectic materialism of today openly admits the category 
of the absolute (standards of truth, goodness, beauty and of other values) side 
by side with the category of the relative because to be meaningful these concepts 
demand each other and because, dialectically, "the category of the relative 
contains in itself potentially the category of the absolute. Being opposite to each 

Ibid,. vol. 14, p. 124. See also F. T. Archinzev, "Poniatie Materii," Voprosy Filosofii, No. 
12, pp. 143 ff. 

2 Cf. on this point P.V. Tavanez, "Ob instinnosti poniatii" Voprosy Filosofii, No. 12, 1959, 
pp. 110 ff. 
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other, at the same time these categories mutually permeate and mutually pass 
one into another." (in this sort of statements one can easily see the Hegelian 
"identity of the opposites," "negation is affirmation" and other character
istics of Hegelian dialectical idealism). 

Following rigidly the line of dialectical logic, some of the Soviet dialectical 
materialists now and then develop theories congenial to the philosophy of a 
real mysticism (of St. Augustine-Erigena-Nicolaus Cusanus type) in regard to 
the conception of the true reality as the "coincidentia oppositorum," or to the phi
losophy of the Thomism and Platonism in a number of important philosophical 
problems. These tendencies explain why in the works of the Soviet philosophers 
so much attention is paid to the intricate problems of the Hegelian philosophy 
(like that of"the negation of negation") or to the works of several contemporary 
(Belgian, French, and German) Catholic Neo-Thomists. The outlined charac
teristics of Soviet dialectical materialism explain also its negative attitude 
towards agnostic, "critical," relativistic, "fictionistic" or "constructivistic" ( of 
"as if," orals ob type), nominalistic, "vulgarly materialistic," "sceptical," "ex
cessively empirisistic" philosophies of the West. 

To sum up: the dominant Soviet philosophy of dialectical materialism 
contains in itself a great deal of "the hidden idealistic strains." Despite its use 
of materialistic terminology, it is much nearer to the Plato-Aristotle-Erigena
St. Thomas Aquinas-N. Cusanus-Hegel philosophies of objective idealism 
than to all varieties of "the vulgar materialism." In many respects the Soviet 
philosophy is less materialistic or more idealistic than Scepticism, Agnosticism, 
excessive Empiricism and Relativism, Pragmatism, Logical Positivism, lnstru
mentalism, Existentialism, Constructivism, Naturalism, Physicalism in contem
porary Western philosophy. In the course of some forty years of the Russian 
Revolution these "idealistic strains" have been increasingly permeating the 
Soviet philosophy of dialectical materialism. For these reasons there is no solid 
ground for fears of disappearance of idealistic philosophy under the impact of 
dialectical materialism; and there is no justifiable reason at all for starting 
various crusades for extermination of "the atheistic and materialistic" Soviet 
philosophy. In its present form it is already more idealistic than many of the 
ideologies of the crusaders. Left to its own immanent development, the philo
sophical thought of Russia in the form of dialectical materialism and in that of 
the increasingly emerging non-materialistic philosophies has been moving and 
is likely to continue to move toward various form of idealistic, "integral," and 
other varieties of philosophy. 

If on the surface the official Soviet philosophy appears to be predominantly 
materialistic, on the surface "the official American philosophy" seems to be 
overwhelmingly idealistic and anti-materialistic. Our politicians, Chambers of 
Commerce, many ministers, our popular press, radio, and telivision indefa
tigably denounce "atheistic and materialistic" Soviets, and all forms of materi
alistic philosophies and ideologies. 

If however one studies this problem more seriously, this impression under
goes a substantial change. The main finding of such a study is that materialistic 
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philosophies and ideologies occupy a considerable space among the total phi
losophies and ideologies of the country. First, among the American professors 
of philosophy there arc the partisans of the dialectic-lvfarxian, and other forms 
of philosophical materialism. Second, the majority of the American academic 
philosophers belong to the schools of philosophy which can hardly be called 
idealistic, rationalist, or "integral. They contain many strains congenial to 
materialism rather than to the non-materialistic vVeltanschauung. lnstrumen
talism, Pragmatism, Katuralism, Physicalism (as an imitation of the Philosophy 
of the Natural Sciences), several forms of Empiricism and Positivism, Behavior
ism, utilitarianism, Agnosticism, Scepticism, Freudianism and Psycho-Analy
sis (taken as a philosophical system), "atheistic Existentialism," cultic Quan
titativism, excessive Relativism, and the social philosophies of economic, sex
ological, endocrimological, rcflcxological, instinctivist, and similar interpreta
tions of man and the sociocultural world can serve as examples of this sort 
of philosophies permeated by materialistic, mechanistic, physicalistic, nomi
nalistic, relativistic, and similar strains. 

Third, in their vulgar form the materialistic ideologies, especially in their 
economic variety, are the favorite philosophies of many Chambers of Commerce, 
business corporations, politicians, journalists, professors, educators, and of many 
other the highbrow and the lowbrow groups. In their public addresses 
they often profess their devotion to highly idealistic philosophies and values; 
in their daily business activities, speeches and interpretations they follow in 
fact the purposes, ideologies, and values of a materialistic, commercial, 
profit-motivated character contradictory to their high-faluting idealistic propa
ganda. In their "social and economic philosophies" they are possibly the most 
energetic propagandists of the vulgar economic and materialistic interpretations 
of man, human behavior, and sociocultural facts and values. Such ideologies 
are called by them "realistic" and "practical" in contrast to all idealistic phi
losophies which they derisively dub as "utopian," and "unrealistic." 

Fourth, a large part of the rank and file in the American population arc 
also imbued ,._,ith a "practical materialism" in the form of an excessive pursuit 
of the material values of wealth, comfortable living, sensual pleasures, and the 
like. 

These and other forms of materialism occupy quite a large place in 
American philosophical, social, economic, political, and ethical thought and 
behavior, in the American system of values, and sociocultural life. For this 
reason, only complete idiots or unashamed hypocrites can claim that the 
American ( or any other \Vestern) nation is free from "materialistic contami
nation," is completely idealistic and saintly, and, as such, is entitled to carry on 
"the holy crusade" against the "atheistic materialism" of Soviet Russia or China. 

Side by side with these materialistic currents, there is a vast fond of the 
idealistic, rationalistic, "integral" and non-materialistic philosophies, values, 
forms of behavior, of cultural and social institutions, of private and public 
activities in American sociocultural life. In the academic philosophy this 
fund is represented by several - objective and subjective - idealistic philosophies, 
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and by such currents of philosophical thought as: Critical Realism, Neo
Thomism, Phenomenologism, Intuitivism, N eo-Vedantism, N ea-Taoism, 
Integralism, Neo-Hegelianism, Neo-Platonism, Mysticism and other non
materialistic philosophies. In religious life, practically all orthodox theological 
philosophies - the Christian, the Hinduist, the Buddhist, the J udaist, the 
Mohammedan, the Taoist, and others - are idealistic. They represent the 
philosophies of the masses of the population. In social and cultural life, the 
idealistic and non-materialistic forces manifest themselves in thousands of forms 
beginning with a multitude of social movements and the acts of generosity 
on the largest scale, inspired by the highly unselfish and idealistic motives, 
and ending with many social institutions and cultural values serving the noblest 
ideals of Truth, Goodness and Beauty. 

