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Preface 

Not only ratings of public figures rise and fall in the polls. Vital 
human affairs are treated as transiently. Freedom and human 

rights are a current example. 
The year 1977, as this yearbook noted in its previous edition, was 

regarded as the Year of Human Rights. The subject of this second 
yearbook, covering 1978, was, if anyone bothered to name it, the 
Year of Disaffection. This despite indicators showing there were sig-
nificant gains for freedom around the world. Yet, human rights, 
particularly as observed from the United States, were seen—excuse the 
inapt analogy—as a two-edged sword. We, it is said, persuaded the 
Shah to rush modernization and expand human rights; and what hap-
pened? We "lost" Iran. That could give human freedom a bad name! 

Indeed, those who long questioned America's role in Iran must view 
with concern the new authoritarianism. For the estimate of the Com-
parative Survey of Freedom—the centerpiece of this, as of the first 
Freedom in the World—is that the freedoms of the citizens of Iran, 
on an objective scale, are only slightly improved. 

The Carter administration nevertheless declares human rights to 
be the "genuine historic inevitability of our times." Those who strive 
to raise the universal level of political rights and civil liberties devoutly 
hope so. 

Whether they use governmental or nongovernmental efforts to 
enlarge human freedoms, citizens thus engaged will recognize as 
one of their major obstacles the fickleness of the public's agenda-setters 
(in and out of government and the independent communications media). 

This volume argues for turning away from "supporting freedom by 
exception"—only when it suits national military or economic policy— 
to "adopt a personal and public policy of supporting freedom with 
consistency." That is not to suggest an automatic priority of freedom 
issues over any other. It does call for recognition that in today's world 
it is often in our longer-term interest that our military and economic 
policies should be early on the side of the earnest freedom advo-
cates abroad. 

ix 
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The prescient essay, "The Case of Iran," by Richard W. Cottam in 
last year's Freedom in the World, made that point months before it 
became clear that the Shah's regime could not survive. Cottam detailed 
the intricate policy choices facing the United States: the unhappy case 
history of millenial-old traditions cum modern authoritarianism, both 
confronted by the "historic inevitability" of the human rights issue. It is 
now said that in Iran our intelligence services failed to inform the presi-
dent, and the news media misinformed the public. Yet, independent 
American scholars who knew the area were aware of the likely denoue-
ment—as Dr. Cottam in last year's yearbook demonstrated with precision 
before the revolution. 

This year's edition again conveys in the Survey (Part I) and the 
Country Summaries (Part IV) the information and judgments that 
may be useful to communicators, scholars, officials, and human rights 
activists in formulating present and future attitudes and actions. We 
are pleased to observe after eight years that the Comparative Survey 
of Freedom has become a staple resource—even during times when 
human rights are not an "in" subject. 

The favorable reception of our first yearbook is additionally gratify-
ing. Perhaps the most important contribution made by the Survey and 
Freedom in the World is their year-round focusing on political rights 
and civil liberties as a fundamental, worldwide aspect of human society, 
and, indeed, international affairs. We expect, in years to come, that 
this yearbook will be increasingly useful, not only for the annual 
judgments and correlations, but for the special attention given each 
year to particular aspects of freedom. The 1978 edition examined 
human rights, East and West, and the aforementioned case of Iran. 
It also discussed the definitions and distinctions of freedom and democ-
racy and the relation of alternate political-economic systems to free-
dom, and included analyses of the "democratic role" and democracy 
as a polyarchy, and an essay on self-determination, subnationalities, 
and freedom. 

The special sections in this 1979 edition are Freedom, Equality, and 
Culture (Part II) and Supporting Liberalization in the Soviet Union 
(Part I II) . Andrei Amalrik, the Soviet writer now living abroad, sees 
"the only real solution" to many domestic and foreign problems gen-
erated by the government of the Soviet Union as the future "liberaliza-
tion of the Soviet system." The distinguished Soviet philosopher, now 
exiled, Alexander Zinoviev, believes the USSR's "liberal" period is be-
hind it—in the "Khrushchev era and the first years of the Brezhnev 
government." 

A similarly broad spectrum of views appeared at the Freedom House 
conference on Soviet liberalization reported and discussed in this 
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volume. As the editor properly notes, "consensus is a valuable but 
by no means necessary result" of a conference. "Significant disagree-
ment" was apparent, though most of the scholars agreed that the 
Soviet Union persistently pursues the "ideological goal of bringing 
the world under both Soviet and communist domination." Many dif-
ferent modes of response are considered, as is the role and impact 
of Soviet dissenters. Private individuals and organizations, it was agreed, 
could make a contribution to Soviet liberalization—provided the 
American government and the American public understand and share 
similar goals. That suggests an assignment for the journalist, an 
objective for the educator, and a responsibility for the government 
official. All need to illuminate far more realistically the complex inter-
actions between the United States and the Soviet Union. We hope this 

volume may contribute to a wiser appraisal of those realities. 

* * * 

Once again, we are grateful for the assistance provided by the Ad-
visory Panel for the Comparative Survey, consisting of Robert J. 
Alexander, Professor of Economics, Rutgers University; Richard W. 
Cottam, Professor of Political Science, University of Pittsburgh; Her-
bert J. Ellison, Professor of History, University of Washington; Sey-
mour Martin Lipset, Senior Fellow, the Hoover Institution; Lucian 
Pye, Professor of Political Science, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology; Leslie Rubin, lawyer, professor, and African specialist; Gio-
vanni Sartori, Professor of Political Science, Stanford University; 
Robert Scalapino and Paul Seabury, Professors of Political Science, 
University of California, Berkeley. 

We acknowledge the extensive contributions to Freedom in the 
World, 1979 and to our Freedom House conference, "Supporting 
Liberalization in the Soviet Union," made by the participants: Drs. 
Alexander, Cottam, Ellison, Lipset, and Rubin among the advisors 
mentioned above; Bohdan R. Bociurkiw, Professor of Political Science, 
Carleton University, Ottawa; John B. Dunlop, Hoover Institution on 
War, Revolution, and Peace, Stanford; Lewis S. Feuer, Professor of 
Sociology, University of Virginia; Teresa Rakowska-Harmstone, Pro-
fessor of Political Science, Carleton University; William R. Kintner, 
President, Foreign Policy Research Institute, Philadelphia; C. Grant 
Pendill, Jr.; Howland H. Sargeant, of the Freedom House Executive 
Committee; and Leonard R. Sussman and William C. Thoma of the 
organization's staff. Raymond D. Gastil organized the conference. 

We are grateful for the continuing support provided by several foun-
dations. Without their assistance, the Survey and these yearbooks 
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could not have moved from conception to publication. We thank the 
J. Howard Pew Freedom Trust, the Earhart Foundation, the Charles 
Stewart Mott Foundation, and the John M. Olin Foundation. 

LEONARD R . SUSSMAN 

EXECUTIVE D I R E C T O R , F R E E D O M H O U S E 



PART I 

The Survey in 1978 



The Comparative Survey of 
Freedom: Nature and Purposes 

Since 1972 Freedom House has rated the level of freedom in each 
country in the world by means of a Comparative Survey of political 

and civil rights.1 The Surveys provide an objective reference for judg-
ing political and civil rights within the maelstrom of emerging govern-
ments and changing standards. 

Aside from its intrinsic interest, there are several reasons for such 
an objective reference. First, a recurrent American policy has been 
to go to the aid of other countries because their governments repre-
sented democratic systems similar to our own, or were struggling 
against forces hostile to democracy. But the policy can hardly be 
implemented if we cannot distinguish convincingly the more free 
from the less free states, particularly in the Third World.2 Secondly, 
opinion leaders in the developed democracies need a basis for a more 
balanced appraisal of the imperfections in freedom that they discover 
in their own societies. It is always important to protect democracies; 
like all systems they will continually fall away from their ideals. But 
it is equally necessary to maintain perspective on these imperfections, 
to remember the vast difference between societies that have means to 
discover, publicize, and often correct abuses of the rights of men 
and those that do not. Careless, fashionable pessimism about the level 
of freedom in imperfect free societies destroys the morale of their 
peoples; it encourages and nourishes the propaganda of those who 
truly hold their peoples in chains. 

In the 1960's it was fashionable among political analysts to avoid 
the issue of freedom by judging political systems primarily in eco-
nomic and organizational terms. Such an analysis might see President 
Nixon as a poor manager of internal party affairs, or judge that Haile 
Selassie was overthrown because he failed to solve his nation's eco-
nomic problems. Freedom in this analysis became an alternative means 
to administrative ends or the product of a certain stage of material 
and political progress. Such a view of freedom is a natural conse-
quence of the materialistic, technocratic, "value-free" ethos of our 

3 
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time. This approach also appeals to the analyst because freedom is 
hard to measure. It is easier to know if wheat production is higher 
this year than last, or if there are fewer beggars in the streets. How-
ever, those whose memories extend back as far as the thirties can 
never accept the claim that freedom inevitably accompanies economic 
or organizational progress, or that people who achieve material progress 
but are denied freedom necessarily prefer bread to liberty. Many 
questions go begging: How can we know what people think or want 
unless certain basic freedoms exist? Why is there so little evolution 
toward freedom in the Soviet Union, despite its advances in organi-
zation and technology? If freedom comes from material progress, 
why do so many Americans worry about the impact of further tech-
nological and organizational change upon freedom? 

There is more to political organization than efficiency. By its 
simple existence the Freedom House Survey suggests that freedom is 
a goal that must be pursued separately from modernization. It inclines 
leaders of the new nations to notice that material results are not all 
that count. It suggests to citizens of developed democracies that the 
freedoms for which so many have struggled in the past will not 
inevitably triumph in the future. At the same time, a survey of free-
dom encourages people everywhere to reassess what they mean by 
freedom, its variations and its degrees, and to distinguish freedom 
more clearly from other desirable features in political systems. 

Reassessment might also lead world leaders to a more acceptable 
understanding of modernization. Certainly the most dramatic revo-
lution of 1978 was the revolt of the Iranian people against the Shah. 
Although led by conservative religious forces the revolt was inspired 
by years of political and social oppression.3 The mistake of the Shah 
was not that he modernized the country too rapidly but that his efforts 
were unbalanced. Highly advanced technology in a few fields and the 
largest body of overseas students of any country in the world simply 
did not go with suppression of the media, political imprisonment, the 
suppression of religious leaders, and dependence on the United States. 
Our leaders and the leaders of the Third World cannot afford to for-
get that modernization in the image of the West and freedom cannot 
long be divorced. 

In the Survey freedom is defined in terms of those political rights 
that allow people to participate freely and effectively in choosing their 
leaders or in voting directly on legislation, and those civil liberties 
that guarantee freedoms such as speech, privacy, and a fair trial. Of 
special importance for freedom in this sense are civil liberties making 
it possible to criticize the political, economic, and religious systems 
under which people live. This definition does not include the libertarian 



T H E COMPARATIVE SURVEY OF F R E E D O M 5 

conception of liberty that denies majorities the power to regulate the 
nonpolitical public behavior of people in communities, nor does it 
include welfare interests, as in the rhetorical extensions "freedom from 
fear" or "freedom from want." In this definition independence may 
contribute to political freedom, but an independent state is not thereby 
"free." Whether the laws are codified or not, the freedoms of interest 
to the Survey must be guaranteed by a sense of law, by a regularized 
understanding of the forms and limits of government. Freedoms cannot 
be secure if they are continually threatened by the whims of personali-
ties or even of majorities. 

After placing a nation on scales for political rights and civil liberties 
we determine whether to label a state as free, partly free, or not free. 
The rating for political freedom is determined by factors such as the 
existence of two or more competing political parties or the indepen-
dence of opposition candidates from government control. For a nation 
to achieve a high rating in the Survey, elections and legislatures have 
to demonstrate a significant opposition, and those elected have to be 
given real power. Civil freedoms include freedom of the press, the 
openness of public discussion, the existence of organizations separate 
from the government, an independent judiciary, and the absence of 
political imprisonment. Everything is in comparative terms. All nations 
fall short of perfection; on the other hand, perfect despotism would 
be hard to create or maintain. The sense of degrees of freedom 
that this approach produces is an important lesson in itself. 

At the beginning of 1979 there were fifty-five independent nations 
in the world classified not free, forty-seven classified as free, and 
another fifty-six as partly free. In population terms this means that 
roughly forty percent of the world was considered not free, thirty-five 
percent free, and the remaining twenty-five percent fell somewhere in 
between. To be sure, hundreds of millions classified as free are just 
marginally so, and almost as many classified as partly free could, with 
slight shifts of arbitrary category boundaries, be considered not free. 

The free states include those in Western Europe, the United King-
dom, and most overseas English-speaking nations, including the United 
States. The category also includes states such as Japan, Venezuela, 
India, and Fiji. Characteristic of all these states are a free press, an 
open political process, and a judiciary that often decides against the 
government. Among the partly free states are Mexico, Morocco, Ni-
geria, or South Korea. Characteristic of such states are the maintenance 
of organized opposition groups and publicly expressed opposition. In 
these states there is repression of some important opposition groups; 
here elections are a means of registering dissent rather than a way to 
seriously threaten the ruling group. 
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Among not free states are Uruguay, Zaire, Haiti, Tanzania, and most 
Communist states. These are characterized by lack of significant public 
expression of opposition within either the electoral process or the 
legislature. Some criticism of policy implementation, of cultural ten-
dencies, and of low-ranking officials may be allowed. 

Critics have objected that the Survey's definition of freedom reflects 
nothing more than a generalization of the values of Western consti-
tutional democracies. They see no reason why these values are neces-
sarily of importance to the rest of the world, or why Americans should 
feel called upon to promote such standards for people in other coun-
tries.4 The first reply to these objections is that the traditional world 
cultures that preceded Westernization play little role in any imporant 
political system today. For example, while cultural tones differ, the 
modern political systems of Japan and China are modeled on those 
of Western Europe and the Soviet Union respectively. One can under-
stand more about the organization of Vietnam today by studying com-
parative communist administration than by studying a thousand years 
of pre-French Vietnamese history. 

The second reply to the accusation of cultural ethnocentrism is that 
unless there are democratic freedoms, observers simply do not have 
any idea what a people wants. To outsiders populations often seem 
most satisfied when they are most hopelessly oppressed. Before Siha-
nouk was overthrown in Cambodia, we were assured by the media 
that, for all his faults, the Cambodian people loved him—he fit their 
style. After his downfall, reporters suddenly found no one in Phnom 
Penh with a good word for Sihanouk. The communists who conquered 
Cambodia ruled until January 1979 in a style neither media nor area 
experts prepared us for. Similarly, in India no one could imagine the 
strength of opposition to Mrs. Gandhi's oppressions before she put 
her rule to a vote. Most peoples accept tyrannies passively, either be-
cause tyrannies are all they have known, or they see no way of com-
bining to overthrow tyrannies. When a people learns of alternatives 
to tyranny, and sees a chance of overthrowing it, they will grasp at 
the chance. Today the alternative they hope for is usually a version of 
Western democracy. 

The survey is often accused of being right-wing: certainly commu-
nist and one-party socialist regimes fare poorly. However, the Sur-
vey's only ideology is the importance of political and personal freedom. 
For this reason it should not be surprising that Chile was rated "free" 
under Allende, but "not free" since. The Chilean case illustrates the 
Survey's attempt to reflect the best information on current conditions, 
rather than reflecting what opposition groups report is "actually hap-
pening" in a country. It may be that Allende was trying to set up a 
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left-wing dictatorship in 1973, but up to his ouster he had not suc-
ceeded, and the nation remained free. His successors set up a dictator-
ship. In the eyes of the military their actions may have been necessary; 
we note only that some military interventions under similar conditions 
elsewhere have been far less drastic, and have appeared to achieve 
all legitimate purposes. 