For the last few decades both - the materialistic and the non-materialistic -
currents have seemingly been engaged in a relentless - ideological, social and 
cultural - struggle for domination on the American scene. Nobody can be sure 
which of the rivals has been gaining and which has been loosing in this struggle. 
One result of it, namely the curtailing of the extreme forms of each current and 
an increasing "reconciliation" of the valid components of each stream into some 
sort of "idealistic-materialistic" or "integral" philosophy seems to have been 
growmg. 

The net result of this survey is that in the field of philosophy the real differ
ence between Soviet and American philosophies is much less than is usually 
thought. If all sorts of philosophies - the academic, "the official," the popular 
philosophies of the masses, "the practical" philosophies of daily life, the 
philosophies embodied in the social institutions, culture, social movements, 
system of values, and behavior of the people - are considered, nobody can 
pass a valid verdict as to which of the nations is more idealistic or material
istic. Insofar as the idealistic and non-materialistic currents are seemingly 
growing in the Soviet Russia, even in its official philosophy of dialectical 
materialism, and insofar as the increasing "reconciliation" of these currents is 
occurring in the United States, both countries are seemingly converging to an 
intermediary philosophical position and becoming more congenial to each other 
in this important field. 

4. Ethics and Criminal Law. The professed ethical systems and the legal codes
of law of both countries are at the present time essentially similar to each other. 
The basic ethical precepts of both nations extoll the principles of unselfish love, 
mutual aid, and other moral commandments given practically in the ethical 
codes of all great religions and moral systems. The main differences in this field 
can be summed up as follows: 1) the Soviet ethical system views these precepts 
as binding and obligatory ( or as "the categoric imperatives") on the ground of 
their own value and of their necessity for the well-being of human beings, 
society, and mankind, and not because they are commanded by God or 
superhuman authorities. In the United States the binding power of these pre
cepts is based still, to a considerable degree, upon the religious grounds of 
viewing them as the commandments of God. 2) The Soviet ethics stresses somewhat 
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more the absolute, universal, and perennial character of these precepts than 
the secular ethics (in contrast to the absolutistic religious ethics) of the United 
States, especially in its utilitarian and hedonistic varieties: in these branches 
of ethics its values and precepts are regarded as merely useful human conventions 
which arc relative and changeable according to the circumstances. This rcla
tivization of the ethical values in these branches of American ethics is strongly 
criticized by Soviet ethical thinkers and often styled as an excessive atomization 
of moral values amounting sometimes to a complete moral nihilism and 
cynicism. 3) As to the problem: to what extent these precepts arc not only 
preached but practiced in the conduct of the Russian and American population, 
this question cannot be answered definitely. The most probable answer to it 
is that all in all there is no great difference between the nations: a part of their 
populations practice what they preach; another part now practice and now 
transgress them; and, finally, in both nations there always is a minority which 
openly denies them or professes them hypocritically without practicing them to 
any significant degree. All in all there is no solid ground to claim that ethically 
one of these nations is saintly and the other is sinful. 

Like the ethical systems, the contemporary codes of the criminal law of 
both countries are also essentially similar to one another. They prohibit ( and 
punish) practically the same actions of crimes against persons, the State, 
property, the good mores, public safety, like murder, treason, theft, larceny, 
rape, indecency, and so on. There are, of course, secondary differences in regard 
to some of the actions considered criminal in one code and non-criminal in 
the other and in regard to the severity of punishment and the court- procedures, 
but these difierences hardly exceed those which are present in the criminal 
codes of different \Vestern countries. Perhaps the most important difference 
between the criminality of the two countries is that, according to the official 
statistics of crimes, the occurrence of crimes in Russia is less frequent than in 
the United States and respectively the rate of criminality in Russia is lower 
in most of crimes ( except the political crimes against the government and the 
State) than in the United States. 

All in all, if at the beginning of the Communist Revolution there were 
notable differences between the ethical and legal codes of two nations, at the 
present time these differences largely evaporated mainly through the changes 
of Soviet law and morality in the course of some forty years of the Revolution. 
Both countries as well as all others can stand and urgently need a notable 
improvement of their moral climate and behavior, but such an improvement can 
take place only through a free effort of their populations and not through military 
coercion and warfare. 

5. Education. At the present time, in this field, there are neither important
conflicting values nor differences justifying any animosity of the two countries 
to each other. In regard to literacy, ( 100 per cent) development of school system 
and mass education, Soviet Russia has reached the level of education in the 
United States. The membership of the Russian Communist party likewise is 
now as well educated as the membership of the American ruling elite. In 1928 
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there were only 6,000 members with a university and high school education 
among the members of the Communist party. Now there are some 2,000,000 
members with such education. In 1928 in Russia there were only 521,000 
technicians and experts. Now there are some 6,400,000 technological experts. 
At the present time in Russia there are some 30,000,000 pupils in elementary 
and high schools, some 2,000,000 in technical schools, and some 2,200,000 in 
universities and colleges of Russia. The differences that remain are of the mutu
ally complementary kind rather than of the incompatible sort. As a matter of 
fact both countries have already borrowed several features from the educational 
systems of each other. Perhaps the most important of the existing differences 
are two, namely, Russia seems to be paying a greater attention to the education 
and integration of the character of the pupils (side by side with the development 
of their intellect) than the United States, and the Russian system of education 
cultivates more "the collectivistic or familistic" spirit and attitudes ( without 
suppressing much the individuality of the pupils) while the United States' 
educational system fosters more the spirit and attidudes of individualism ( with
out turning it into a wholesale rampant egotism). Furthermore, selection and 
promotion of the pupils to the status of university students in Russia seem to 
be more severe and based more upon the personal achievements of pupils and 
students than in the United States where a large part of the college students 
are in the college or university just because "going to college" has become a 
fashionable routine and because the American upper and middle classes "can 
afford" to send their children to a college or university. The severe selection 
on the basis of the personal achievements of the pupils in Russia is accompanied 
with State stipends and fellowships granted to all capable students. This 
gives to the capable pupils of the poor classes in Russia as much, perhaps, even 
a greater opportunity to become university students and subsequently to 
occupy the important - upper and middle - professional, governmental, or 
"executive" positions than in the United States. However, these and other 
differences in the educational systems of the two countries are secondary and 
temporary: each country at the present time is carefully studying the system 
of education of the other country and does not hesitate either to adopt a 
valuable feature of the other or to remedy some defect of its own system in the 
light of the educational experience of the other nation. Factually in this !field 
the spirit of mutual cooperation, complementation, and healthy competition 
already prevails over the spirit of inimical incompatibility still fostered by a 
few shortsighted politicans and selfish "crusaders" of various vested interests 
of a material and nonspiritual nature. 

6. Sport and Recreation. Before the Revolution the American varieties of sport
- hockey, American type football, baseball, basket-ball, volley-ball, golf,
squash and others - practically did not exist in Russia. Other forms of sport,
like tennis, soccer, skiing, swimming, skating and so on, were practiced
only as a variety of personal domestic exercise without any large - re
gional, national and international - competitive interests. Before the Re
volution professional sport played a small part in Russia and in the
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field of international sport-competition, Russia was practically absent. 
At the present time the picture in this field is quite different. During some 

forty years of the Revolution all the varieties of American sport have widely 
spread in Russia. Sport now plays an important role, is intensely cultivated, 
has assumed in part professional and competitive character, and has resulted, 
among other things, in the appearance of Russia on the scene of international 
sports, particularly in the Olympic games, and the victories of the Russian 
teams have made Russia second to none in this field. This means that in his 
segment of culture today's Russia has become much more similar to the 
United States (and to other Western countries) than it was before the Revolu
tion. On the other hand, somewhat surprised by the sport successes of Russia 
in international competition, the United States and other Western countries 
have reinforced their efforts in the development of their teams, in cleaning 
sports from various corruptive elements, and in freeing their national sports 
from the excessive influence of various commercial motives. In brief, here again 
we have the discussed convergence of both countries for their mutual benefit 
and growth. 

7. Fine Arts. At the beginning of the Communist Revolution the Government
tried to develop "the proletarian fine arts." Respectively it called the greatest 
poet of Russia, Pushkin, "a mouthpiece of the degenerated aristocracy," prohib
ited several works of Dostoievsky, Tolstoi, and of other Russian writers, pro
hibited also the performances of such musical masterpieces as "the March Slav" 
and "the 1812" of Tchaikovsky, several operas of Rimsky-Korsakov and Glinka, 
and in other ways tried to inhibit, suppress and depreciate many other achieve
ments of the Russian and the foreign "bourgois" fine arts. Completely failing in 
this silly enterprise, the Soviet government gave it up and since the end of the 
nineteen-twenties radically changed its fine arts policies. At the present time 
all the previous achievements of Russian literature, music, drama, painting, 
sculpture, architecture are glorified more than ever before. Their creators are 
extolled as great geniuses. Their works are published in millions of copies, 
reproduced, performed, and popularized by all available means of communi
cation. The living writers, composers, painters, sculptors and artists, side by 
side with scientists and scholars, occupy the position of the new Soviet aristocracy 
- from the standpoint of their social prestige as well as their economic stan
dard of living.

A similar change took place in regard to the foreign fine arts and their crea
tors. If before the Revolution, Russia translated the literary masterpieces of 
the foreign classics possibly more than any other country, now this tradition 
has been fully restored and even greatly exceeded. The following statistics of 
books published in 1956 in Soviet Russia gives a good picture of the situation 
described. All in all in 1956 in Russia 59,000 titles were published, and in total 
1,107,000,000 copies, not counting magazines and periodicals. This gives 
about five books for 1 person - a number quantitatively greater than in any 
other country. Among all the books published in the field of literature, first 
place is occupied by the books of the old Russian classics, the second place by 



162 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF COMPARATIVE SOCIOLOGY 

the works of foreign classical and eminent authors; the works of the contem
porary Soviet writers occupy the last place. 

Similar is the situation in other fields of fine arts. Not only the Russian 
art masterpieces and their creators are known and appreciated in Soviet Russia 
but also the foreign masters and their creations. Homer, Sophocles, Dante, 
Shakespeare, and the like in literature; Phidias, Praxiteles, Michelangelo in 
sculpture; Bach, Mozart, and Beethoven in music; are as much at home in 
Russia as in any other country. 

As to the relationship of Russian-American fine arts, even before the 
Revolution there was an intense interchange and cooperation between these 
countries in this field, particularly in the field of literature, music, and drama. 
Great Russian writers, like Dostoievsky, Tolstoi, Turgenev, Chekhov, and others 
were well known in the United States and even notably influenced the eminent 
American writers. The same is true of the Russian music of Mussorgsky, Tchai
kovsky, Rimskii-Korsakov, Glinka, Rakhmaninov and other important Russian 
composers. The Russian ballet and theatrical art, represented by the Moscow 
Art Theater and others, likewise were highly appreciated and even influenced 
the American ballet and drama. 

On the other hand, Mark Twain, Edgar Poe, W. Whitman,]. London and 
other American writers were as well known and as popular in Russia as in the 
United States. Modern American architecture was likewise highly appreciated in 
Russia. 

While this mutually fruitful cooperation was interrupted during the first few 
years of the Russian Revolution, it has now been fully resumed and grows 
rapidly. Besides the exchange of eminent artists, symphony orchestras, theatrical 
companies, ballets and dancers, the music of the contemporary Soviet composers 
-Shostakovich, Khachaturian, Kabalevskii, Prokoviev, Khrennikov, Miaskov
skii, Gliere, and others -is quite at home in the united States just as the music of
the contemporary American composers - Harris, Piston, Gershwin, Copeland,
Bernstein, Hansen, Block, and others is at home in Russia. In literature the
works of the old and the recent American writers, like S. Lewis, Th. Dreiser,
Hemmingway, Faulkner, Steinbeck, O'Neil, and others are translated and widely
read in Russia while the works of the recent Russian writers like Pasternak,
Sholokhov, Leonov, Dudintsev, A. Tolstoi, and others are known to the Ameri
can readers.

With a proper modification the same is to be said of other fine arts, particu
larly of American architecture, including the art of the movies and television. 
Mutual fertilization of the American and the Soviet achievements in these arts 
goes on increasingly to the benefit of both countries in this field. There is not the 
slightest ground for any animosity between the two nations. 

8. Religion. In this field the values and interests of both countries are pro
claimed by many a crusader for religion or for atheism to be particularly 
conflicting and irreconcilable. In this country we daily hear the denunciations 
of "the Godless atheism" of the Soviets in the name of our God-believing and 
God-trusting nation. In Soviet Russia, likewise, there are still the voices heard 
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advocating, in the name of science, an invigoration of atheistic propaganda 
against all sorts of religious superstitutions, ignorance, and exploitation of the 
masses by "the opiate of the people's mind." In the first few years of the Com
munist revolution this sort of conflicting situation of atheism vs. religion existed 
indeed to a great degree. During these years the Communist government car
ried on a most militant atheistic propaganda against all religions, severely 
persecuted disfranchised, imprisoned and executed many thousand of bishops, 
priests, and believers, confiscated the property of religious organizations, 
turned churches and temples into Communist clubs and warehouses, pro
hibited public religious processions and instructions; in a word, it was engaged 
indeed into a fanatical warfare with practically all religions and their members. 
The main motive of this policy was the allegedly anti-Communist, "reactionary," 
and "counter-revolutionary" propaganda and political actions of the religious 
hierarchies, leaders and organizations. 