The experience of the Survey suggests that it is difficult to maintain 
a high level of political rights alongside a low level of civil liberties; 
if the opposition cannot present its case, the right to vote is not very 
meaningful. On the other hand, people with strong civil liberties will 
soon clamor for more political rights. Increasing political rights is an 
obvious issue to raise, where it can be raised, by aspiring leaders outside 
the system. If their demands are widely supported, incumbent leaders 
are forced either to increase political rights or to reduce civil liberies 
in order to cut off the discussion. Thus, ever since the peoples of the 
world became aware of the freedoms achieved in the West, develop-
ments toward or away from freedom have had an internal logic of then-
own. Once movement starts toward or away from freedom, it tends 
to continue inexorably through a process that might be described as 
the rectification of recurrent imbalances between civil and political 
freedoms. This is a primary reason communist regimes have been so 
fearful of even hesitant steps toward liberalization. 

These last observations point up many issues related to the Survey 
that have not been carefully examined. Should independence itself 
be taken more seriously by the Survey? It may be said that the blacks 
in Tanzania "feel free" in a sense that blacks in South Africa cannot. 
This is very difficult to judge. One reason to doubt such a generalization 
is that most new states are made up of a variety of peoples, only 
some of which have access to rule. Secession may merely move the 
problem to a different plane. This was one of the paradoxes of the 
Ibo revolt in Nigeria, for within the rebel Ibo state of Biafra there 
were other smaller tribes that felt endangered in turn by the Ibos. This 
is nearly always the case. It is not at all clear that a Peruvian Indian 
or a Zairian pygmy feels happy to have a supposed norte-americano 
or European yoke replaced by the yoke of a native ethnic group. What 
we call a "people" from our distant vantage point frequently dis-
solves into many peoples when viewed up close.5 

Similar questions arise when we try to define a "colony." The Soviet 
Union and China rule over a number of areas that are not populated 
by Russians or Chinese, and yet these areas are not normally con-
sidered colonies. If we consider Soviet Tadzhikistan a colony, would 
not Northern Ireland also be a colony? In any event, in Northern 
Ireland people have had a fair chance to vote on the issue of what 
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nation they belong in. In how many, even democratic, countries is this 
the case? 

Socialist critics believe we underrate the importance of economic 
equality in the definition of freedom.6 They think it ridiculous to call 
India a free country in view of its great economic disparities, hunger, 
and illiteracy. There is justice in the objection. Yet socioeconomic 
equality cannot in itself be necessary for democracy: even the most 
advanced democracies are oligarchies. Apparently competing party 
organizations operate throughout India, people vote relatively freely, 
and the results of their votes have a guiding power comparable to that 
in richer, more egalitarian states.7 Interest in freedom is not a reflec-
tion of prosperity. Indeed, a recent study of Turkey shows that the 
poorest peasants are those most likely to vote; in India polls show 
the poor are the most attached to democratic institutions.8 Capitalist 
critics of the Survey have perhaps an equally good case in arguing 
that we should "take off points" for socialism or centralized planning. 
Government control to the extent required by these systems reduces 
civil liberties. Increasing the number of people directly dependent on 
government inevitably restricts the population's ability to vote incum-
bents out of office. 

More fundamentally, communism challenges our definitions of free-
dom both as they relate to internal and external policy. In communist 
ideology, or Marxist "science," political power is always expressed in 
favor of the interests of the dominant group in a society and against 
the interests of everyone else. It follows that freedoms in any society 
can only be meaningful for the dominant and are essentially non-
existent for others. The only difference between communist and non-
communist society becomes, then, the difference in who is oppressed. 
Communists describe the dominant group in noncommunist societies 
as those with control over the means of production, and the dominant 
group in communist (technically "socialist") societies as the workers 
and peasants. Since workers and peasants make up a larger percentage 
of almost every society than holders of productive property, it follows 
that there must be more freedom in communist societies.9 

The problem with this communist picture of reality is twofold. First, 
while property is a significant form of power, and capitalists or large 
landholders exert more than their share of power in noncommunist 
states, property holders have only limited power in noncommunist 
states. The increasing tax load borne by the wealthy in all noncommu-
nist states is certainly an example of this limitation of control. It is 
also a mistake to assume that adherence to principle and moral suasion 
cannot play a part in political life. The freedoms of the politically 
powerless, such as their rights to self-expression, choice of education, 



T H E COMPARATIVE SURVEY OF F R E E D O M 9 

religious affiliation, or change of residence, are recognized most of the 
time in democracies today. The laws and principles of democracies, 
accepted in part as the basis for compromise among a number of con-
flicting groups fearful of one another's power, tend to be institutional-
ized in ways that redound to the benefit of all. 

The first error of the communist analysis, then, comes from an under-
evaluation both of the significance for freedom of the conflicts within 
capitalist societies and of the importance of idealism. The second 
error of communist analysis comes from an overevaluation of com-
munist idealism and a dogmatic identification of majority interests 
with communist party interests in communist societies, whether viewed 
hypothetically or empirically. There is no reason in communist ideology 
or human experience to imagine that a ruling group, especially when 
unchecked by regularly contested elections, will not twist the ruling 
ideology to its own interests rather than the interests of the people 
it serves. While revolutionary fervor may lead to moments of high 
idealism, communists in the long run cannot be expected to act unsel-
fishly—and generally they do not. Communist ideologists have also 
allowed ideology to rule their social science by imagining that majori-
ties of any people belong to an undifferentiated workers or peasants 
class that for more than the briefest moments has a unified set of 
interests and goals that can be expressed by an ideologically rigorous 
party platform. Even less is it likely that a party that does not provide 
itself with competitive and critical media is likely to know what the 
interests of the majority are. The communist theoretician's answer 
is that the party alone knows what the people essentially want, for 
they alone know what must be.10 In ideological terms, communists be-
lieve that only when a people does what it must is it truly free.11 A 
swimmer is free only if he knows how to swim. 

But this turns the definition of freedom on its head; Marxist "science" 
has robbed it of the essential kernel of meaning with which the discus-
sion began.12 For in civic life freedom must mean the right to be 
wrong, express foolish opinions, vote for poor candidates. 

It appears that communist analysis offers a useful reminder of the 
imperfections, necessary as well as remediable, in the freedoms of 
noncommunist societies. But it offers no sensible alternative. In an 
imperfect world it offers only a utopian mirage full of disappointment. 

Whatever its faults, the Survey has become a monitoring facility by 
which people may become more responsibly concerned with the progress 
of freedom in their own and other countries. Since the Survey was 
initiated, several countries have lost freedom while others have gained 
it. Greece, Spain, and Portugal have given us hope, while Chile and the 
Philippines have been disappointments. The communist world has 
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expanded in these years; freedom in the noncommunist world has also 
advanced. There is more freedom today in India, Sri Lanka, the Do-
minican Republic, Rhodesia, Iran, and many other countries than 
there was two or three years ago. And within the communist world, 
in.Poland, China, and Hungary, freedom has also made gains. 

Experience with the Survey suggests that people everywhere prefer 
freedom to tyranny in whatever form. But whether a country attains 
or sustains freedom depends on the willingness of elites to be satis-
fied with the limited power and compromise democracy requires. The 
Survey also suggests the degree to which the political trends of neigh-
boring states, or of closely related states, are often copied. Elites will 
choose systems that are successful or fashionable and serve their inter-
ests.13 Authoritarian military regimes look for legitimation, means of 
control, and international support to similar regimes, particularly in 
Latin America. Some elites find communism the best road to absolute 
power, as in Cuba or Cambodia. In many developing countries the 
one-party socialist model, taken originally from communist countries, 
has become a popular official form (although the content given to 
socialism varies widely). This model is especially important for legiti-
mating antidemocratic governments in Africa. During the period of 
the Survey Sierra Leone has moved away from freedom through imita-
tion of Guinea; earlier Zambia had taken the same road, apparently 
in imitation of Tanzania. However, because of the inherent attractive-
ness of democracy to common people, the people with residual power 
in all societies, there repeatedly arise leaders in every society that look 
to the models of Western democratic institutions. Most recently we 
see these in Thailand and India, Nigeria and Ghana, even in Egypt 
and Iran. These are the people, often educated in the West, that we 
cannot afford to fail. 

These observations suggest the importance of the ideological and 
informational warfare that ceaselessly goes on around us. It also sug-
gests how the real world impinges on this struggle. If one free system 
fails competitively to perform as well as a nonfree, this failure hurts 
all free systems. If one relatively free society fails to maintain itself 
militarily this hurts all free societies. Therefore, the first requirement 
for the victory of free societies is military and economic success. And 
today we find economic weaknesses in free societies; and we find 
military weaknesses, particularly because of the growing strategic 
strength of the USSR, its recently developed ability to project its power 
overseas, and the unwillingness of the United States after Vietnam 
to project its countervailing power.14 

The second requirement for the success of freedom is ideological: 
democratic institutions must capture the imagination and allegiance 
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of the educated elites of the world. This involves economic and military 
strength, but it also involves much more. It involves the identification 
of the liberal democracies with the idealistic longings of mankind, 
particularly in the area of human rights. 

Pursuing military, economic, and idealistic strategies for protecting 
and expanding the arena of freedom in the world presents the publics 
and governments of free nations such as the United States or Japan 
with many dilemmas. The USSR is both a market for our goods and a 
danger to our existence. It punishes dissidents, and sometimes our 
protests s e e m only to make this punishment more severe. In 1978 an 
authoritarian Nicaraguan president found it harder than ever to get 
U.S. support for suppressing revolutionaries that may have a hard core 
of communist support. In Iran an oppressive Shah long identified 
with U.S. interests struggled to retain his power against revolutionaries 
who were simultaneously reactionary and radical, anti-American and 
anti-Israeli. We had to ask ourselves repeatedly: What should our 
policy be? Where should the pressure of public opinion be applied? 

In the past the tendency of Western leaders and "responsible" 
publics has been to emphasize short-term material and military inter-
ests, and to resolutely stand up for freedom only when there is little 
conflict with these interests. This is commitment to freedom by excep-
tion. However, to win the ideological struggle and ultimately therefore 
the struggle for freedom everywhere we need to reverse these priorities 
and stand up for freedom regularly. With this priority we would ignore 
freedom only when this is demonstrably in our long- as well as short-run 
interest. 

The strength of free institutions everywhere is weakened when we 
as citizens or governments fail to criticize the Pinochet regime of Chile, 
General Somoza in Nicaragua, the Shah in Iran, the whites in South 
Africa, just as it is weakened when we ignore the recent inhumanities 
in Indochina or Uganda, or the suppression of intellectual dissent by 
the cruel fabrications of Soviet courts. Consistency is justice, it builds, 
one case upon another, toward an international consensus that by its 
nature leaves totalitarianism out in the cold. Inconsistency makes all 
our actions, idealistic or Machiavellian, appear insincere, to be merely 
the manipulation of the pain of others for short-term advantage. For 
this reason a strategy for freedom must employ inconsistency most 
sparingly. 

We have had many examples of the results of idealism by exception. 
In the early 60's the king of Afghanistan attempted to establish a 
constitutional monarchy. In ten years the experiment had progressed, 
the media were freer, political activity was more open, the country 
had held its freest elections in history. Then Prince Daud staged a 



1 2 T H E SURVEY I N 1 9 7 8 

coup with the aid of the army and reestablished an authoritarian 
system. Neither official spokesman nor private citizens raised an alarm 
in the West. A government struggling to copy free institutions was 
swept under, and the Western public was told it was all just as well, 
it was not really democracy anyhow.15 In 1978 one of the parties nour-
ished by that democratic experiment, driven underground, rose to 
take over the state and turn it into a fair copy of a totalitarian Soviet 
dictatorship. 

In Greece the military suppressed democratic institutions for years, 
and too many Americans cheered them on. Yet the generals failed 
either to gain the support of their people or to achieve stability, and 
ended up precipitating the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. The Greeks 
managed in the aftermath to establish a democracy in spite of this 
legacy, but the ghost of America's role still haunts Grecian democracy. 

In Ethiopia Western democracies supported a system that brooked 
no opposition, allowed little growth of free institutions, and maintained 
gross feudal inequities. When the revolution came, as we should have 
known it would, the free world was automatically the established 
enemy of the new order. The freest countries in the world were seen 
as the champions of oppression. The United States went along with 
the Portuguese dictatorship, viewed as the agent of stability. When 
the dictatorship collapsed, we almost lost Portugal to communism. We 
did lose all the African colonies—Angola, Mozambique, Guinea-
Bissau, Cape Verde Islands, Sao Tome and Principe—to communist 
or quasi-communist systems. To the peoples of these colonies, who had 
no experience with democracy, and to whom the West was the oppres-
sor, there seemed no other choice. 

By early 1979 the Shah of Iran had gone into exile. His opposition 
had been in part a democratic, constitutionalist opposition, in part 
traditionalist and religious; the opposition of the Shah and the consti-
tution, of king against mullah and bazaari is an old one in Iran. But 
in 1978-79 the opposition was also bitterly anti-American. It remem-
bered the military and police support we had given the Shah and his 
legions, his spies, his military courts and regal pretensions over so 
many years. We hope the eventual government may be moderate and 
democratic, but we will be very lucky if Iran does not become a barren 
ground for growth of a truly democratic society dedicated to Western 
liberties. 

The point of these examples is that the policy of human rights by 
exception fails too often to maintain or achieve freedoms. It leads to 
failure in the struggle of systems materially, on the basis of who 
wins, and on the basis of "the system that rules next door." And this 
policy leads to failure in the worldwide ideological struggle because too 

http:anyhow.15
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often it suggests to the idealists who legitimize ideologies that the 
free world does not really care about extending its values to others, 
that the Western democracies are willing to let others suffer the inequi-
ties of tyranny as long as Westerners can enjoy the freedoms of our 
societies at home. 

In many countries, and especially many developed democracies, 
political terror has become a part of political life. Of course, there 
will always be irrational, crazy, misguided persons for whom violence 
and idealism are an indigestible but addictive diet. Yet may it not be 
that the survival and growth of terrorist groups within Western societies 
is facilitated and sustained by the much larger penumbra of persons 
convinced that true respect for the freedoms of people, especially state-
less peoples and people in the Third World, is not to be found in the 
Western democracies? 

In conclusion, experience shows that there are important strengths 
in the world of free nations. Peoples repeatedly choose freedom when 
given a choice by the elites that guide them. The progress of freedom is 
menaced, however, by certain dangers. There are the well-known mil-
itary and economic problems. Equally important is the ideological 
problem of changing the balance of impressions of opinion-forming 
elites everywhere on the relative merits of liberal and authoritarian 
solutions to human problems, including the problem of individual free-
dom itself. Allegiance to Western democracies and their ideals must be 
shown to make a difference everywhere. The struggle for freedom will 
be won only when we turn away from supporting freedom by excep-
tion and adopt a personal and public policy of supporting freedom 
with consistency. 
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Survey Ratings and Tables 
For 1978 

Progress toward greater freedom that began with the help of Pres-
ident Carter in 1977 continued in 1978. The gains were seldom of 

major proportions, often not widely known, and frequently so glacial 
that their ascription to 1978 is arbitrary. The gains were frequently 
accompanied by violence or unresolved political questions severe 
enough to place their future in question; this was most dramatically 
the case in Iran. Because of the magnitude of the population involved, 
and the fact that it occurred within a communist state, the most 
hopeful of all changes was the rising crescendo of dissent at year's 
end in mainland China, and the government's promises of a legal 
structure and social freedoms. By mid-January dissent had gone 
beyond moderate communism to questioning communism itself and, 
on the other hand, to the involvement of poor Chinese in populist 
demonstrations for more food. Clearly in 1979 the momentum of dis-
sent would have to be halted by a reinstitutionalization of tyranny or 
China would take a decisive step toward freedom. 

T H E TABULATED RATINGS 

The accompanying Table of Independent Nations and Table of 
Related Territories rate each state or territory on seven-point scales 
for political and civil freedoms, and then provide an overall judgment 
of each as "free," "partly free," or "not free." In each scale, a rating 
of (1) is freest and (7) least free. Instead of using absolute standards, 
standards are comparative—that is, most observers would be likely to 
judge states rated (1) as freer than those rated (2 ) , and so on. No 
state, of course, is absolutely free or unfree, but the degree of freedom 
does make a difference in the quality of life.1 

In political rights, states rated (1) have a fully competitive electoral 
process. and those elected clearly rule. Most West European democ-
racies belong here. Relatively free states may receive a (2 ) because 
although the electoral process works and the elected rule, there are 
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Table 1 
Independent Nations: 

Comparative Measures of Freedom 

Political Civil Status of 
Rights1 Liberties1 Freedom2 Outlook3 

Afghanistan 7- 7- NF 0 
Albania 7 7 NF 0 
Algeria 6 6 NF 0 
Angola 7 7 NF 0 
Argentina 6 5+ NF 0 

Australia 1 1 F 0 
Austria 1 1 F 0 
Bahamas 1 2 F 0 
Bahrain 6 4 PF 0 
Bangladesh 4+ 4 PF + 

Barbados I 1 F 0 
Belgium 1 1 F 0 
Benin 7 7 NF 0 
Bhutan 5• 5• PF 0 
Bolivia 5+ 3+ PF + 

Botswana 2 3 F 0 
Brazil 4 4+ PF + 

Bulgaria 7 7 NF 0 
Burma 7 6 NF 0 
Burundi 7 7• NF 0 

Cameroon 6 6• NF 0 
Canada 1 1 F 0 
Cape Verde Islands 6 6 NF 0 
Central African Emp. 7 7 NF 0 
Chad 6+ 6 NF 0 

Chile 6+ 5 NF 0 
China (Mainland) 6 6 NF + 

China (Taiwan) 5 5- PF 0 
Colombia 2 3 F 0 
Comoro Islands 5- 4 PF + 

Congo 7 7• NF 0 
Costa Rica 1 1 F 0 
Cuba 6 6 NF 0 
Cyprus 3 4 PF 0 
Czechoslovakia 7 6 NF 0 

Denmark 1 1 F 0 

Notes to the Table 

1. The scales use the numbers 1-7. with 1 compara t ive ly offering the highest level of political or 
civil rights, and 7 the lowest. A plus or minus fol lowing a rating indicates an improvement or 
decline in I978. A rating marked with a period ( • ) has been changed since the 1978 yearbook due 
to r e v a l u a t i o n by the author . This does not imply any change in the country. 

2. A free state is designated by F. a partly free state by PF, and a not-free state by NF. 

3. A positive out look for f reedom is indicated by a plus sign, a negative ou t look , by a minus, and 
relative stability of ratings by a zero. The out look for f reedom is based on the problems the 
country is facing, the way the government and people arc r e a d i n g to these problems, and the 
longer run political t radi t ions of the society. A judgment of ou t look may also reflect an imminent 
change, such as the expected adop t ion of a meaningful new consti tut ion. 

4. Cur ren t official name of C a m b o d i a . 

5. Became independent in 1978. 
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Political Civil Status of 
Rights1 Liberties1 Freedom2 Outlook3 

Djibouti 3 4 P F 0 
Dominica5 2 3 F 0 
Dominican Republic 2+ 2 F+ 0 
Ecuador 5+ 4 PF + 

Egypt 5 5- PF 0 
El Salvador 5-• 5-• PF 0 
Equatorial Guinea 7 7 NF 0 
Ethiopia 7 7 NF 0 
Fiji 2 2 F 0 

Finland 2 2 F 0 
France 1 2 F 0 
Gabon 6 6 NF 0 
Gambia 2 2 F 0 
Germany (E) 7 6+• NF 0 

Germany (W) 1 2 F 0 
Ghana 5+ 4+ PF + 

Greece 2 2 F 0 
Grenada 2 3 F 0 
Guatemala 3 4 PF 0 

Guinea 7 7 NF 0 
Guinea-Bissau 6 6 NF 0 
Guyana 4- 4-• PF -

Haiti 7 6 NF 0 
Honduras 6 3 PF 0 

Hungary 6 5 NF 0 
Iceland 1 1 F 0 
India 2 2 F 0 
Indonesia 5 5 PF 0 
Iran 5+ 5 PF+ + 

Iraq 7 6• NF 0 
Ireland 1 1 F 0 
Israel 2 2 F 0 
Italy 2 2 F 0 
Ivory Coast 6 5 PF+• 0 

Jamaica 2 3 F 0 
Japan 2 1 F 0 
Jordan 6 6 NF 0 
Kampuchea4 7 7 NF 0 
Kenya 5 4+ PF 0 

Korea (N) 7 7 NF 0 
Korea (S) 4+ 5 PF 0 
Kuwait 6 4 PF 0 
Laos 7 7 NF 0 
Lebanon 4 4 P F 0 

Lesotho 5 5• PF 0 
Liberia 6 5• PF 0 
Libya 6 6 NF 0 
Luxembourg 1 1 F 0 
Madagascar 6-• 6-• NF-• 0 

Malawi 6+ 7• NF 0 
Malaysia 3 4 PF 0 
Maldives 5• 5• PF + 

Mali 7 6+• NF 0 
Malta 2 2 F 0 
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Table 1 —Continued 

Political 
Rights1 

Mauritania 6 
Mauritius 2 
Mexico 4 
Mongolia 7 
Morocco 3 

Mozambique 7 
Nauru 2 
Nepal 6 
Netherlands 1 
New Zealand 1 

Nicaragua 5 
Niger 7 
Nigeria 5 
Norway 1 
Oman 6 

Pakistan 6 
Panama 5+ 
Papua New Guinea 2 
Paraguay 5 
Peru 5+ 

Philippines 5 
Poland 6 
Portugal 2 
Qatar 5 
Rhodesia 5+ 

Rumania 7 
Rwanda 6•+ 
Sao Tome and Principe 6 
Saudi Arabia 6 
Senegal 4+ 

Seychelles 6 
Sierra Leone 5 
Singapore 5 
Solomon Islands5 2 
Somalia 7 

South Africa 5 
Spain 2 
Sri Lanka 2 
Sudan 5+ 
Surinam 2 

Swaziland 5• 
Sweden 1 
Switzerland 1 
Syria 5 
Tanzania 6 

Thailand 5+ 
Togo 7 
Tonga 5 
Transkei 5+ 
Trinidad & Tobago 2 

Tunisia 6 
Turkey 2 
Tuvalu5 2 

Civil Status of 
Liberties1 Freedom2 Outlook3 

6 NF + 

4- PF- 0 
4• PF 0 
7 NF 0 
4 P F 0 

7 NF 0 
2 F 0 
5 PF + 

1 F 0 
1 F 0 

5 PF 0 
6 NF 0 
3+ PF + 

1 F 0 
6 NF 0 

5- P F 0 
5 PF+ 0 
2 F 0 
5+ PF+ 0 
4 PF + 

5 PF 0 
5 PF+• 0 
2 F 0 
5 P F 0 
5 PF+ + 

6 N F 0 
6• NF 0 
6• N F 0 
6 N F 0 
3 PF + 

5• P F 0 
5 P F 0 
5 P F 0 
2 F 0 
7 N F 0 

6 PF 0 
2+• F 0 
3• F 0 
5 PF+ 0 
2 F 0 

5• PF 0 
1 F 0 
1 F 0 
6 PF 0 
6 NF 0 

4+ PF+ + 

6 NF 0 
3 PF 0 
5 PF+ 0 
2 F 0 

5 PF+• 0 
3 F 0 
2 F 0 
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Political Civil Status of 
Rights1 Liberties1 Freedom2 Outlook3 

U g a n d a 7 7 NF 0 
USSR 6• 6 NF 0 

United Arab Emirates 5 5 PF 0 
United Kingdom 1 1 F 0 
United States 1 1 F 0 
Upper Volta 2+ 3+ F+ 0 
Uruguay 6 6 NF 0 

Venezuela 1 2 F 0 
Vietnam 7 7 NF 0 
Western Samoa -1 2 PF 0 
Yemen (N) 6 5 NF 0 
Yemen (S) 6+ 7 NF 0 

Yugoslavia 6 5 NF 0 
Zaire 6 6 NF 0 
Zambia 5 5 PF 0 

factors which cause us to lower our rating of the effective equality of 
the process. These factors may include extreme economic inequality, 
illiteracy, or intimidating violence. They also include the weakening 
of effective competition that is implied by the absence of periodic shifts 
in rule from one group or party to another. 

Below this level, political ratings of (3) through (5) represent 
successively less effective implementation of democratic processes. 
Mexico, for example, has periodic elections and limited opposition, 
but for many years its governments have been selected outside the 
public view by the leaders of factions within the dominant Mexican 
party. Governments of states rated (5) sometimes have no effective 
voting processes at all, but strive for consensus among a variety of 
groups in society in ways weakly analogous to those of the democ-
racies. States at (6) do not allow competitive electoral processes 
that would give the people a chance to voice their desire for a new 
ruling party or for a change in policy. The rulers of states at this level 
assume that one person or a small group has the right to decide what is 
best for the nation, and that no one should be allowed to challenge 
that right. Such rulers do respond, however, to popular desire in 
some areas, or respect (and therefore are constrained by) belief sys-
tems (for example, Islam) that are the general property of the society 
as a whole. At (7) the political despots at the top appear by their 
actions to feel little constraint from either public opinion or popular 
tradition. 

Turning to the scale for civil liberties, in countries rated (1) publi-



Table 2 
Related Territories: 

Comparative Measures of Freedom 
Political Civil Status of 
Rights1 Liberties1 Freedom2 Outlook3 

Australia 
Christmas Island 
(in Indian Ocean) 4 2 P F 0 
Cocos Islands 4 2 P F + 

Norfolk Island 4 2 P F + 

Chile 
Easter Island 7 6 N F 0 

Denmark 
Faroe Islands 2 1 F 0 
Greenland 4 1 P F + 

France 
French Guiana 3 2 P F 0 
French Polynesia 3 2 P F 0 
Guadeloupe 3 2 P F 0 
Martinique 3 2 P F 0 
Mayotte 2 2 F 0 
Monaco 4 4 2• P F 0 
New Caledonia 4 3 P F 0 
Reunion 3 2 P F 0 
Saint Pierre & Miquelon 3 2 P F 0 
Wallis and Futuna 4 3 P F 0 

Israel 
Occupied Territories 5 4 P F 0 

Italy 
0 San Marino 4 2 1 F 0 

Netherlands 
Neth. Antilles 2 1 F 0 

New Zealand 
Cook Islands 3- 2 F 0 
Niue 2 2 F 0 
Tokelau Islands 4 2 P F 0 

Portugal 
0 Azores 2 2 F 0 

Macao 3 3 P F 0 
Madeira 2 2 F 0 

South Africa 
Bophuthatswana5 6 6 N F 0 
South West Africa 5+ 5 PF+ 0 

(Namibia) 
Spain 
Canary Islands 2 2 F 0 
Places of Sovereignty 2 2 F 0 

in North Africa 

Notes 10 the Table 

1.. 2., 3. See Notes, Table I. 

4. These states are not listed as independent because all have explicit legal fo rms of dependence 
on a par t icular country (or , in the case of Andor r a , countries) in the spheres of foreign 
affairs, defense, etc. 

5. This homeland became officially independent in 1977. Its geography and history cause us to 
cont inue to consider it a dependency. 

6. West Indies Associated States. 
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Political Civil Status of 
Rights1 Liberties1 Freedom2 Outlook3 

Switzerland 
Liechtenstein4 4 1 P F 0 

United Kingdom 
Anguilla 2 2 F 0 
Antigua and Barbuda6 2 2 F 0 
Belize 1 2 F 0 
Bermuda 2 1 F 0 
Brit. Virgin Islands 3 2 P F 0 
Brunei4 6 5 N F 0 
Cayman Islands 2 2 F 0 
Channel Islands 2 1 F 0 
Falkland Islands 2 2 F 0 
Gibraltar I 2 F 0 
Gilbert Islands 2 2 F 0 
Hong Kong 3 2 P F 0 
Isle of Man 2 1 F 0 
Montserrat 3 2 F 0 
St. Helena 2 2 F 0 
St. Kitts and Nevis6 2 3 F 0 
St. Lucia6 2 3 F 0 
St. Vincent6 2 2 F 0 
Turks and Caicos 3 2 P F 0 

United States 
American Samoa 3 2 P F 0 
Canal Zone 5 3 P F -

Guam 3 2 P F 0 
Micronesia 4 2 P F + 

Northern Marianas 2 2 F 0 
Puerto Rico 2 1 F 0 
Virgin Islands 3 2 P F + 

France-Spain 
Condominium 
Andorra4 4 3 P F 0 

France-United Kingdom 
Condominium 
New Hebrides 3 3 P F + 

cations are not closed because of the expression of rational political 
opinion, especially when the intent of the expression is to affect the 
legitimate political process. No major media are simply conduits for 
government propaganda. The courts protect the individual; persons are 
not imprisoned for their opinions; private rights and desires in educa-
tion, occupation, religion, residence, and so on, are generally respected; 
law-abiding persons do not fear for their lives because of their rational 
political activities. States at this level include most traditional democ-
racies. There are, of course, flaws in the liberties of all these states, 
and these flaws are significant when measured against the standards 
these states set for themselves. 