For various reasons this persecution and anti-religious warfare of the Soviet 
government greatly relented already at the end of the nineteen-twenties 
and with some minor fluctuations this trend continued up to the present time. 
Today the total religious situation of Soviet Russia is notably different from 
what it was at the beginning of the Communist regime. The changes have been 
so many and so great that the irreconcilability and unbridgeable contrast be
tween the allegedly atheistic Soviets and the allegedly religious United States 
and officially Christian West largely evaporated. 

In Soviet Russia religious - qua religious - persecution practically disap
peared. Instead, the Constitution of the Soviets proclaimed the religious freedom, 
as an inalienable right of every person. If now and then someone is prosecuted 
for some crime or policy associated with one's religion, or if the policies of 
Soviet government are now and then conflicting with the policies of the Vatican 
or other religious organizations, the prosecutions and the conflicting policies of 
this sort are due not so much to the religious intolerance of the Soviet Govern
ment as to the anti-Soviet and sometimes even anti-Russian secular po

litical activities of persons or policies of the Catholic and other religious 
denominations. (Unfortunately this sort of policies inimical to the Soviet 
regime and often to the Russian nation are still relentlessly pursued by several 
religious hierarchies and organizations). 

The autonomy of the Russian Orthodox Church, of the Protestant, Catholic, 
Mohammedan, Jewish and other denominations in religious matters is legally 
and factually established. Even more: the main expenses of the Russian Ortho
dox Church and of its Patriarchy are paid by the Soviet State. It subsidizes 
a large part of the expenses of the administration of the Russian Orthodox 
Church, of manufacturing the objects of the religious ritual and cult, of training 
the priests, of printing religious books and publications. The State supports 
also financially the material needs of the religious personnel; and so on. 

At the present time thousands of churches are open and function in Russia; 
there are, at least, 10 Divinity Schools of the Russian Orthodox Church with 
1600 students for training Russian Orthodox priests; some 20,000 parishes 
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with 35,000 priests, discharging their religious duties; some 650 monasteries 
with 5,000 monks and nuns; all in all, according to the available statistics, 
the Russian Orthodox Church has now some 50,000,000 members (about 20 
percent of the Russian population). The Protestant denominations have some 
5,000,000 members. Of the Protestant denominations the Baptists have been 
especially fast-growing during the last two decades and have 5,400 houses of 
worship with about 600,000 members. There are more than 1,000 mosques and 
1,240 Catholic Churches. (Even in pre-revolutionary Russia the Catholic 
membership was comparatively small. This was partly due to the unfortunate 
fact of the policies of the Vatican having often been inimical to the vital interests 
of the Russian Nation. Due to the same inimical policies of the Vatican toward 
the Soviet regime - and now and then toward the Russian Nation - the member
ship of the Catholic Church has hardly increased and still remains small in 
comparison with the Russian Orthodox and the Protestant denominations.) 

These basic facts outline the religious situation in Russia at the present time. 
From the state of atheistic warfare against all religions at the beginning 
of the Revolution the Soviet government and Russia have passed now to the 
state of a religious tolerance and freedom not very different from the situation 
in the Western countries, including the United States.1 

I foresee a number of heated objections to these conclusions. "Is not athe
istic propaganda still favored and even subsidized in Russia by the Soviet govern
ment?" Such is the first objection. My answer to it is: "Yes, it is possibly still 
favored and still subsidized by the Soviet, though much less than before. But 
does not the right of religious freedom involve also the right to be an atheist?" 
If the Soviet government subsidizes the Russian Orthodox Church there is no 
violation of religious freedom while it findsitalso advisable to supportthe "atheistic 
denomination" which, as we shall see further, is quite a considerable denomi
nation in all Western countries. And don't the atheists of the West freely carry 
on their anti-religious propaganda and are not their activities subsidized from 
various sources, private and sometime even public? So in this point there is 
no basic difference between Russia and the West, including the Unided States. 
"But, the objectors continue, is not the number of atheists in Russia immeasura
bly greater than in the Western countries?" The answer to this question depends 
upon what we mean by "atheism." If by it is meant a disbelief into the dogmas 
of some of the institutionalized religions, particularly the disbelief in an 
anthropomorphic personal God, then such religions as early Buddhism and 
many forms of religious mysticism have to be considered as atheistic. 2 

In this respect the evolution of the Russian revolution is typical for most of the great 
revolutions. Beginning with the oldest recorded Egyptian revolution (in about 3,000 B.C.) 
and ending with the Cromwellian revolution in England and the Great French Revolution, 
most of the great revolutions carried on a militant persecution of the dominant religions 
at their first, destructive, phase and subsequently replaced it by the policies of tolerance 
and a sort of freedom at their constructive phase. Cf. on this P. Sorokin, Sociology of Revolution 
and Man and Society in Calamity. 

2 Early Buddhism explicitly denied the existence of an anthropomorphic, personal 
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lf by atheism is meant a disbelief into the main dogmas of the main Christian 
denominations, then it remains unknown whether in Russia or in the Western 
countries, including the United States, the percent of such "atheists" is higher 
in the total population of these countries. This problem has not been seriously 
studied. Of the existing few studies, the study of Professor J. Leuba (The Belief 
in God and Immortality (Boston, 1916), shows that about 40 to 60 percent of the 
American professors and students do not believe in the immortality of the soul, 
divine nature of Christ, the immaculate conception of Jesus, and in several 
other dogmas of the Christian religions. A recent extensive poll of the population 
of various Eropean countries by the International Research Associates disclosed 
that in Italy only 51 percent believes in these dogmas, in Norway only 42 
percent, in Belgium only 33 percent, in France only 30 percent; all in all for 
Europe about 70 percent of its polled samples of the population declared them
selves agnostics and disbelievers in these dogmas. If these results are representa
tive for Europe and the United States, there hardly is any great difference 
between Russia and the Western countries in this respect. 

(If by true religiosity is meant, first, "the feeling of Presence" (in terms of 
an eminent mystic, Brother Lawrence) that beyond the empirical reality of our 
senses there are other and higher forms of it; and second, the practice of the 
moral commandments of Confucianism, or Taoism, or Hinduism, or Buddhism, 
or Judaism, or Jainism, or Christianity, or Mohammedanism (all basic moral 
precepts of these and other religions are essentially similar), then we do not 
have any even remotely adequate evidence for the claim as to whether the 
Russian or the American or the European population is more religious. Judging 
on the basis of various fragmentary data the most probable answer to this 
question is that there is hardly any great difference between today's Soviet 
Russia and the Euro-American countries.) 

The net result of this analysis is that in the field of religion there certainly 
has been occurring a mutual convergence of Russia and the Western countries. 
In comparison with the early years of the Communist Revolution, the religious 
conflicts and differences of the present time are immeasurably less significant 
and important. 