Movement down from (2) to (7 ) represents a steady loss of the 
civil freedoms we have detailed. Compared to (1 ) , the police and 
courts of states at (2) have more authoritarian traditions. Some states 
at (2) simply have a less institutionalized or secure set of liberties, 
such as Portugal or Greece. Those rated (3) or below may have 



Table 3 
Most Free Ranking of Nations by Political Rights Least Free 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Australia Botswana Cyprus Bangladesh Bhutan Algeria Uruguay Afghanistan 
Austria Colombia Djibouti Brazil Bolivia Argentina Yemen (N) Albania 
Bahamas Dominica Guatemala Guyana China (Taiwan) Bahrain Yemen (S) Angola 
Barbados Dominican Republic Malaysia Korea (S) Comoro Is. Cameroon Yugoslavia Benin 
Belgium Fiji Morocco Lebanon Ecuador Cape Verde Is. Zaire Bulgaria 
Canada Finland Mexico Egypt Chad Burma 
Costa Rica Gambia Senegal El Salvador Chile Burundi 
Denmark Greece Western Samoa Ghana China (Mainland) Central African 
France Grenada Indonesia Cuba Emp. 
Germany (W) India Iran Gabon Congo 
Iceland Israel Kenya Guinea-Bissau Czechoslovakia 
Ireland Italy Lesotho Honduras Equatorial Guinea 
Luxembourg Jamaica Maldives Hungary Ethiopia 
Netherlands Japan Nicaragua Ivory Coast Germany (E) 
New Zealand Malta Nigeria Jordan Guinea 
Norway Mauritius Panama Kuwait Haiti 
Sweden Nauru Paraguay Liberia Iraq 
Switzerland Papua New Guinea Peru Libya Kampuchea 
United Kingdom Portugal Philippines Madagascar Korea (N) 
United States Solomon Is. Qatar Malawi Laos 
Venezuela Spain Rhodesia Mauritania Mali 

Sri Lanka Sierra Leone Nepal Mongolia 
Surinam Singapore Oman Mozambique 
Trinidad & Tobago South Africa Pakistan Niger 
Turkey Sudan Poland Rumania 
Tuvalu Swaziland Rwanda Somalia 
Upper Volta Syria Sao Tome Togo Upper Volta 

Thailand & Principe Uganda 
Tonga Saudi Arabia Vietnam 
Transkei Seychelles 
United Arab Tanzania 

Emirates Tunisia 
Zambia USSR 



Table 4 
Most Free Ranking of Nations by Civil Liberties Least Free 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Australia Bahamas Bolivia Bahrain Argentina Algeria Afghanistan 
Austria Dominican Republic Botswana Bangladesh Bhutan Burma Albania 
Barbados Fiji Colombia Brazil Chile Cameroon Angola 
Belgium Finland Dominica Comoro Is. China (Taiwan) Cape Verde Is. Benin 
Canada France Grenada Cyprus Egypt Chad Bulgaria 
Costa Rica Gambia Honduras Djibouti El Salvador China (Mainland) Burundi 
Denmark Germany (W) Jamaica Ecuador Hungary Cuba Central African 
Iceland Greece Nigeria Ghana Indonesia Czechoslovakia Emp. 
Ireland India Senegal Guatemala Iran Gabon Congo 
Japan Israel Sri Lanka Guyana Ivory Coast Germany (E) Equatorial Guinea 
Luxembourg Italy Tonga Kenya Korea (S) Guinea-Bissau Ethiopia 
Netherlands Malta Turkey Kuwait Lesotho Haiti Guinea 
New Zealand Nauru Upper Volta Lebanon Liberia Iraq Kampuchea 
Norway Papua New Guinea 

Upper Volta 
Malaysia Maldives Jordan Korea (N) 

Sweden Portugal Mauritius Nepal Libya Laos 
Switzerland Solomon Is. Mexico Nicaragua Madagascar Malawi 
United Kingdom Spain Morocco Pakistan Mali Mongolia 
United States Surinam Peru Panama Mauritania Mozambique 

Trinidad & Tobago Thailand Paraguay Niger Somalia 
Tuvalu Philippines Oman Uganda 
Venezuela Poland Rumania Vietnam 
Western Samoa Qatar 

Rhodesia 
Seychelles 
Sierra Leone 
Singapore 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Transkei 
Tunisia 
United Arab 

Emirates 
Yemen (N) 
Yugoslavia 
Zambia 

Rwanda 
Sao Tome 

& Principe 
Saudi Arabia 
South Africa 
Syria 
Tanzania 
Togo 
USSR 
Uruguay 
Zaire 
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political prisoners and generally varying forms of censorship. Too 
often their security services practice torture. States rated (6) almost 
always have political prisoners; usually the legitimate media are com-
pletely under government supervision; there is no right of assembly; 
and, often, travel, residence, and occupation are narrowly restricted. 
However, at (6) there still may be relative freedom in private conver-
sation, especially in the home; illegal demonstrations do take place; 
underground literature is published; and so on. At (7 ) there is per-
vading fear, little independent expression takes place in private, almost 
no expressions of opposition emerge in the police-state environment, 
and execution is often swift and sure. 

A cumulative judgment of "free," "partly free," or "not free" is 
made on the basis of the foregoing seven-point ratings, and an under-
standing of how they were derived. Generally, states rated (1) and 
(2) will be "free"; those at (3) , (4 ) , and (5 ) , "partly free"; and those 
at (6) and (7) , "not free." When the ratings for political rights and 
civil liberties differ, the status of freedom must be decided by rough 
averaging. It must be remembered, however, that the ratings represent 
categories on arbitrary scales rather than arithmetical units. There are, 
of course, marginal cases. A (6) and a (5) may lead either to a rating 
of "not free" or "partly free," depending on whether the (5) or (6) 
are a high (5) or low (5) , a high (6) or low (6) . In addition, politi-
cal rights are given slightly more weight in marginal cases. 

The tables also include an entry for outlook. Since we are not in a 
position to adequately judge the futures of all the societies under 
review, this column reports many fewer trends than a more detailed 
study would discover. Primarily, we include cases where a forthcom-
ing election appears likely to improve the freedoms of a country, or a 
downward trend is in prospect because a retrogressive process under-
way at the time of the Survey has not yet actually reached fruition. 
By the nature of the signals we use, more pluses are likely to appear 
under outlook than minuses. 

D E C L I N E S IN F R E E D O M 

The year 1978 saw few serious declines. In Afghanistan, a new, 
apparently communist, regime imposed a harsh totalitarian police state 
on what had been an authoritarian but traditionalist country. A coup 
in the Comoro Islands and resulting elections led to a decline in the 
rating. The Egyptian government effectively destroyed the legitimation 
it briefly granted to a meaningful opposition, and curtailed the oppo-
sition press. The ninety-eight percent support received in a plebiscite 
suggested at least a highly controlled political discussion. In El Sal-
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vador, pressure on the media increased, as did political violence by 
both opposition and government, especially as directed against peasants. 
Elections were held, but in an atmosphere of intimidation and with 
unreliable procedures that led the main opposition party to abstain. 
Although there were many ups and downs during the year, by year's 
end China (Taiwan) had imposed a more rigorous censorship and a 
major opposition paper had been forced into progovernment hands. 
A constitutional referendum receiving a ninety-seven percent favorable 
vote in Guyana, in spite of vigorous opposition, suggests growing 
repression. In Madagascar the parliament seems to have played very 
little role in 1978, while control over media and public discussion was 
further tightened. The arrest of leading members of the opposition 
party in Mauritius for taking part in an illegal demonstration caused 
that nation to decline to "partly free" in the ratings. Civil liberties 
declined in Pakistan, with additional pressures against the press and 
journalists and the jailing of many leaders of the opposition. 

A D V A N C E S I N F R E E D O M 

Advances in 1978 were substantial in a number of countries, al-
though seldom dramatic. In several of these cases the advances are 
recorded in spite of great turmoil, often including brutal repression and 
a very doubtful longevity for recent reforms. 

Press freedom improved in Argentina-, at least for a time, imprison-
ment and disappearances lessened. Although open to some question, 
the presidential election in Bangladesh signified an advance. By con-
ventional measures, the annulment of the election in Bolivia should 
make it a failure, yet subsequent coups were based, respectively, on 
the election results and on the urgency of planning and carrying through 
a more valid election. More than ever, Bolivia is ruled by an armed 
compromise between the army and a variety of popular forces. Cen-
sorship ended in Brazil, union activity increased, political imprison-
ment became less common and severe. On the political side, successful 
parliamentary elections confirmed the country's continuing progress. 
In Chad, representatives of the rebellious north were included in a new 
government. In Chile, the plebiscite that opened the year was handled 
unfairly; yet it demonstrated a willingness to allow a public expression 
of opposition. Subsequently the state of siege was ended and a general 
amnesty declared. (This hardly helps those who have "disappeared," 
but the Survey judges only current conditions.) 

The greatest advance in Latin America was registered in the Domin-
ican Republic, where the presidential election brought the opposition 
to power. At first, the compromises required to achieve military acqui-
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escence in the result cast doubt on the reality of the transfer of power, 
yet the new government has proved to be surprisingly independent. 
Elections in Ecuador and the campaigns that accompanied them 
demonstrated considerable advance in freedom. In East Germany, 
opposition of several kinds was apparent, especially the organized 
opposition of the church to compulsory military training in secondary 
schools. In Ghana, a constitutional referendum was poorly handled. 
But in the period before the vote, and after the coup that followed the 
vote, freedom of expression registered a gain over previous years; 
civilian political leaders again began to play a de facto role in politics. 
Although elections in Guatemala were accompanied by violence and 
results were contested, they marked an improvement over previous 
performance. 

During most of 1978, Iran experienced an improvement in free-
dom, marked by the elimination of censorship, the legalizing of party 
formation, and the release of political prisoners. However, increas-
ingly violent demonstrations and strikes, combined with the intran-
sigence produced by years of repression, led to a military clampdown 
in November that reversed some of the year's gains. The newspapers 
remained closed until year's end by their own choice (and opened in 
January only when official censorship was removed). Most opposition 
leaders remained free and the people expressed their opinions freely 
in demonstrations and conversation in the face of intermittent re-
pression. This gain over the outward acceptance of the regime a year 
ago justified a change of rating from "not free" to "partly free." 

In Kenya the written media became freer and all well-known 
prisoners of conscience were released toward the end of the year. In 
South Korea the opposition was allowed to win a plurality in assembly 
elections. This was a gain even though little formal power was at-
tained by this success. Malawi continued a very cautious advance with 
the first election that allowed a modicum of choice. In Nigeria, the 
year's record was very mixed, but the lifting of the long-standing state 
of emergency and the permission of political activity marked advances. 
Political parties took no part, but elections in Panama were freer and 
were accompanied by a more vocal opposition than in the recent 
past. The situation was comparable to that in the Philippines. In 
Paraguay, 1978 saw a strengthening of dissident activity and the 
release of most prisoners of conscience. In Peru, the election of a 
constituent assembly with the full participation of the parties marked 
an important forward step, although the assembly has no official part in 
government for the time being. The incorporation of important black 
leaders in the Rhodesian government marked an important gain for 
freedom. Unfortunately, the equalization of civil rights in a number of 
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areas of political and social life was largely nullified by the extension 
of battle area conditions to much of the country. 

Although all major parties could not participate, elections in Senegal 
marked an important forward step, as did new opposition publications 
and the subsequent chartering of an additional opposition party. While 
still a one-party state, the Sudan allowed members of former opposition 
parties de facto participation and considerable success in its parlia-
mentary elections. Its policy of national reconciliation included a free 
election and a restructured government in the Negro Southern Region. 
Civil liberties were expanded in Thailand as political prisoners were 
freed and restrictions on the press moderated. The process of constitu-
tional development signaled the gradual return of civilian leaders to 
political influence (as in Peru, Nigeria, and Ghana). The opposition 
increased its strength within the Transkei assembly, and the govern-
ment demonstrated more independence than ever from South Africa. 
In spite of repressions and violence, 1978 saw a strengthening of oppo-
sition forces in Tunisia, particularly through the publication of oppo-
sition papers. Upper Volta returned to freedom with both legislative 
and presidential elections. Although there were allegations that the 
elections were fraudulent, the results were consistent with a reasonably 
fair process. Subsequently the three major parties were included in the 
government. South Yemen held a parliamentary election offering a very 
small range of choice. 

F U R T H E R C O M M E N T ON CHANGES IN F R E E D O M 

The three new island states that came into existence this year were 
transferred from Table 2 (Related Territories) to Table 1 (Indepen-
dent Nations). They were the Solomon Islands and Tuvalu in the 
Pacific, and Dominica in the Caribbean. The ratings stayed the same; 
it was felt that their effective level of freedom was only slightly raised 
over what they had already enjoyed under British control. 

Elsewhere political ferment and rapid change characterize a num-
ber of polities, but in most cases the implications of this ferment for 
freedom are not yet clear. Mainland China continued to move away 
from revolutionary populism toward a more traditionalist, bureaucratic, 
and pragmatic system. By the end of the year new bursts of popular 
expression were occurring, but the permanence and further develop-
ment of these blooms were still unpredictable. 

Poland is reclassified in the Table of Independent Nations as 
"partly free" because of a combination of recent trends and a general 
reevaluation of its situation. Poland should be set apart from other 
Eastern European states. While it shares with Hungary or Yugoslavia 
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positive characteristics such as a large private sector, particularly in 
agriculture, and relatively open travel and religious activity, in the 
communist world only Poland allows an organized and powerful oppo-
sition movement. This social, if not political, opposition includes an 
intellectual movement relatively stronger than that in the USSR (with 
even an "underground university") and a powerful church hierarchy 
willing and able to enter into social and quasi-political controversy. 
This hierarchy supports legal Catholic publications that directly oppose 
Marxist theory. Nevertheless, a highly refined censorship remains an 
important part of Polish life, particularly with regard to materials 
reaching the general public. 

Several reclassifications of less significance may also be noticed in 
Table 1. Although there was some additional institutionalization of 
freedoms during the year, raising the ratings of Ivory Coast, Mali, 
Rwanda, and Spain was mainly due to comparative reevaluation. 
Reconsideration of evidence led to a slight reduction in Sri Lanka's 
rating. 

Coups occurring in Honduras and Mauritania did not immediately 
affect the ratings, although they may eventually lead to democratic 
change. Sierra Leone saw the final steps taken in the imposition of one-
party rule, with the explicit affirmation that an opposition does not 
have the right to exist. The suspiciously high ninety-seven percent 
majority attained in a referendum for one-party government compares 
unfavorably with the widely disparaged election processes this year in 
Chile or the Philippines. The freeing of some political prisoners by the 
Cubans in 1978 is to be welcomed, but seemed to be more a means 
of getting rid of undesirables than evidence of a change in the level 
of oppression. Similarly, prisoner release in Indonesia demonstrates 
relatively little change in civil liberties. Some improvements in freedom 
early in the year, as in Haiti, were followed by declines to the level of 
previous years; elsewhere, declines, as in Indonesia, early in the year 
were followed by advances toward previous levels. 

Violence in Nicaragua was caused by persistent attempts to raise 
the level of freedom (as well as to change the holders of power) 
coming into conflict with the attempt of the government to maintain 
its present level of repression, or at least to liberalize at a very slow 
pace. In spite of the reported atrocities accompanying insurrection or 
civil war, for most of the year opposition media and movements 
operated with surprising freedom. 

The attentive reader will note some minor adjustments in Table 2 
(Related Territories) in addition to the deletion of the three terri-
tories that became independent. Most important of these changes was 
the improvement in the status of South West Africa (Namibia). This 
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territory is now undergoing rapid change, including a greater equaliza-
tion of rights and more respect for local political forces. While Decem-
ber elections were carried out under pressure and boycotted by impor-
tant parties, they represented an advance. Paradoxically, in this colony 
of South Africa the black majority now has more of a role in the 
government than in South Africa itself. As in Rhodesia, the fate of these 
changes in 1979 under international and revolutionary pressure is 
very much in doubt. It should also be noted that in Micronesia a suc-
cessful constitutional referendum represented an important step toward 
greater self-determination (although not as a unified federation). 

E L E C T I O N S AND R E F E R E N D A 

Evidence for political freedom is primarily found in the occurrence 
and nature of elections or referenda. Therefore, as a supplement to our 
ratings we have attempted in the accompanying Table 5 to summarize 
those national elections that occurred in independent countries in 1978. 
Indirect elections are included only in the more important cases. The 
reader should assume that the electoral process appeared comparatively 
open and competitive unless our remarks suggest otherwise; extremely 
one-sided outcomes imply an unacceptable electoral process. Voter 
participation figures are often not comparable, even when available. 
Many states compel their citizens to vote, in others it is unclear 
whether participation is a percentage of those registered or of those of 
voting age. 

INHUMANITY: L E V E L S OF POLITICAL TERROR 

Contributing to the judgment of the level of civil liberties in a country 
is the degree to which its citizens are subject to political terror, either 
from its government or from other groups within the society. Political 
terror, in turn, includes a variety of different aspects. Murder, torture, 
beating, imprisonment (especially without fair trials or just laws), 
exile, passport restriction, denial of vocation, ubiquitous presence of 
police controls, threats against relatives, all contribute to the fear that 
is labeled political terror. 

In Table 6 five levels of political terror are distinguished. Countries 
on Level A live under a secure rule of law, people are not imprisoned 
for their views, and torture is rare or exceptional (though police and 
prison brutality may occur). Political murders are extremely rare. 
There is no detention without trial, and laws protect individual and 
group rights. On Level B there is a limited amount of imprisonment 
for nonviolent political activity. However, few persons are affected, 
torture and beating are exceptional, and psychiatric institutions are not 



Table 5 
National Elections and Referenda 

Nation and Percentage 
Date Type of Election Voting Results and Remarks 

Albania 
11/12/78 parliamentary 99.9% single list 

Bangladesh 
6/3/78 presidential 52% president received 75-77%; plausible in spite of irregularities 

Belgium 
12/17/78 general 87% valid little change; conservatives and communists gain; voting obligatory 

Bolivia 
7/9/78 general unknown numerous irregularities led to annulment 

Brazil 
10/15/78 presidential indirect government candidate wins: 355-226 

11/15/78 general unknown opposition received 56% of Senate vote, but resulting distribution favors 
government ca. 228-192 (House) and 47-20 (Senate) 

Burma 
1/2/78-1/15/78 parliamentary unknown "vast majority" said to vote for approved list 

Cameroon 
5/28/78 legislative 99% highly controlled; no choice 

Chile 
1/4/78 referendum 91% 75% support government; phrasing hard for a patriot to reject; opposition 

publicity curtailed but not absent 

China (Mainland) 
11/77-2/78 general unknown indirect; no choice, but some individuals rejected by communities 

Colombia 
2/26/78 legislative 30% ruling liberals 55%; conservatives 36%; others 9% 

6/4/78 presidential 40% liberal candidate narrowly wins with 51% of vote 



Comoro Islands 
10/1/78 referendum 99.3% 99.3% approve constitution 

10/22/78 presidential 98.8% 99.9% approve (no choice); majority support probable 

12/8 & 12/15/78 parliamentary unknown nonparty election; run-off elections required 

Costa Rica 
2/5/78 general 81% opposition party wins presidency (48.8%) and plurality in legislature 

Denmark 
9119/78 referendum 80% (?) approved lowering voting age to 18; 5 /4 majority 

Dominican Republic 
5/16/78 general 74% opposition wins presidency with 50% vote; attains majority in lower house; 

compromise gives control of Senate to former ruling party 

Ecuador 
1/15/78 referendum 90% 43% approve new constitution; 32% support revision of old; 23% blank or 

spoiled ballots—voting obligatory 

7/16/78 presidentfal 80% two candidates selected for run-off in 1979; many irregularities and delays in 
recount; results generally accepted 

Egypt 
referendum 5/21/78 referendum 85.4% 98.3% reportedly approve proposal to curtail opposition parties and con-

trol media criticism; opposition to referendum severely restricted 

El Salvador 
3/12/78 legislative 40-50% government wins 50 of 54 seats; principle opposition party boycotts; very 

limited campaign 

Finland 
1/15-16/78 presidential 69% incumbent wins with 82% of vote; all major parties support; support of 

USSR determines outcome 

France 
3/12 and 3/19/78 legislative 82-85% parties supporting government win by narrow margin (50.5% of vote) 

Ghana 
3/30/78 referendum 43% constitutional proposal; returns indicating acceptance disputed; later 

events nullify result 

Guatemala 
3/5/78 general 34% narrow victory in three-way contest; exclusion of fourth candidate led to 

1/3 of ballots being deliberately spoiled; many parties attain congressional 
seats 
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Guyana 
7/10/78 referendum 70% (?) 97% supported proposal to eliminate future need to bring constitutional 

revisions to referendum; with good cause opposition protested campaign 
tactics and claimed very low voter participation 

Iceland 
6/25/78 general 89% ruling coalition loses many seats; new coalition to the left 

Italy 
referendum 6/11-12/78 referendum 81% voters reject liberalizing public order laws and public support of political 

parties (77% and 56% majorities) 

6/29-7/8/78 presidential indirect electoral college including both houses and others; 16 ballots before presi-
dent chosen 

Kenya 
10/6, 10/28/78 party and presidential indirect by party congress and parliament 

Korea (S) 
5/78: electoral college 78% contested but controlled; followed by near unanimous indirect re-election 

of president in July 

12/12/78 legislative 77% opposition wins 33% of votes to 31% for governing party (the remainder to 
other parties and independents); government retains majority because of 
appointed seats and electoral system 

Malawi 
6/29/78 legislative unknown voters given some choice among approved party candidates; no campaign-

ing or party opposition 

Malaysia 
7/9/78 general 70% governing front wins 131 of 154 seats, with 55% of vote (60% in 1974); re-

striction of opposition campaign 

Maldives 
7/28/78 presidential unknown nominated by parliament; 90% approve 

New Zealand 
11/25/78 parliamentary unknown government loses ground but retains majority of seats 

Continued 



Panama 
8/6/78 legislative 80% (?) 505 individual seats; elected mostly government supporters; very dispro-

portionate districts; no parties allowed 

10/11/78 presidential indirect selected government candidate elected 452-53 by legislature 

Paraguay 
2/12/78 general 82% president and party win 90% of vote; voting compulsory 

Peru 
6/18/78 constituent unknown winners divided among many parties; one major party abstained, plurality 

to its rival; fair vote and campaign 

Philippines 
parliamentary 4/7/78 parliamentary 80-90% government wins all but a few regional seats; traditional opposition boy-

cotts; campaigning closely controlled; legitimate doubt of tabulation 

Rwanda 
12/17/78 referendum unknown 90% accept one-party constitution 

12/24/78 presidential unknown 99% endorse unopposed incumbent 

Senegal 
2/26/78 general 50-63% president and his party win 82% of vote and 83% of seats; a major opposi-

tion party not allowed participation 

Sierra Leone 
6/25/78 referendum 96% (?) 97% endorse one-party constitution; campaign slight and quick; credible 

doubt of extent of participation 

Spain 
12/6/78 referendum 67% 88% approve new constitution; fair vote and campaign 

Sudan 
2/2/78 legislative unknown one-party approval of all candidates; however, elected represent a broad 

spectrum of former parties, and local dignitaries were often elected 

Swaziland 
10/27/78 parliamentary 55% no campaigning; apparently choice; electors chosen to select parliament 

Switzerland 
2/26/78 referendum unknown reject lowering retirement age and restricting highway construction 

5/28/78 referendum unknown reject earless Sunday, daylight saving, and abortion compromise 

9/24/78 referendum 41.5% 82.3% approve formation of new canton 



Nation and 
Date Type of Election 

Percentage 
Voting Results and Remarks 

Switzerland (cont'd) 
12/3/78 referendum ca.43% 55% reject national police force 

Syria 
2 /8 /78 presidential 97% 99.6% approve single candidate; cause for doubt 

United States 
11/7/78 legislative 40% results show little trend; slight Republican gain 

Upper Volta 
4 /30/78 legislative 30-40% plurality won by largest party in independence period; several other parties 

win seats 

5/14/78 and 
5/28/78 

presidential 30-44% incumbent re-elected; from largest party 

Venezuela 
12/3/78 presidential 87% opposition candidate wins with 46% of the vote; voting obligatory 

Yemen (S) 
12/16-18/78 parliamentary 91% limited choice among authorized candidates 

Yugoslavia 
4-5/78 general indirect election of approved candidates; two tiers before parliament is selected 

Zambia 
12/12/78 general 66% 80% approval; no choice, negative votes allowed 

Table 5 — Continued 
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used to silence political opponents. Political murder is rare, or if pres-
ent, characteristic of small terrorist organizations. On Level C there 
is extensive political imprisonment, or a recent history of such im-
prisonment. Executions or other political murders and brutality are 
often common and go largely unpunished. Security police tend to be 
ubiquitous. Unlimited detention, with or without trial, for political 
views is accepted. Incarceration in mental hospitals and the involun-
tary use of strong drugs may supplement imprisonment. On Level D 
the practices of Level C are generally expanded to larger numbers. 
Murders, disappearances, and torture are a common part of life in 
some societies at this level. In others there is large-scale incarceration 
of ideological opponents in labor camps or reeducation centers. In 
still others the terror may stem primarily from the arbitrary and ca-
pricious manner in which opponents are punished. In spite of its 
generality, on this level terror affects primarily those who interest 
themselves in politics or ideas. On Level E the terrors of D have been 
extended to the whole population, and may result from religious, 
ethnic, or ideological fanaticism. The leaders of these societies place 
no limits on the means or thoroughness with which they pursue personal 
or ideological goals. The worst periods of Nazi Germany or Stalinist 
Russia characterize countries on Level E. 

This table measures the crimes against humanity of greatest interest 
to organizations such as Amnesty International. In doing so it fills a 
gap in the explanation of how the Comparative Survey of Freedom 
relates to other human rights concerns and perceptions. Some critics 
have felt that there was a need to separate out those countries that 
follow particularly evil practices from those that simply deny freedom 
at the 7, 7 levels of the ratings for political and civil freedoms. Others 
have wondered how the Survey could continue to rate countries such 
as Nicaragua, that have a high level of terror and violence, as highly 
as it does on the scales of political and civil freedoms. 

Table 6 establishes the point that in some cases fairly free insti-
tutions coexist with egregious violations of humanity. Comparison of 
this table with others will suggest that while levels of freedom are 
obviously related to levels of terror, the correlation is not as high as 
might be imagined. It has been a surprising finding of the Survey that 
some societies—for example several in Central America—exhibit a 
remarkable level of freedom in the face of widespread political vio-
lence, both governmental and nongovernmental. In part this is due to 
the unorganized, anarchic nature of violence in such countries, in 
part to the unwillingness of many of their citizens to be terrorized by 
others. 

The categorization in Table 6 is obviously very rough. It is based 
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Table 6 
Estimated Levels of Political Terror 

Level A Level B Level C 
Australia F Gabon5 NF Algeria N F 
Austria F Grenada F Bahrain P F 
Bahamas1 F Guyana P F Bangladesh P F 
Barbados F Hungary NF Benin5 N F 
Belgium F India F Bolivia P F 
Botswana1 F Italy6 F Brazil3 P F 
Canada F Ivory Coast P F Burma N F 
Costa Rica F Kenya2 P F Burundi5 N F 
Denmark F Kuwait5 PF Cameroon N F 
Dominica1 F Liberia PF Chad N F 
Dominican Mauritius PF China 

Republic1 F Nigeria PF (Mainland)2 N F 
Fiji F Panama2 PF China 
Finland F Peru2 P F (Taiwan) P F 
France1 F Poland P F Colombia F 
Gambia F Saudi Arabia N F Cuba N F 
Germany (W)1 F Senegal2 P F Cyprus P F 
Greece1 F Spain6 F Czechoslovakia N F 
Iceland F Sri Lanka F Djibouti5 P F 
Ireland F Sudan2 P F Ecuador P F 
Israel1/4 F Thailand5 P F Egypt P F 
Japan 1 F Transkei P F Germany (E) N F 
Luxembourg F Trinidad & Ghana3 P F 
Malta F Tobago F Guinea-Bissau N F 
Nauru F Venezuela F Honduras5 P F 
Netherlands F Zambia5 P F Iran5 P F 
New Zealand F Jamaica F 
Norway F Jordan N F 
Papua New Korea(S) P F 

Guinea1 F Lesotho5 P F 
Portugal1 F Libya N F 
Surinam1 F Madagascar5 N F 
Sweden F Malaysia P F 
Switzerland F Mali N F 
United Mauritania N F 

Kingdom1 F Mexico P F 
United Morocco P F 

States1 F Nepal P F 

on very incomplete knowledge in some cases, and it is confused by the 
attempt to integrate very different types of terror in the same scheme 
of judgment. As in the other tables, the degree of accuracy we strive 
for is to be never more than a category off for any country. For exam-
ple, a B state should perhaps be placed on levels A or C, but we are 
quite sure it does not belong on level D. The reader should also remem-
ber that while in most states the government is principally to blame 
for the level of terror, in some the government is simply too weak to 
control the terror. Since this table is an experiment this year, the levels 
of terror are not included in the country summaries in the back, nor 
are all countries listed in Table 6. 
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Niger N F 
Oman5 NF 
Pakistan5 PF 
Philippines PF 
Rumania N F 
Sierra 

Leone5 P F 
Singapore P F 
South Africa P F 
Swaziland P F 
Syria P F 
Tanzania NF 
Togo5 NF 
Tunisia PF 
Turkey F 
USSR N F 
Yemen(N) NF 
Yugoslavia NF 

N o t e s to t h e Tabic 

C o u n t r i e s for which i n f o r m a t i o n is insuff ic ient to include in this table a re : Bhutan , C a p e Verde Is lands, C o m o r o Is lands, 
Maldives, Mongo l i a , Qa ta r , R w a n d a , S a o T o m e a n d Pr inc ipe , Seychelles, S o l o m o n Is lands, Tonga , Tuvalu , Uni ted A r a b 
Emira tes , Uppe r Volta, a n d Western S a m o a . 

1. Special s i tua t ions , cases of te r ror in the recent past , or general poli t ical e n v i r o n m e n t cast d o u b t on this ra t ing . 

2 . Recent i m p r o v e m e n t s have moved the c o u n t r y up to this level. 

3 . Recent i m p r o v e m e n t s may have raised the c o u n t r y a b o v e this level. 

4. Does not include occupied terr i tor ies . 

5. T h e cur ren t s i tua t ion is very unclear. 

6 . Th i s r a t ing is pr imar i ly due to a n t i - g o v e r n m e n t t e r ro r i sm or civil war. 

T H E RELATION OF POLITICAL-ECONOMIC SYSTEMS TO FREEDOM 

The accompanying Table of Political-Economic Systems (Table 7) 
fills two needs. It offers the reader additional information about the 
countries we have rated. For example, those with libertarian views may 
wish to raise the relative ratings of capitalist countries, while those 
who place more value on redistributive systems may wish to raise the 
ratings of countries toward the socialist end of the spectrum. The table 
also makes possible an analysis of the relation between political and 
economic forms and the freedom ratings of the Survey. Perusal of the 
table will show that freedom is directly related to the existence of multi-

Level E 
Albania5 NF 
Equatorial 

Guinea N F 
Ethiopia3 N F 
Kampuchea NF 
Uganda NF 

Level D 
Afghanistan5 N F 
Angola N F 
Argentina3 NF 
Bulgaria N F 
Central African 

Empire NF 
Chile3 NF 
Congo5 NF 
El Salvador P F 
Guatemala P F 
Guinea NF 
Haiti5 NF 
Indonesia3 P F 
Iraq N F 
Korea(N) N F 
Laos NF 
Lebanon3/6 

P F 
Malawi3 N F 
Mozambique5 N F 
Nicaragua P F 
Paraguay P F 
Rhodesia6 PF 
Somalia NF 
Uruguay NF 
Vietnam NF 
Yemen(S) N F 
Zaire N F 
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party systems: the further a country is from such systems, the less 
freedom it is likely to have. This could be considered a trivial result, 
since a publicly competitive political system is one of the criteria 
of freedom, and political parties are considered evidence for such 
competition. However, the result is not simply determined by our 
definitions: we searched for evidence of authentic public competition 
in countries without competitive parties, and seldom found the search 
rewarded. Both theoretical and empirical studies indicate the difficulty 
of effective public political opposition in one-party systems.2 

The relation between economic systems and freedom is more compli-
cated and, because of our lack of emphasis on economic systems in 
devising our ratings of freedom, is not predetermined by our methods. 
Historically, the table suggests that there are three types of societies 
competing for acceptance in the world. The first, or traditional type, 
is marginal and in retreat, but its adherents have borrowed political 
and economic bits and pieces from both of the other types. The second 
and third, the Euro-American and Sino-Soviet types, are strongest near 
their points of origin, but have spread by diffusion and active propa-
gation all over the world. The Leninist-socialist style of political or-
ganization was exported along with a socialist concept of economic 
organization, just as constitutional democracy had been exported along 
with capitalist economic concepts. In this interpretation, the relation of 
economic systems to freedom found in the table may be an expres-
sion of historical chance rather than necessary relationships. Clearly, 
capitalism does not cause nations to be politically free, nor does social-
ism cause them to be politically unfree. Still, socialists must be con-
cerned by the empirical relationship between the rating of "not free" 
and socialism that is found in tables such as this. 