9. The Family and Marriage. Again in the early years of the Revolution, the
Communist government tried intentionally to destroy the monogamic marriage 
and the family as "the corner store" of private property and the Capitalist system. 
Legally and factually complete liberty of sex in its pre-marital and extra-marital 

deity, soul, and any substance whatsoever. The only realities, according to this Buddhism, 
are some twenty-six "dharmas" - a sort of flash - points and their incessantly changing 
combinations. Many currents of mysticism also view the ultimate, total reality as the 
infinite manifold or ocean that contains in itself all its differentiations - ripples, personal 
and superpersonal, spiritual and material, unchangeable and ever-changing, and so on. 
The veritable coincidentia oppositorum in its infinity is undefinable and inexpressible by 
any words, concepts, and definitions. According to these mysticisms any institutionalized 
religious dogma expresses, at the best, only some of the infinite ripples of this mysterium 
tremendum et fascinosum. 
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forms was proclaimed, together with complete liberty of marriage and divorce, 
abortion, and other concomitants of the "policy of a glass of water" in sex 
matters according to which sex was compared with thirst which can and should 
be satisfied from any glass available. 

The disastrous consequences of this policy forced the Soviet government, 
already at the end of the nineteen-twenties, to change radically by increasing
ly drastic limitations of this sex-liberty. Instead of glorification of"Sex-freedom 
Unlimited," the Soviet government began to glorify virginity, chastity, and 
marriage faithfulness, and began to issue a series of decrees legally approving, 
sanctioning and requiring these virtues. To make a long and painful story 
short, at the present time the Soviet Russia has a more stable, more monogamic, 
and more Victorian family and marriage than practically any Western country 
and especially the United States. Divorce is not prohibited legally, but ob
taining it is so heavily inhibited by financial and legal difficulties that practically 
it is inaccessible for an overwhelming majority of the Russian population. Abor
tions are prohibited and punishable. Pre-marital and extra-marital sex relations 
are strongly disapproved. So also are all ideologies, publications, pictures, plays, 
novels, radio and television programs advocating and glorifying sex-anarchy 
and sex-freedom. In general, sex and preoccupation with sex play now a much 
less important role in social and cultural life of Russia than in that of the United 
States and European countries (See on that P. Sorokin, The American Sex Revo
lution, Boston, 1956, There are Swedish,Japanese, Spanish, Indian and Portu
guese editions of this book.) 

To sum up: at the beginning of the Revolution the Soviet government and 
a part of the Russian population could be accused of undermining the monoga
mic family and marriage and in promoting sexual anarchy and licentiousness. 
At the present time the accusations are rather reversed: it is Soviet Russia 
that is stressing the excessive sex-obsession, sex-perversion, sex-anarchy, sex
abuse for commercial purposes, the permeation by sex of the whole social, 
cultural, and personal life of the Western countries and a notable disintegration 
of the monogamic family and marriage there. In all frankness, Russia is more 
entitled to make this sort of moral censures than the Western countries in regard 
to Russia. Considering however that the modern sex-anarchy has never been 
approved by religious, moral, and public opinion of the West, and that the 
stable monogamic family and marriage are still the sanctioned and the desired 
form of these and that in recent time in the United States and in Europe a 
strong public movement for the stabilization of the family and marriage and 
for a limitation of the sex-anarchy emerged and is growing; considering these 
Western trends and the tragic cycle with the "happy ending" passed by Russia 
in this field, these basic facts show again that in this segment of sociocultural 
life both countries have been converging toward a similar order of sex-life, the 
family, and marriage. 

10. The Economic System. In the introductory sections of this paper it has
already been shown that the real difference between the economic systems of 
both countries is much less than it appears on the surface and that both countries 
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have been converging to a mixed type of economy representing the co-existence 
of: a) full-fledged free enterprise based upon private property; b) of the cor
poration economy, and c) of the economy managed by the government. In the 
total economy of both countries the sector of full-fledged free enterprise is 
already a minor sector. In Russia it exists and functions mainly in regard to 
consumer goods, including such goods as accumulated savings, as owner
ship of an apartment, or automobile, or a house, of a small piece of land or a 
small enterprise, managed by the owner, or of the tools of artisans, artists, 
scientists, and the like. All such goods are owned in Russia and can be 
disposed or willed by the owner to his heirs in about the same way as they 
are owned, used, disposed, and willed in the United States. In the United 
States this sector of the economy is larger than in Soviet Russia. Besides 
consumer goods it covers a large part of "small business" and of agriculture. 
In these last two fields however the economy of real free enterprise has unfortu
nately been shrinking for the last few decades and this shrinking is continued up 
to the present time. In Soviet Russia, on the contrary, this sector has been 
somewhat expanding during the last two decades, particularly in the field of 
agriculture. The rights of the collective farms and of their members have been 
expanding especially after the decree of February 17, 1935 on the Standard 
Rules of an Arte!. The land, cultivated by a collective farm, remains at its disposal 
forever. Each collective farm manages its own affairs autonomously. Each mem
ber possesses his own "private property" - a dwelling house, a plot of land for 
his personal use, from 10 to 150 sheep, from 1 to 10 cows and other domestic 
animals. Each member is remunerated in accordance with the amount and 
efficiency of his work. No member of a collective farm can be evicted from 
it except in case of crime or flagrant violation of the farm rules by the vote of at 
least two-thirds of the collective farm membership. The management of the 
farm was initially appointed by the government; now it is democratically e
lected by the farm community for a specific term. The land of the farm cannot 
be taken from the community, or sold or become an object of profiteering by 
commercial dealers. As compared with the status of an American tenant, share
cropper, agricultural laborer or even a farm owner with his farm mortgaged and 
in danger of foreclosure, the property rights of the Russian peasants are greater 
and their position is more secure than those of the corresponding strata of the 
American agricultural population. 