In the table, economies are roughly grouped in categories from 
"capitalist" to "socialist." Labeling economies as capitalist or socialist 
has a fairly clear significance in the developed world, but it may be 
doubted that it is very useful to label the mostly poor and largely 
agrarian societies of the Third World in this manner. Raymond Aron, 
for example, casts doubt on the legitimacy of calling any Third World, 
noncommunist society "socialist," regardless of what it may call itself.3 

However, Third World states with dual economies, that is, with a 
modern sector and a preindustrial sector, have economic policies or 
goals that can be placed along the continuum from socialist to capi-
talist. A socialist Third World state has usually nationalized all of the 
modern sector—except possibly some foreign investment—and claims 
central government jurisdiction over the land and its products, with only 
temporary assignment of land to individuals or cooperatives. The capi-
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talist Third World state has a capitalist modern sector and a traditional-
ist agricultural sector, combined in some cases with new agricultural 
projects either on family farm or agribusiness models. Third World 
economies that fall between capitalist and socialist do not have the 
high taxes of their industrialized equivalents, but they have major 
nationalized industries (for example, oil) in the modern sector and 
their agricultural world may include emphasis on cooperatives or large-
scale land reform, as well as more traditional forms. 

States with inclusive capitalist forms are generally developed states 
that rely on the operation of the market and on private provision for 
industrial welfare. Taxes may be high, but they are not confiscatory, 
while government interference is generally limited to subsidy and regu-
lation. States classified as noninclusive capitalist, such as Liberia or 
Thailand, have not over fifty percent of the population included in a 
capitalist modern economy, with the remainder of the population still 
living traditionally. In such states the traditional economy may be 
individual, communal, or feudal, but the direction of change as de-
velopment proceeds is capitalistic. 

Capitalist states grade over into capitalist-statist or capitalist-socialist 
nations. Capitalist-statist nations are those such as Brazil, Turkey, or 
Saudi Arabia, that have very large government productive enterprises, 
either because of an elitist development philosophy or major depen-
dence on a key resource such as oil. Government interferes in the 
economy in a major way in such states, but not primarily because of 
egalitarian motives. Capitalist-socialist systems, such as those in Israel, 
the Netherlands, or Sweden, provide social services on a large scale 
through governmental or other nonprofit institutions, with the result 
that private control over property is sacrificed to egalitarian purposes. 
These nations still see capitalism as legitimate, but its legitimacy is 
accepted grudgingly by many in government. Governments of other 
states grouped here, such as Egypt or Poland, proclaim themselves to 
be socialist, but in fact allow rather large portions of the economy to 
remain in the private domain. Both variants have noninclusive ver-
sions, such as India or Madagascar. 

Socialist economies, on the other hand, strive programmatically to 
place an entire national economy under direct or indirect government 
control. States such as the USSR or Cuba may allow some modest private 
productive property, but this is only by exception, and right to such 
property can be revoked at any time. The leaders of noninclusive 
socialist states have the same goals as the leaders of inclusive socialist 
states, but their relatively primitive economies or peoples have not 
yet been effectively included in the socialist system. Such states gen-
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erally have a small socialized modern economy and a large preindustrial 
economy in which the organization of production and trade is still 
largely traditional. It should be understood that the characterizations 
in the table are impressionistic; the continuum between capitalist and 
socialist economies is necessarily cut arbitrarily into categories for this 
presentation. 

Political systems range from democratic multiparty to absolutist 
one-party systems. Theoretically, the most democratic countries should 
be those with decentralized multiparty systems, for here important 
powers are held by the people at two or more levels of the political 
system, and dissent is legitimated and mobilized by opposition parties. 
More common are centralized multiparty systems, such as France or 
Japan, in which the central government organizes lower levels of gov-
ernment primarily for reasons of efficiency. Dominant-party systems 
allow the forms of democracy, but structure the political process so 
that opposition groups do not have a realistic chance of achieving 
power. Such limitations may be through vote fraud, imprisonment of 
opposition leaders, or other devices. 

The now classical form of one-party rule is that in one-purly states 
such as the USSR or Vietnam that proclaim themselves to be commu-
nist. The slightly larger group of socialist one-party states are ruled by 
elites that use Marxist-Leninist rhetoric, organize ruling parties very 
much along communist lines, but either do not have the disciplined 
organization of communist states or have explicitly rejected one or 
another aspect of communism. A final group of nationalist one-party 
states adopt the political form popularized by the communists (and the 
fascists in the last generation), but the leaders generally reject the 
revolutionary ideologies of socialist or communist states and fail to 
develop the totalitarian controls that characterize these states. There 
are several borderline states that might be switched beween socialist 
and nationalist categories (for example, Libya or Syria). It should 
also be noted that "socialist" is used here to designate a political rather 
than economic system. A socialist "vanguard party" established along 
Marxist-Leninist lines will almost surely develop a socialist economy, 
but a state with a socialist economy need not be ruled by a vanguard 
party. It should be pointed out that the totalitarian-libertarian con-
tinuum is not directly reflected by this categorization. 

Nonparty systems can be democratic, as in the small island of Nauru, 
but generally they are not. Such systems may be traditional nonparty 
systems ranging from Tonga to Saudi Arabia. Much more important are 
the many military nonparty systems, such as those in Argentina or 
Uganda. 
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S E L F - D E T E R M I N A T I O N 

In a world in which national self-determination is considered to be 
a fundamental political right, it is necessary for a survey of freedom 
to consider the extent to which this right is respected. The United 
Nations finds the denial of self-determination primarily in the rem-
nants of European colonialism, and limits the concept to this appli-
cation.4 However, today the most significant limitations of national 
rights are not to be found in Table 2 on related territories. A broader 
picture of the real and putative denials of national expression existing 
today is offered by Table 8, Major Peoples Without a Nation State, 
and Table 9, Major Peoples Separated from Existing Nation States.5 

In each case, only relatively large ethnic groups (generally over one 
million) that have given some evidence of national consciousness are 
included. The tables consider only territorial peoples, and thus ignore 
scattered, largely urban peoples, such as Jews in the USSR or American 
blacks and Mexican-Americans. To be included in these tables, the 
ethnic group must not be the Staatsvolk, or dominant people in an 
existing state, nor can it be a truly equal party in a binational state. 
The first requirement excludes, for example, Serbians in Yugoslavia, 
Russians in the USSR, or Tagalogs in the Philippines; the latter re-
quirement excludes the Walloons in Belgium. To reduce the tables to 
manageable size, in marginal cases the decision was most often to omit 
rather than include a people. 

It is expected that many significant peoples that are not now included 
in the tables will develop national consciousness in the future. This 
is especially true in Africa, where the definitions of "a people," of 
ethnic-group domination, and of political consciousness are particularly 
difficult. The table of separated peoples assumes that a nondominant 
people in one state would prefer life in another state where the sep-
arated people are the dominant group or Staatsvolk, but such may not 
be the case—the Hutu of Burundi, for example, may wish to dominate 
their own state. Where a group would reject inclusion with its ethnic 
group in a neighboring state, the group has not been considered a 
separated people. For example, because of religious differences the 
Punjabi of India do not want to live in Pakistan. Some peoples could 
as well be included in Table 8 as Table 9: The Papuans of West Irian 
might wish to join the independent state of Papua New Guinea, or the 
Moros might rather be independent than join Malaysia. 

While Tables 8 and 9 are not definitive, they suggest the size of the 
populations involved and the degrees of national consciousness they 
feel. The final column in the tables presents an evaluation of the politi-
cal equality of the group in the state that incorporates it, placing this 



Notes to the Table 

1. In several states, such as China , Indonesia a n d the U S S R , a number of large ethnic groups 
have been omit ted because of ei ther their geographical dispersion or limited evidence of 
nat ional consciousness. Such groups have generally not had a history of political independence 
beyond the local level. 

2. Many of the Bantu peoples of S o u t h Africa def ine themselves in tr ibal terms as Zulu, Xhosa, 
So tho , etc. Millions who live outs ide of their home areas have become urban , largely de-
tribalized S o u t h Africans. 

3. Al though Israel itself is rated free, most Palest inian Arabs live in the occupied territories 
controlled by Israel or in other lands no better than partly free. 

4. Known to have had active a rmed movements against central government in recent years. 
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Political 
Equality/ 

Population National Status of 
(millions) Location Consciousness Freedom 

Achehnese 2 Indonesia high fair / 
partly free 

Arabs of Chad 1.5 Chad medium4 fair/ 
not free 

Armenians 2 USSR high good/ 
(plus scattered millions) not free 

Assamese 10 India medium good/ f ree 
Aymara 1 Bolivia low fair/ Aymara 

partly free 
Azerbaijani 4 USSR low fair/ 

not free 
5 Iran low fair / 

partly free 
Baluchis 2 Pakistan medium4 poor-fair/ 

& Iran partly free 
Bamileke 1.5 Cameroon medium 4 fair/ 

not free 
Bantu of Rhodesia 6 Rhodesia medium4 fair/ 

partly free 
Bantu2 of S. Africa 14 S. Africa medium poor / 

partly free 
Bashkir 1 USSR low fail/ 

not free 
Basques 1 Spain high4 good/ f ree 

(& France) 
Batak 2.5 Indonesia medium fair / 

partly free 
Berbers (various) 5 Algeria low fair / Algeria 

not free 
5 Morocco low fair/ 

partly free 
Bosnian Muslims 1 Yugoslavia medium fair / 

not free 
Bretons 1 France high fa i r / f ree 
Buginese 3 Indonesia low fair / 

partly free 
Belorussians 7 USSR low good/ 

not free 
Catalonians 5 Spain high good / free 
Chuang 8 China low good/ 

(Mainland) not free 
Croats 4.5 Yugoslavia high fair/ 

not free 
Edo 3 Nigeria medium good/ 

partly free 

Table 8 
Major Peoples Without a Nation-State1 
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Political 
Equality/ 

Population National Status of 
(millions) Location Consciousness Freedom 

Eritreans 

Estonians 

Ganda 

Georgians 

Gujerati 
Hausa-Fulani 

Hui 

Ibibio 

lbo 

llocanos 

Kannada 

1.5 

1 

2 

3 

25 
25 

4 

3.5 

14 

4 

25 

Ethiopia 

USSR 

Uganda 

USSR 

India 
Nigeria 

China 
(Mainland) 

Nigeria 

Nigeria 

Philippines 

India 

high4 

high 

high 

medium 

high 
medium 

high 

medium 

high4 

low 

medium 

poor/ 
not free 

poor/ 
not free 

poor / 
not free 

fair / 
not free 

good/ f ree 
good/ 

partly free 
fair/ 

not free 
good / 

partly free 
fair / 

partly free 
good/ 

partly free 
good/f ree 

Kanuri 

Karens 

Kazakh 

Kirghiz 

Kongo 

Kurds 

Latvians 

Lithuanians 

Luba-Kasai 

Luo 

Makassarese 

Malayalam 
Marathi 

Mayans 

Mende 

Miao 

Minahassans 

Minangkabau 

Moluccans 

4 

3 

4.5 

1.5 

2 

2 

2 

3 
2 

1.5 

2.5 

1.5 

1 

2 

20 
45 
4 

1 

2.5 

1 

5 

1 

Nigeria 

Burma 

USSR 

USSR 

Zaire 

Angola 
(& Congo) 

Iraq 

Turkey 
Iran 

USSR 

USSR 

Zaire 

Kenya 

Indonesia 

India 
India 
Mexico, 
Guatemala 
Sierra Leone 

China 
(Mainland) 

Indonesia 

Indonesia 

Indonesia 

medium 

high4 

medium 

low 

medium 

medium4 

high4 

medium 
high4 

high 

high 

low4 

medium 

low 

high 
high 

very low 

medium 

low 

medium 

medium 

high4 

good/ 
partly free 

poor / 
not free 

poor / 
not free 

poor/ 
not free 

poor-fair/ 
not free 

poor-fair/ 
not free 

poor/ 

not free 
poor / f ree 
fair / 

partly free 
poor/ 

not free 
poor / 

not free 
poor / 

not free 
fair/ 

partly free 
fair/ 

partly free 
good/ f ree 
good/f ree 
fair / 

partly free 
fair-poor/ 

partly free 
fair/ 

not free 
good / 

partly free 
fair / 

partly free 
poor-fair/ 

partly free 
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Table 8—Continued 
Political 

Equality/ 
Population National Status of 
(millions) Location Consciousness Freedom 

Montagnards 1 Vietnam medium4 poor / Montagnards 
not free 

Nilotics of Sudan 4 Sudan medium4 good/ 
partly fret 

Nkole 1 Uganda low poor / 
not free 

Nupe 1 Nigeria medium good/ Nupe 
partly free 

Oriyan 20 India medium good/ f ree 
Oromo (Galla) 2-10 Ethiopia medium4 fair/ 

not free 
Ovimbundu 2 Angola medium4 poor / 

not free 
Palestinians 3+ Israel, high4 poor-fair/ 

Jordan , partly free 
Lebanon, 
Syria 

Pampangans 1.5 Philippines medium4 fair / Pampangans 
partly free 

Papuans 1 Indonesia medium4 poor / Papuans 
1 Papua New partly free 

Guinea medium good / free 
Punjabi (India) 17 India low good/ f ree 
Quebecois 5 Canada high good/ f ree 
Quechua 5 Peru, Bolivia low fair / Quechua 

partly fret 
1 Ecuador low poor-fair/ 

partly free 

Scots 5 United high good/ f ree 
Kingdom 

Shan 1.5 Burma high4 poor/ 
not free 

Sidamo 2.5 Ethiopia low4 poor / Ethiopia 
not free 

Sindhis 9 Pakistan medium fair/ 
partly free 

Slovaks 4.5 Czecho- high good/ 
slovakia not free 

Slovenes 1.5-2 Yugoslavia high fair/ 
not free 

Soga 1 Uganda low poor/ 
not free 

Sundanese 16 Indonesia medium fair / 
partly free 

Taiwanese 14 China low-med. poor-fair/ 
(Taiwan) partly free 

Tamil 40 India high good/ f ree 
2.5 Sri Lanka high fa i r / f ree 

Tatars (various) 4 USSR medium poor-fair/ Tatars (various) 
not free 

Telegu 50 India high good/ f ree 
Teso 1 Uganda low poor / 

not free 
Tibetans 3 China high4 poor / 

(Mainland) partly frei 
2 India, medium fair / 

Pakistan, partly free 
Nepal & 
Bhutan 

Tigrinya 3 Ethiopia high4 poor / 
not free 
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in relation to the status of freedom of this host state as found in Table 
1. These tables do not imply that the affected peoples should imme-
diately be granted independence, or that borders should be changed. 
They do imply that the national rights of peoples cannot be ignored: 
these rights are taken into account in our evaluation of political rights. 
(The case for these rights is developed in Freedom in the World 1978, 
pages 180-218.) Adequate rights can be granted within the boun-
daries of larger states. For example, the Gujeratis of India, with 
internal self-government, would gain little by complete independence. 

To aid in understanding the issues involved and the reasons for 
some of our inclusions and exclusions, Tables 8 and 9 need to be 
supplemented by a survey of the nature and political situation of 
subnational peoples by geographical region, type of polity, and country. 
The following treatment is necessarily brief, but it will give the reader 
at least an overview of the situation of those major peoples in the 
world today that do not have nation states. 

In 1978 group rights in free states were relatively well guaranteed, 
although there was continued interest in expanding these rights. It 
is only recently that states such as France and England that proudly 
guaranteed individual rights removed severe limits on subnational 
group rights. The democracies had continued the long record of 
suppressing conquered cultures by dominant peoples, but where these 
cultures survived, there is now a revival of separatist expression. This 

Political 
Equality/ 

Population National Status of 
(millions) Location Consciousness Freedom 

Timorese (E) 1 Indonesia medium4 poor/ 
partly free 

Tiv 8 Nigeria medium good / 
partly free 

Turkmen 1.5 USSR medium fair / 
(& Iran) not free 

Uighur 4 China medium poor /no t free 
(Mainland) 

Ukrainian 35-40 USSR high fair / high 
not free 

Ulster Scots 1 United high good/f ree 
Kingdom 

Uzbek 9 USSR high fair / high 
not free 

1 Afghanistan medium fair / 
not free 

Visayans 10 Philippines low good / 
partly free 

Welsh 2.5 United high good/f ree 
Kingdom 

Yi (Lolo) 3 China medium fair / 
(Mainland) not free 

Yoruba 16 Nigeria high good / 
partly free 
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Table 9 
Major Peoples Separated from 

Existing Nation-States 
Political 

Desire for Equality/ 
Population Reunion or Status of 
(millions) Independence Freedom 

Albanians of Yugoslavia 1 unknown fair/ 
not free 

Alsatians of France 1 medium good/f ree 
(to Germany) 

good/f ree 

Bengalis of India 45 low good/free 
(to Bangladesh) 

good/free 

French of Switzerland 1.5 very low good / free 
Irish of Northern 0.6 high fair / free 

Ireland 
high fair / free 

Hutu of Burundi 4 high poor/ 
(to Rwanda) 

high 
not free 

Kashmiri of India 3 med.-high good/f ree 
(to Pakistan) 

med.-high good/f ree 

Koreans of China 1 unknown fair/ 
not free 

Macedonians of Yugoslavia 1 unknown fair/ 
(to Bulgaria) not free 

Malay of Thailand 1 unknown fair/ 
partly free 

Magyars of Rumania 2.5 high fair/ 
(to Hungary) 

high 
not free 

Moldavians of USSR 2.5 unknown fair / 
(to Rumania) not free 

Mongols of China 1.5 high? fair/ 
not free 

Moros of Philippines 2 medium fair-poor/ 
(to Malaysia?) partly free 

Pathans of Pakistan 6 med.-high fair/ 
(to Afghanistan) 

med.-high 
partly free 

Somali (of Ethiopia) 2 high poor/ 
(plus Kenya and Djibouti1) 

high 
not free 

Tadzhiks of USSR 1.5-2 low fair/ 
(to Iran) not free 

Tadzhiks of Afghanistan 5 low fair-good/ 
(to Iran) not free 

I . Are n o w the Siaalsvolk of their o w n f ree coun t ry . 

expression is meeting increasing favor; yet as late as 1960 French 
children were required to report to their teachers students who con-
versed in Breton, and in the 1970's Breton can still not be used in 
the regular school curricula.6 

In recent years increasing attention has been given to the rights 
of the Flemish and Walloon peoples that divide the Belgian state. 
The British parliament accepted constitutional changes in 1978 estab-
lishing assemblies in Wales and Scotland (in early 1979 the Welsh 
rejected the plan by referendum and the Scots may have given it 
insufficient support to become law). The U.K. is still not able to 
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resolve the conflicting claims of the Ulster Scots and Irish in Northern 
Ireland. In this case, to recognize the rights of one of these inter-
mixed communities would be to deny the rights of the other. In 
France there has been more attention given to ethnic enclaves such 
as those of the Bretons or Alsatians as part of a general European 
interest in decentralization.7 The Corsicans are pressing vigorously 
for increased self-determination. Violence has been suppressed, but 
over the last years some demands have been met. In Switzerland, 
the people of the Northern Jura were given a separate canton in 1978 
in a national referendum climaxing a series of detailed elections. In 
Spain Basques, Catalans, and other peoples have recently attained a 
measure of self-government. 

In the United States and Canada, respect for Indian and Eskimo 
rights has increased as pressure groups have come to represent the 
interests of these peoples. However, ethnicity for these native groups 
is broken into many small fragments; in particular, the sense of an 
American "Indian Nation" is largely an urban minority response. A 
similar progression is found in the histories of the native peoples of 
Australia. 1978 saw gains in all three states in the expansion of the 
economic and political power of native peoples in their own area. 
The Maori of New Zealand are perhaps the most fully and fairly incor-
porated primitive group in a modern political system. The freeing of 
Papua New Guinea by Australia in the 1970's represented an important 
enhancement of self-determination. Yet it is important to note that in 
ethnic terms Papua New Guinea consists of a maze of small units that 
should in turn have their rights respected in the new state. 

The problem of the self-determination of French Canada is the most 
outstanding issue in the developed democracies. Quebec nationalists 
came to provincial power in late 1976, but too much must not be 
inferred from this. First, their party did not stress separatism in this 
election to the extent it had previously, and, secondly, it did not receive 
a majority of the votes. Within Canada's federal system special rights 
have been advanced to the province of Quebec that amount to a very 
high degree of self-determination without independence. This includes 
the right to have permanent foreign missions, the growing use of French 
as the official language in the province, and the right to opt out of 
many federal social programs and replace these with provincial pro-
grams.8 The greatest denial of rights may be by the Quebec government 
to those favoring the English language. 

The communist world has developed a unique combination of theo-
retical and practical approaches to self-determination. Communist 
universalism has traditionally implied that there should be only one 
socialist system ruled by one socialist party in the world. Many com-
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munists assume that so-called ethnic conflicts are class conflicts, and 
represent "false consciousness."9 From this perspective, even the East 
European states represent a temporary expedient—at least to the extent 
that their governments should be ultimately coordinated on the party 
level. 

On another level, communist systems, especially the USSR and 
Yugoslavia, have emphasized the creation of ethnic administrative 
divisions, and to some extent the preservation of local cultures and 
languages. However, on the one hand these units have never been 
given a real chance for self-determination because of centralized party 
structures, while, on the other, communism has been unable to change 
the nationalistic tendency of the ruling people in each communist state 
to emphasize its own nationalism: Russians in the USSR and Han 
Chinese in China, as well as Serbs in Yugoslavia and Rumanians in 
Rumania, have come to use their power in numbers or position to deny 
or diminish political and even cultural self-determination to other 
peoples. The most frequent and devastating means has been to simply 
move in Russians and Chinese, respectively, until the local people no 
longer have a majority in their own territory. This has happened 
notably in Kazakhistan in the USSR, and more rapidly in Inner 
Mongolia and Sinkiang in the Chinese People's Republic. However, 
where such a policy does not succeed, the formation of subnational cul-
tural units tends to gradually create an increasingly vital basis for unity 
and opposition—especially where the ruling people is not willing to 
give up its special privileges. In the USSR, since the non-Russian 
population is growing faster than the Russian, non-Soviet nationalisms 
may be growing more rapidly than the sense of Soviet unity. In 1978 
several Republics managed to maintain the official status of their lan-
guages against a Soviet attempt at their elimination in new constitu-
tions. Lithuanians and Ukrainians remained particularly active this 
year. Growing ethnic nationalism may also be observed in Yugolsavia, 
especially among the Croatians. In both the USSR and Yugoslavia, the 
central government's desire to control separatist expressions accounts 
for the major part of the repressive acts of the regime. An exception is 
Czechoslovakia, where relative harmony and a desire by Russian mas-
ters to play off Czechs and Slovaks will probably keep the interests of 
both groups in the state in a rough balance.10 

Ethnic struggles in Latin America have had a muted existence. 
While a number of countries have large, subordinate, American Indian 
populations, especially Peru and Guatemala, this fact has not engendered 
subnational desires for self-determination.11 Racially, Hispanic dom-
inance is accepted—for example, by the seventy percent of Dominicans 
who are black and the many millions of black Brazilians or Colombians. 

http:self-determination.11
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In most Latin American nations it appears to be passively accepted 
that Hispanic or Mestizo-Hispanic culture is the guiding national 
culture, and that mobility for the poor must involve Hispanization. It 
is curious that symbolic pro-Indianism—for example, in Mexico—has 
seldom been a movement sponsored by actual Indians. This is also 
true of Peru, yet here the recent glorification of the Inca past did lead 
to the adoption of Quechua as a second national language. More 
recently Bolivia has recognized both Aymara and Quechua as official 
languages. In Paraguay, culturally and biologically the most Indian 
Latin American state, Spanish and Guarani are the languages of nearly 
everyone, and the cultures play complementary roles in the lives of 
most individuals. 

The main exceptions to the Hispanic-Mestizo pattern in the Americas 
are found in the Caribbean, where many small states are overwhelmingly 
black, using either French, English, or Dutch as their primary language. 
Where the population is not homogeneous, as in Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Surinam, politics generally revolves around the ethnic 
clash of African and East Indian. Yet in these relatively democratic 
polities there is little suppression of peoples, and little separatist demand 
for self-determinism. A different issue, that of an island's right to 
self-determination, has broken up several attempts at closer unions 
of islands, and is even breaking up the small units that do exist (for 
example, St. Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla, or the Netherlands Antilles). 

Small Indian tribes, particularly in the Amazon basin, continue to 
struggle against encroaching settlers from the dominant societies. Ruth-
less movement into the lands of these groups goes on today, in its 
most publicized form in Paraguay and Brazil, with or without govern-
ment support. This is an old story of ethnic destruction along an 
advancing frontier that Americans should understand and oppose as 
we continue to try to repair the damage of the process in our own 
history. 

In Sub-Saharan Africa, self-determination is a burning issue almost 
everywhere. Small elite populations rule over larger subordinated 
groups in Rhodesia and South Africa, five and seventeen percent of 
the people, respectively; in Burundi fifteen percent of the people, the 
Tutsi, rule over the Hutu majority. South West Africa presents a 
similar but more complex situation. It might also be said that Liberia 
is still ruled by a small elite of Americo-Liberians (three percent). 
Except in Burundi, a combination of external and internal pressures 
may soon result in turning over portions, or all, of such minority states 
to their majorities. 

Homogeneous countries in Sub-Saharan Africa with essentially no 
ethnic problem include Botswana, Lesotho, Swaziland, Transkei, and 
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Somalia. A few African states have the developed racial or ethnic 
oppositions of peoples such as we are familiar with elsewhere in the 
world. Most notable is that in the Sudan between the Muslim, largely 
Arab, northern majority and the non-Muslim, largely Nilotic, south. 
This situation is repeated immediately to the west in Chad, although 
here the majority black peoples of the south are opposed by the nomadic 
Arab north. Continuing revolt in Chad is partially supported from 
Libya (which incidentally appears to have annexed a section of north-
ern Chad without the world noticing). There is no reason, however, 
why Chad must be one state.12 

In 1978 the government of the Sudan continued to show its wil-
lingness to grant a degree of autonomy to the Negro south by holding 
fair regional elections and by the subsequent appointment of a former 
rebel commander to lead the region. Although the significance was less 
clear, self-determination of the minority northern Arabs in neighboring 
Chad was recognized by the appointment of an Arab rebel leader as 
Prime Minister; however, by the year's end the reconciliation was 
falling apart. 

More commonly, Sub-Saharan Africa is characterized by countries 
with a large number of ethnic groups. Such groups may vary widely in 
size and strength of group consciousness. Two types of states should be 
distinguished. In the first, the scattering of small groups is so extreme, 
and their consciousness so undeveloped, that ethnic conflict and the 
related question of self-determination have not been critical issues.13 

Examples are Tanzania (exclusive of Zanzibar) or the Central African 
Empire. Legitimate demands for self-determination may be raised later 
by small groups as they become more conscious, or, in the process 
of development, groups with related linguistic, religious, or other bonds 
may come to identify themselves as a people within a state. 

In the second type, the scattering of peoples exists on two levels. 
On the first, there are some major peoples, or groups of peoples within 
the state, with an established subnational identity, while there are 
many other, generally smaller, peoples that are only rising to conscious-
ness, or that tend to be ignored while attention is focused on the 
larger groups. Ghana, Uganda, and Angola belong in this type, but 
Nigeria is the best known example.14 Nigeria began with a federal 
system based on three peoples—Yoruba, Hausa-Fulani, and Ibo. Subse-
quent events have caused the state to develop regionalizations that give 
a degree of self-determination to broader and broader ranges of peoples. 
In the constitutional discussion of 1978 an unsuccessful effort was made 
to go beyond the nineteen states this process has already produced. 
This process of subdivision reduces the degree of self-determination of 
the larger groups (and strengthens the relative power of the centra] 
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government). Yet finer regionalization is fully justified by an ethnic sit-
uation in which many smaller peoples feel oppressed by their neighbors. 

The Ethiopian state, emerging from the medieval age into the age of 
nationalism, finds itself beset internally and externally by divisive de-
mands comparable to those plaguing the Austro-Hungarian Empire 
before World War I. There is no particular reason why the constituent 
peoples of Ethiopia, at about the state of consciousness of those in 
Nigeria, should find their liberty within an Ethiopian state. In both 
cases constituent peoples have a long history of group independence, 
and in some cases the experience of an independent historical state. 
1978 saw the retreat of the Eritreans under the pressure of foreign 
arms, but the reactivation of Somali resistance. The 1978 revolt of the 
people of Zaire's Shaba province suggests that maintaining Zaire in its 
present form requires the desires for self-determination of many estab-
lished and emergent peoples to be suppressed.15 Concern for broader 
political issues unfortunately leads the international public to overlook 
the justice of their cause. 

In most of the Arab Middle East and North Africa, the relation 
between Arabs and other peoples is similar to that of Hispanic cul-
tures and minority peoples in Latin America. In particular, the Berbers 
of Morocco, Algeria, and elsewhere in North Africa have slowly lost 
out over the centuries to encroaching Arabs.16 While there have been 
Berber revolts, the prestige of Arab culture, the carrier of Islam, is 
such that serious Berber nationalism seems to be absent. Much the 
same is the case in the northern Sudan, where a number of non-Arabic 
groups are gradually being Arabicized. Further east, however, we find 
religious ethnicity expressed in yearnings for greater self-determination 
among the peoples of Palestine-Israel, Lebanon, and Syria. Religion is 
the basis of political divisions in the former two but not officially in 
Syria. In Turkey, Iraq, and western Iran the primary issue is Kurdish 
nationalism, flaring strongly in Iraq and Iran whenever the government 
appears unable to suppress it. While the Kurds have a long history as 
an ethnic group, their first disappointment with nationalism in its mod-
ern form came at the end of World War I. Since that time, Turkey 
has actively tried to assimilate millions of Kurds, even by the device of 
relabeling them "Mountain Turks." In Iran a Kurdish Republic was 
suppressed at the end of World War II after brief Russian sponsorship. 
In the last few years, an interminable guerrilla war against Iraq was 
ended when Iranian support was withdrawn, but today renewed Iraqi 
oppression, including an attempt to scatter the Kurds, has spawned 
yet another resistance movement. In 1978-79 Kurdish nationalism 
has had a chance to grow again in Iran. 