The corporation economy does not formally exist in Soviet Russia. Factu
ally however the American corporate economy is a twin brother of the corre
sponding subdivisions of the nationalized industry in Russia. The total nation
alized industry in Russia is divided as in the United States into big divisions 
of steel-oil-construction and other industries, each division being managed by 
its board of governmental directors similar to the board of directors of a big 
American corporation. Neiher of these boards, as was mentioned before, owns 
the corporation and its property. The only difference between these boards is 
that in Russia the directors are appointed by the government and are responsible 
to the government and the nation while in the United States directors and big 
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executives are presumably appointed or elected by the thousands of the owners, 
that is the bond-and shareholders of the corporations and are responsible to 
them. Factually they are placed into their position by the small, often self
perpetuating, oligarchic group of the bigger shareholders and executives. A 
previous study of the American corporations by G. Means and A. Berle (The 
Modern Corporation and Private Property, New York, 1932) and the recent study 
by several experts (E. S. Mason, ed., The Corporation in Modern Society, Cambridge, 
1960) show that in none of the big American corporations its directors own 
even five percent of its property and that this biggest sector of the American 
economy and, indirectly, the economy of free enterprise are practically 
managed and controlled, fairly independently from their owners-stockholders, 
by some 1,000 big executives. These features of the American corporation econo
my make it indeed very similar to the Russian "nationalized economy of corpo
rations," ruled and managed by about the same 1,000 big executives of the 
government. Furthermore the board of directors in this sector of the economy 
determines the prices of their products and the wages of their employees. In 
classical Capitalism the prices were determined by "the law of demand and 
supply" of a free competitive market. This characteristic largely disappeared 
from the economy of both countries. The American economy of corporations 
has now entered the phase of "the administered prices" arbitrarily determined 
by the agreement of the big executives of the big corporations. And as time goes 
on, the secondary differences of this sector of the economy tend to become less and 
significant from the standpoint of the economic interests of the populations of 
both countries ( remaining important, of course, for the personal interests of the 
big executives of both nations). Here again, these sectors of the economy in both 
countries have been becoming more and more similar to each other. Finally, 
in both countries the government is in business and for the reasons of the factors 
governing expansion and contraction of governmental management of business 
( explained above) the governmentally-managed economy is at the present time 
practically the largest sector of the economy in both countries. In the years of 
the Second World War practically the whole economy of each country was 
managed - directly and indirectly - by its government. In these years, there 
hardly was any basic difference between the economies of "Communist" 
Russia and the "Capitalist" United States. At the present time, this sector of the 
economy - legally and factually - is still notably larger in Russia in comparison 
with the United States. However in Russia it has tended to be less severe, less 
rigid, and less centralized than it was at the beginning of the Revolution. In 
the United States since 1914--1920, on the contrary, it has tended to expand 
even in the time of peace (not counting the extraordinary expansions in the 
times of the First and the Second World Wars). At the present time direct and 
indirect regimentation and control by the government of production, distribu
tion, and consumption of economic goods, of prices and wages, of export and 
import, of business prosperity and recession, of labor-management relationships, 
in brief, of the total economy of the United States has increased many times in 
comparison with the situation some thirty-forty years ago. This increase is re-
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fleeted in a manifold increase of the Federal and State budgets, of governmental 
employees, of armed forces and armaments, of the statutes enacted for regulation 
of economic relationships, of government-owned factories, laboratories, 
houses, engineering works, of land, warehouses, nationalized natural resources, 
like uranium, of agricultural and industrial products and all sorts of other 
economic goods. As a matter of fact, the sector of the governmentally managed 
economy of the United States is at the present time about as important, possibly 
even more important, than the sector of the corporation economy in the total 
economy of this country. Only euphemistically or hypocritically the economy 
of the United States can be called the economy of free enterprise and as such 
can be confronted to the governmentally managed economy of Soviet Russia 
or to the largely nationalized economies of England and of some European 
countries. In all three sectors the total economies of Russia and the United 
States have been rapidly converging to the "mixed" type of economy and 
have become more and more similar to one another. 

This increasing similarity shows itself in many other forms. Though the 
total national product of American industry still remains greater and the 
economic standard of living of the United States population much higher than 
those of Russia, the eminent difference in these respects tends, nevertheless, 
to be progressively narrower or smaller. The contentions of N. S. Krushchev 
that during the next seven or so years Russia will surpass the United States in 
national production and in the standard of living are too boastful and little 
probable, nevertheless these contentions may turn to be correct for a more 
remote future. 

Technologically both countries have already become essentially similar to 
each other. Both nations use similar techniques of production, up to the intro
duction of the techniques of automation and mass production. 

To sum up: the mutual converging of both countries to similar "mixed" 
systems of economy has been rapidly progressing. 

11. Social Relationships. All the enormously diverse forms of human rela
tionships can be classified into three main classes: 1) Jamilistic, permeated by 
mutual love, devotion, and sacrifice, most frequently found in the relationships 
of the members of a good and harmonious family; 2) free contractual relationships 
freely agreed by the parties for their mutual advantage and profit, devoid of 
love, hate, or coercion; 3) compulsory relationships imposed by one party upon the 
others against their wishes and interests. Of these three relationships, the 
familistic is the noblest (morally and socially), the compulsory is the worst, 
while the contractual occupies the intermediary position. 

The proportion of each of these three types in the total network of inter
human relationships of a social group varies greatly from society to society, 
from period to period. If the total networks of social relationships of the United 
States and Russia are compared from this standpoint, they show the following 
differences; 1) the proportion of compulsory relationships in the total network 
of Russia is still notably greater than in the United States; the sector of the 
contractual relationships in the United States is much larger than in Russia; 
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and the sector of the familistic relationships in Russia is tangibly bigger than in 
the United States. In all the Soviet policies of nationalization, collectivization, 
and partial equalization the moving force and the final results have been not 
only the force of a rude coercion and often inhuman regimentation by the 
Government but also the noble power of familistic motives, wishes, and values, 
especially of the masses of the Russian population. The establishment and 
development of the familistic relationships in the network of social relationships 
of Russia has given "the real hidden power" to the Soviet policies of nationali
zation and collectivization and to the Soviet regime itself. Without this "hidden 
power" the Soviet government and its coercive policies would have fallen to 
pieces long ago. 

In the course of some forty years of the Russian revolution the marked 
differences between the American and Russian networks of social relationships 
have tended to decrease. On the one hand, the coercive policies of the Soviet 
government have been becoming milder and covering progressively decreasing 
sectors of human relationships; the familistic and, in a smaller degree, the 
contractual relationships have been increasing at the cost of the compulsory 
ones. On the other hand, in the United States the sector of the familistic rela
tionships has also been growing at the cost of the contractual sector. This 
growth has manifested itself in hundreds of different forms and policies of the so
called "welfare state," in the enactment and establishment of "social security," 
"unemployment insurance," "wage-minimums," "progressive taxation," "old 
age insurance," various farm relief measures, in the development of schools and 
public education, medical care and public health inprovements, public housing, 
highway construction, rural electrification, and other public works, in civil 
rights legislation and in a multitude of other measures aimed at amelioration of 
the vital, mental, moral, and social well-being of the total American population, 
regardless of any commercial profits of a few individuals or groups. In all these 
forms the familistic relationships have successfully grown in the presumably 
"capitalist" United States for the last few decades. 

The growth of the familistic and partly contractual relationships in Soviet 
Russia at the cost of the compulsory ones and the growth of the familistic 
relationships in the United States mainly at the cost of the contractual ones 
mean that in this basic field both countries are moving toward a similar type of 
interpersonal and intergroup relationships of a predominantly familistic char
acter of various degrees of purity and extension. 

12. Political System. During the first years of the Communist Revolution
there certainly was a great conflict between the political regimes of Russia and 
the United States. In Russia we had the unlimited, tyrannical, totalitarian 
dictatorship of the top leaders of the Communist party - the most autocratic 
government that imposed the most coercive regimentation upon every citizen's 
mind and body, behavior and relationships, and upon the whole social and 
cultural life of the nation. The government arbitrarily prescribed what each 
of its subjects had to eat, drink, and wear; in what place and room he had to 
live; what kind of work he had to do; what he had to read or listen to; what he had 
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to say and believe, approve and disapprove: whether he may be free or impris
(mcd, whether he may live or be executed. In brief, the government attempted 
to turn its su�jects into mere puppets completely controlled by dictators. This 
super-totalitarian policy was enforced by the bloodiest and most inhuman coer
cion - by mass executions of millions of the "counter-revolutionaries," by im
prisonment in jails and concentration camps of many more millions of 
stubborn opponents, by confiscation of their properties, and by infliction of 
all sorts of punishment upon all those who did not comply with the orders of 
the government. In the whole of human history there were not many cases of 
so much tyrannical, so super-totalitarian, and so inhumanly autocratic govern
ment. Such a regime naturally conflicted with the democratic order of the 
United States, with its elective government, its Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights, with the freedoms and ��alienable rights of every citizen. The basic 
values of the two political systems were indeed irreconcilable. 

However, in the course of subsequent years, a series of important changes 
have taken place especially in the Soviet political system. The main trend of 
these changes has consisted in Russia in a progressive limitation of the despotism 
and super-totalitarianism of the Soviet government and in the expansion of free
dom of the Soviet citizens. In the United States it has consisted rather in an op
posite process right up to the present time), namely, in the expansion of 
governmental regimentation, censorship, and control of the political ideo
logies and behavior of its citizens, in the respective decrease of their freedoms and 
inalienable rights, and in an increase of totalitarian tendencies in its internal 
and international policies. This totalitarian trend has been due mainly to the 
transformation of the United States into the most powerful empire on the earth 
and of the previously - merely national government - into the most powerful 
Leviathan in the world. No country and no government can escape some de
gree of totalitarianization when they grow, especially in a short period of time, 
from the status of one of the important states and governments into that of 
the most powerful empire and government. Such a transformation is usually 
accompanied by an increase of various emergencies, particularly the emergency 
of the struggle for the maintenance of the position of the greatest vVorld Power 
which inevitably entangles such a country in an endless series of diplomatic 
and military conflicts with other governments and particularly with the Soviet 
government in this case. This emergency in its turn, generates a number of 
other political, economic, social, and moral - emergencies for such a coun
try and government, which reinforce the increase of governmental regimen
tation and control. 

Such in brief arc the main trends in the political systems of both countries. 
In Russia the indicated "liberative trend" manifested itself in a multitude of 
1egal and factual changes. Legally, the Constitution of Soviet Russia is one 
of the most democratic Constitutions of the world: among other things, it 
guarantees all the main freedoms and inalienable rights of man and citizen. 
The arbitrary despotism of the government, particularly of the secret police, is has 
been largely replaced now by the rule of law with its due process. The executions, 
Intern. J onrn. of Comp, Sociology I 13 
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imprisonments and other severe punishments of the opponents of the Soviet 
government greatly decreased. Seventy percent of the concentration camps with 
their slave labor are dismantled and in the remaining camps the regime is now 
more human and much better in food, housing, and work conditions than before. 
By a series of laws (April 14, 1957 and others) the citizens are better protected 
from arbitrary measures of government agents. A large part of the political 
offenders have been amnestied. 

The political offenders are now only about 2 percent of the total prison 
population of Russia. Though the provisions of the Constitution guaranteeing 
the freedoms and rights of the citizens are still violated once in a while by the 
government, nevertheless the citizens enjoy much greater freedom and in
dependence than they did at the beginning of the Revolution. Formally, 
according to the Constitution, the Soviet government is a democratic govern
ment, elected by the population. But, due to a one-party system and only one set 
of candidates, nominated by the Communist party, to be voted for or against 
by the population, the elective character of the government still remains largely 
nominal. To a great extent, the Soviet government is still the government ap
pointed by the Communist party and its leaders.Nevertheless, in many- tangible 
and intangible - ways the population exerts a much stronger influence upon 
the elections and upon the Government itself than before. With the passage of 
the Revolution from its destructive into its constructive phase, the government 
progressively replaced its destructive policies by constructive ones. In its 
gigantic reconstruction, it has shown a great deal of capable and farsighted 
leadership devoted to the real interests of the population and the national 
interests of Russia. As a result of these policies, it has gained increasing 
support by the peoples of Russia. At the present time its power is based not so 
much upon fear and terror, as it was in the destructive phase of the Revolu
tion, that as upon the free support and approval of probably a majority 
of the Soviet citizens. If, hypothetically, the government and its policies are 
submitted to a really free vote of the population, they probably would receive 
a "yes" vote from a majority of the voters. In this sense it can style itself a demo
cratic government or the government of "a people's democracy." 

These sketchy lines show clearly the main trend in the change of the political 
system ofRussia. It can be summed up: from the unlimited totalitarian despotism 
to increasingly democratic and constructively responsible government as a 
leader and servant of the Russian population and of the world at large. 

Since its beginning the political system and government of the United 
States have been one of the best democratic regimes known to the history of 
mankind. During the last forty years discussed, they have progressed in many 
ways toward a still better and "familistic" democracy serving the nation and 
the world at large. These positive achievements and tendencies have been 
unfortunately marred by several totalitarian tendencies, due to the indicated 
factors of the elevation of the United States to the position of the most powerful 
empire and to a series of wars and other important emergencies hardly avoidable 
in the process of such a rapid elevation. These totalitarian tendencies manifested 
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themselves not only in enormous expansion of government control and 
regimentation of economic and other spheres of sociocultural life, discussed 
before, but also in many national and international policies of the government 
and in various changes in the political system of the nation. Having declared a 
"holy crusade" against Communism and its alleged "world domination" - what 
practically meant belligerent crusade against the Soviet government, and 
the Russian nation, and against all other Communist regimes, the American 
government has involved itself and the American nation into all the inevitable 
consequences of such a policy. It had to expand in the way of a compulsory 
draft the American armed forces far beyond the size of a peaceful period. And this 
expansion of army, navy, and airforce to almost three million drafted men 
means an enormous step in the totaliarization of the country because the organi
zation of the armed forces is the most totalitarian of all social groups. The 
whole life and the whole behavior of a soldier is completely controlled and up to 
the smallest detail regimented by the military code and by his superiors. The com
mander in chief or any superior officer can send thousands of soldiers to death in 
a battle. The food, drink, uniform, living quarter and all the activities during 
every 24 hours are rigidly prescribed for the members of the armed forces. 
Their body and soul do not belong to themselves but belong to the armed 
forces, their superiors, and to the nation. To repeat: out of all kinds of organized 
groups the military organizations in their very nature are the most totalitarian and 
most autocratic. For this reason, any notable expansion of these forces in any 
country means a notable expansion of a military totalitarianism in the total 
political system of the country. It is but natural that with this expansion the 
influence of the supreme military authorities upon the whole political life and 
the policies of the nation increases also. These inevitably become stamped by 
the features of "a military (or the Pentagon) totalitarianism" - a twin brother 
of all, including the Communist, totalitarianisms. 

The cold and hot wars with the Communist block of nations led to legal 
and factual outlawing of all Communist organizations, to open procesution of 
all Communists and "fellow-travellers," and to "hidden" discrimination, 
disfranchisements and factual punishments of not only the Communist but of 
many non-Communist organizations as "fronts," and of a multitude of non
Communists, sometimes even anti-Communists, as "fellow-travelers," "sympa
thizers," "subversives," and "disloyal." In these and other ways, a considerable 
part of the American citizens have been intimidated and limited in their freedoms 
and inalienable rights. These policies of the American government have been 
but a reversed replica of the totalitarian policies of the Soviet government in 
regard to the anti-Communists and "subversive" non-Communists. On a still 
larger scale the totalitarian tendencies have manifested themselves in the in
creased official and semi-official demands of"the conformity" of the citizens with 
the prescribed patterns of political thought, and political behavior; in fostering 
"the guilt by association" in denunciation and persecution under the pretext 
of the "contempt of Congress" or of a court of all those who "deviated" 
from the officially approved modes of conformity; in imprisonment and intern-
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ment in concentration camps of many "conscientious objectors," and religious 
non-conformists; in an expansion of the inquisitorial functions of various Con
gressional Committees, like the American Committee on un-American Activities, 
the Committee on the National Security and others which in their procedures 
and policies often remind one of the worst inquisitorial agencies of the 
early Soviet Regime. In the zealous pursuit of their security tasks these American 
agencies have even degraded and given a derogatory meaning to the First and 
the Fifth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States by disdainfully 
calling "the Fifth Amendment subversives" all those who in their defence 
referred to these amendments for protection of their freedoms of speech or 
publications. 

Fortunately, the development of these totalitarian tendencies have met a 
strong resistance on the part of the American public and, so far, has been 
moderate and limited. Despite their increase in the United States and their 
decrease in the Soviet Russia, the political system of the lJ nited States still 
remains much more democratic and free than the Soviet system. However, 
the difference between these regimes is progressively narrowing and both systems 
are converging to some intermediary type combining the features of democracy 
and totalitarianism, Familism and Caesarism, freedom and autocratic leader
ship. 

Due to these increasing similarities, the two nations become more and more 
alike in the electivity of their governments and in their party system. As 
mentioned before, both governments are elective but in Russia, with its one 
party system, the citizens can only vote "for or against" the candidates nominated 
by only one the Communist - party. In the United States we have a two party 
system and can vote for the candidates of either the Democratic or the Republi
can party ( the candidates of other minor parties have no chance to be elected 
to the top positions of the Federal and the State governments). However, the 
difference between the Democratic and the Republican parties has now become 
so small and intangible that as a rule it is less significant than the difference 
between "the left wing" and "the right wing" members of the same party. 
This means that factually this country has been evolving toward one party 
system functioning under two different names. For this reason in these basic 
features of the political regime both countries have also tended to become more 
and more similar to each other. 

The same is to be said of their international policies. In their - unnecessarily 
and unfortunately started - cold and hot war, with its armament race, its useless 
waste of the natural resources, of human energy and life (in one Korean "police 
action" the total number of the victims was larger than in all the Napoleonic 
wars), with the pending danger of the nuclear, chemical, and bacteriological 
warfare, both countries are pursuing almost identical policies of using all availa
ble means of damaging and destroying the other country and its government. 
All the laws - divine and human - all the moral principles and the provisions of 
international law limiting warfare, are practically discarded and paid no atten
tion to by both governments. Both governments repeatedly declare that they are 
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ready and willing to kill hundreds of millions of the non-combatant civil popula
tions, to turn into the "abomination of desolation" the cities and villages, to 
poison all the sources of food and drink, and, if need be, to make this planet 
uninhabitable for the human race as well as for other forms oflife. Both govern
ments in their propaganda liberally preach similar high sounding sermons on 
justice, peace, freedom, democracy, truth, and now and then they quote even 
the Sermon on the;Mount or other great gospels of the sublimest love and unselfish 
mutual aid. Both governments likewise try to recruit by all available� decent 
and indecent means all sorts of allies for this suicidal enterprise. In this re
cruiting business both governments magically transform all the feudal, autocrat
ic, and oligarchic political regimes of the recruited governments into "free" 
and "democratic" or into the regimes of "a people's democracy." As a result 
of this magic, the dictatorial regimes of Iran, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, 
.Formosa, Batista's Cuba and of all dictatorial regimes of Latin America, of 
South Vietnam and other countries, allied with the United States, in a 
twinkling of an eye, have become "free and democratic governments" devoted 
to "freedom and peace with justice," while all the totalitarian and autocratic 
regimes allied with the Soviet government, miraculously became "people's 
democracies" and "freedom loving governments." It is difficult to decide which 
of the two governments is more cynical and hypocritical in their struggle for 
power and domination. The real tragedy of this struggle is that it is carried on at 
the cost of the vital, mental, moral, and social well-being of the populations 
of the two countries and of all of mankind, and at the cost of all the great, 
universal and perennial values continuously undermined, degraded, abused and 
misused in this struggle by the ruling elites of both nations, and, finally, at the 
cost of survival of the human race on this planet. 

To sum up: in the political field both nations have been becoming m
creasingly similar to each other in good as well as bad characteristics. 

5. Conclusion

The preceding brief analysis of the changes and tendencies in the main 
segments of culture, social institutions, systems of values, and the socio
cultural life of both nations demonstrates indeed that in all these basic fields 
both countries have been becoming increasingly similar to each other and 
converging mutually toward a mixed type, neither Communistic nor Capitalistic, 
neither Totalitarian nor Democratic, neither 1-faterialistic nor Idealistic, neither 
totally Religious nor Atheistic-Agnostic, neither purely Individualistic nor Col
lectivistic, neither too criminal nor too saintly. At the present time this �fixed 
type represent an eclectic mixture of the characteristics of both countries devoid 
of the unity of the new-Integral-cultural, social, and personal system. 

If a peaceful and unimpeded development of today's Mixed type is given 
a real chance there is hardly any doubt that eventually it will grow into a unified 
type of a magnificent Integral order in both countries as well as in the whole 
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human universe. Each country will be building this new order in its own variation 
and each variation is likely to be nobler, more creative, and better than most of 
the previous sociocultural orders in human history. Viewed in this light the 
discussed convergence is a hopeful symptomandheatlthy process. As such it can 
be heartily welcomed by all who really care about man, culture, and all im
mortal values created by man on this planet. 

The survey shows also that at the present time among all the different values 
of the two nations, there is not a single value which justifies the continuation of 
the present belligerent policies, and absolutely no value which in the smal
lest degree can redeem the great crime of starting a new world war. This does 
not mean that such a war cannot be started: in spite of all his great progress 
man still remains, to a considerable extent, an irrational, passionate, destruc
tive, cruel, and greedy creature; and human wickedness still remains fairly 
alive in human beings and especially in the ruling groups. If the present destruc
tive struggle between the two countries and the two blocks of nations is continued 
and if, especially, a new world war is started, the real reasons of these catastroph
ies are to be looked for not in the high sounding great values invoked by the 
culprits of the world conflagration but in their stupidity, irrationality, greed, 
irresponsibility, and a plain human wickedness. 