Asia is characterized by several ethnic patterns. Japan and Korea 
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are almost entirely homogeneous. Other states with long continuity, 
such as China, Iran, and Thailand, have a dominant core culture and 
recognized boundaries, yet have had autonomist ethnic movements at 
the periphery. The historical states of Indochina are similarly con-
structed, with minorities especially important (but scattered) in Laos.17 

By the end of 1978 the Meo were reported to be largely expelled from 
Laos. In Burma the people of the core are continually struggling with 
peripheral peoples striving for their own independence. A somewhat 
different pattern exists in India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, and 
Afghanistan, where political boundaries have been superimposed arbi-
trarily on a geographical pattern of historical peoples that does not 
correspond with political boundaries. At least one-third of the popula-
tion of Afghanistan is Persian speaking, while the ruling Pathans of 
Kabul often have their tribal homelands in Pakistan.18 Bengalis con-
tinue to be divided between Bangladesh and India. Pakistan is now a 
thoroughly Muslim, pluralistic society whose dominant language and 
elite are from northern India. Independence movements in Pakistan 
have been against the centralizing state, but not clearly against a par-
ticular people, although the Punjabis are now the great majority, espe-
cially in the army. Recently the Baluchis are the most vocal in their 
demands. In India the adoption of Hindi alongside English as a national 
language goes part of the way toward developing a core culture or 
Staatsvolk,19 Thirty to forty percent of the people speak Hindi or a 
closely related dialect, and both the ancient and modern Indian capitals 
are in the Hindi-speaking area. Indian states have been founded on 
regional linguistic subnationalisms; many of these, such as those based 
on Bengali, Tamil, and Marathi, have fully developed literatures and 
a corresponding subnational consciousness. 

It is important to note that in both India and Pakistan the tendency 
of state boundaries to enhance a region's sense of identity has often 
led to a drive for regional self-determination at the same time as 
these divisions have met in large part the legitimate demands of the 
people concerned (especially in India). However, crosscutting alle-
giances of religion, caste, custom, party—and of English language 
among the elite—have tended to counteract the separatist tendencies 
of regional self-determination. It should also not be forgotten that 
millions of the so-called tribal peoples of India, such as the Nagas 
and Mizos northeast of Bangladesh, do not identify with Indian cul-
ture. India must keep these relatively small groups within its boundaries 
by force, much as Burma has tried less successfully with similar peoples. 

Finally, in Southeast Asia there are several artificial states created 
by colonial masters out of previously fractured societies. Malaysia is 
a union of Malay states now united largely by a determined government 
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attempt to reduce the role of the Chinese and Indians in the economy. 
Indonesia and the Philippines lack a dominant core culture, yet for 
different reason have managed to create state nationalisms for most 
of their peoples above the level of the particularities. The Philippines 
had no organized state before the Spanish conquest, but there had 
developed in southern Luzon a cultural core based on the Tagalog-
speaking peoples. These were the people that became most fluent 
in Spanish and, under the Americans, in English. Although no more 
than twenty-one percent of Filipinos speak Tagalog, the language of 
the core culture, when nationalism developed a demand for a national 
language, the language chosen was essentially a form of Tagalog, re-
christened Pilipino. By 1960 over forty percent also spoke English 
(compared with three percent in India). Competitive subnational 
groups, such as the Visayans or Ilocanos, have developed an ethnic 
self-consciousness, but not in a threatening manner. More important 
is the separatist feeling of the 3.5 million Muslims in the southern 
islands that are pressed hard by land-hungry Christians (especially 
Visayans) and supported by Muslims in the outside world. Their revolt 
continued to flare in 1978 in spite of the efforts of the Philippine army. 

Javanese culture forms the cultural core of Indonesia, although 
many Indonesians have little in common with Javanese. The sense of 
oppression by Javanese is muted by several factors First, in most of 
the islands substantial ethnic identity is poorly developed, either be-
cause of socioeconomic underdevelopment (interior Sumatra or 
Borneo), or crosscutting allegiances. Indonesia has also been fortunate 
in being able to choose an old Malay lingua franca (converted into 
Bahasa Indonesia) as a national language rather than Javanese. There 
have been, however, movements for self-determination in outlying 
areas, particularly in the Moluccas, Sulawesi, and northern Sumatra.20 

These have been suppressed without significant recognition of the 
desires of the people. Independence movements exist in East Timor 
and West Irian; that in East Timor may have been largely extinguished 
during the year. The world's indifference to the cause of the Papuans 
seems particularly incongruous. They are clearly a separate people with 
a full right to independence; and relatively successful self-government 
in neighboring Papua New Guinea shows the practicality of that 
independence. 

C O N C L U S I O N 

Although 1978 was a year of progress, there were many disappoint-
ments. Brazil, Argentina, and Pakistan did not move forward as fast 
as we might have hoped. Bolivia's election fizzled, and the parlia-
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mentary elections in the Philippines amounted to little. Yet there was 
progress, and this progress can be attributed in no small part to 
America's continued attention to human rights in spite of conflicting 
pressures, a campaign in which allies and neutrals are now also playing 
a part. Generally, progress is in countries only "partly free," but the 
campaign was not unknown even in Haiti and Uganda. It led toward 
the end of the year to an attempt of Kampuchea (Cambodia) to refur-
bish its image, an attempt that came too late. 

Among those events receiving media attention, a serious failure of 
the human rights campaign has been the Soviet Union's seeming 
rejection at Belgrade of the significance of the Helsinki accords for 
its internal political policy. The year saw an increase in Soviet oppres-
sion of intellectual dissidents. Perhaps periods of increased repres-
sion are inevitably a part of the process of focusing more attention 
on basic rights. Soviet leaders obviously fear the expansion of free-
doms; they fear the expansion of human rights groups; and yet they 
also know that repression costs them something in international regard 
and the good opinion of some of their own cadres. If the outside world 
maintains its concern for these freedoms, it will be interesting to see 
whether the current repressive reaction to this concern will continue 
to seem an attractive response to Soviet leaders. Whatever the final 
result for the USSR, clearly the last few years have placed human 
rights higher on the agenda of many governments. 

As 1979 began neither Chinese leaders nor dissidents seemed fearful 
of a more open future. Experience suggests that for a Chinese spring to 
be more than another unhappy vernal interlude there will have to be 
continued effort on the part of the friends of freedom both within and 
without China. In particular, private organizations and American 
diplomats must strive to develop the same positive and supportive 
relationship to Chinese dissidents that they have to those in Eastern 
Europe, the USSR, or South Korea. We must know and speak up for 
the Chinese Solzhenitsyns and Bukovskys of the past and future. 
They expect it and we cannot let them down. There may be good 
geopolitical reasons to take seriously the desires of the rulers of the 
Chinese Empire; there are even better moral and long range strategic 
reasons for taking seriously the hopes and desires of the Chinese 
people or the peoples of China. 
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PART II 

Freedom, Equality, and 
Culture 



Freedom and Equality 

Critics of the liberal concepts of political and civil freedoms fre-
quently contrast the pursuit of these freedoms with the pursuit 

of equality or justice. They assert that most peoples, especially poor 
peoples, are primarily concerned with improving their economic and 
social condition, and that all peoples and individuals have a right 
to enjoy equal economic and social conditions, irrespective of race, 
religion, ethnic group, sex, or nationality. To such people, political 
and civil freedoms are of little importance before this equality is 
attained. It is often implied that in and of themselves these freedoms 
can make relatively little contribution to the achievement of an 
egalitarian society.1 

Against this view, we urge that when seen as human rights, equality 
and freedom simply are different aspects of the same concept. It is 
particularly characteristic in the popular American tradition to assume 
that a "democratic attitude" is one that supports even-handedly both 
equality and freedom. The following discussion will show how equality 
and freedom support one another in this tradition, and consider the 
implications of their close relationship. 

Freedom in the political and social realm refers to a social relation-
ship or condition in which individuals or groups are not blocked by 
specific others from obtaining their separate goals.2 On reflection it 
is obvious that such a social freedom can only be relative. Insofar as 
we are living in the presence of others, progress toward individual 
goals will frequently be blocked by others. While waiting for admission 
to a theatre each of us obtains the best position he can within the 
accepted rules of queuing. Searching for a mate every young person 
is blocked by the achievements of those more attractive or talented, 
or by the simple rejection of advances by the beloved. 

The fact that we are continually blocked by others does not mean 
that social freedom is nonexistent, but it does mean that freedom is 
a condition of relative lack of interference. Freedom implies the 
pursuit of one's objectives within the limits set down by a society 
and with equal respect to the rights of other free persons within this 
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society. Thus the French Revolution's Declaration of the Rights of 
Man and The Citizen declares that "Liberty consists in the power 
to do whatever does not harm others." Bringing the concept up-to-date 
the libertarian John Hospers notes that "Every right entails a duty 
to refrain from violating the other person's right."3 An unfree person 
must be an individual with special limits that do not apply to all, 
or one constrained to grant rights to others he does not enjoy himself. 
A free person is one who does not suffer these additional constraints. 
Extending freedom to all must mean that a society removes all but 
the most generally applied constraints from everyone. In other words, 
it means the achievement of equality in those rights that constitute 
social freedom. 

In these terms let us examine what we have considered the two 
essential aspects of freedom: political rights and civil liberties. To 
have political rights means that I have a voice in selecting my leaders 
(or their policies) and can myself be selected as a leader. To have 
"full political rights" must mean that I have rights at least equal to 
those of others, and the extension of these rights to all is to make 
all equal in these rights. Civil liberties means that I have all of the 
liberties granted to others. It cannot mean that I am free to do any-
thing I want, as explained above. Polities often require definite political 
decisions that will affect all of their members. In these cases equal 
political rights implies majority rule, for only in that way are the 
political rights of all equalized. If the majority vote for a general 
policy and the minority against, the way for the equality of those in 
the majority to be demonstrated is for the policy to be adopted. 
Majorities are often coalitions of minorities, yet however formed a 
majority must ultimately make the laws for a democratic society. 
Unavoidably, among these laws will be many that restrict the freedoms 
of all, and particularly of individuals or groups not affiliated with 
the majority. 

Political rights would not be equal if one generation of electors 
could rule out the possibility of change by denying expression to 
present minorities that are prospective majorities. Therefore, political 
rights assume both equal rights to vote and equal rights to influence 
opinion formation. For this reason effective political rights, or political 
equality, must include an important arena of civil rights, or civil 
equality. The members of the present minority must have rights of 
assembly, expression, and fair trial or they cannot compete as equals 
against those individuals who happen at the moment to be in the 
majority. For if the policies of the majority constrict unequally the 
opinion-forming actions of the minority, then the political weight of 
the majority's members has been unduly expanded. 
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Beyond this point, the arena of civil liberties that must be guaran-
teed in a perfectly democratic or egalitarian society is unclear, precisely 
because it goes beyond the limits of guaranteeing political equality, 
which in turn is simply an expression of the equal respect given to 
the interests of all as they see them. Libertarians would have us 
believe that the majority has very few rights to restrict the minority. 
Yet that would mean in many instances that the minority would be 
able to establish the nature of a society's life, and thereby nullify 
the equality symbolized by majority rule. If forty-nine percent of the 
people wished to have no speed limits, to live uninhibited public sex 
lives, and to burn leaves in their backyards, the result would soon 
be a society characterized by the minority's policies. (Many in the 
majority would adopt the practices they disapproved, for as the 
"tragedy of the commons" discussion suggests, when there is no rule 
restricting all, it is often not in the interest of many individuals to 
observe rules they support on a community-wide basis.) 

Although the details are far from clear, the correct basis for deciding 
the limits of civil liberties from the standpoint of political equality 
or freedom might be to guarantee to the majority control over an 
arena labeled "public" and to the minority control over an arena 
labeled "private." Civil liberties in the public arena would only be 
guaranteed by the demands of equality insofar as they are necessary 
for an adequately equal right to influence the formation of majorities. 
Further interference with civil liberties by the majority can be justified 
only to the extent that it involves the public arena of life. Defining 
"public" will always be a difficult and contentious legislative and 
judicial task, but it should not therefore be avoided.4 The very existence 
of the concept establishes that there is a "private" arena of life in 
which the majority does not have the right of intrusion. 

Ensuring a private realm can also be a mechanism for ensuring 
the political equality of members of the minority, a mechanism in 
some ways analogous to that of granting the majority control of the 
public arena as a means of ensuring their equality. The private arena 
makes it possible for those in permanent minorities to achieve within 
limited spheres those goals and values that are denied to them in public. 
The essence of a pluralistic society is that it allows subsocieties to 
exist in which minorities may be majorities. Those in the minority 
in any society (and everyone is in the minority in some respects) are 
always in danger of having their effective self-determination and thus 
freedom reduced to a level lower than the majority, unless there is 
a realm into which they and their fellows may retreat out of the 
danger of public confrontation with the society as a whole. A private 
arena also may make up for the fact that the limits of all communities 
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are more or less arbitrarily defined. Were the limits of communities 
defined differently, the laws we live by would not be the same. If 
the states had been nations, in 1925 Nevada would have been wet 
and Utah polygamous. The existence of private realms offers partial 
redress for the oppressions that result from the fortuitous nature of 
arbitrary political boundaries. 

The discussion must not leave in doubt the inalienability of rights 
to "life and the pursuit of happiness." Surely a free person and an 
equal person have these rights. These words symbolize the existence 
of an essential core of humanity that no majority has a right to 
take away. Civil liberties are inalienable insofar as they derive from 
private rights that lie outside of the majority's arena of legitimate 
control. All liberties are not inalienable in public: the policeman 
may carry a gun in situations where I may not. But within a broad 
realm the majority or its representatives cannot legitimately threaten 
our lives or interfere with how we define and pursue our interests. 

In its political dimension, then, freedom implies equality. Turning 
the question around, is equality equivalent to freedom or necessary 
for freedom? It would seem that a reasonable definition along the 
lines of the foregoing analysis would be possible, illuminating, and 
come surprisingly close to what has generally been accepted as 
equality in the American tradition. Arguing that it is historical non-
sense to see equality and liberty as opposed concepts in American 
history, Alexander Meiklejohn states that for the Republic's founders 
they were parts of the single idea of democracy.5 According to this 
definition equality is a social relationship in which the rights of one 
person to pursue his goals are not superior to those of another. 

This definition of equality does not assert an equality of opportunity. 
The intellectuals among the founders of the United States apparently 
believed that they were establishing a system offering equality of 
opportunity and that this equality would greatly reduce those in-
equalities of condition that characterized most societies.6 But most 
Americans have always realized that family backgrounds will make 
a difference, and that chance will play an important part in the out-
comes of individual lives. The favorite myth of Americans, popularized 
in Horatio Alger stories, was not that virtue always triumphed but 
that given the breaks good will and hard work would bring success. 
Neither equality of condition nor equality of opportunity could really 
characterize any society: the son of a president will never have the 
same chances as the daughter of a miner. Up to a point Americans 
want the boss to favor his son-in-law, for that is what they would 
do were they in his situation.7 But yet our tradition proclaims equality 
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as a goal because equality that equalizes rights rather than chances is 
obtainable within a free society. 

The equality of opportunity that the American system provides 
today is meaningful but limited. Although some analysts conclude 
that chance is the most important determinant of economic inequali-
ties,8 a recent study of economic mobility points to the considerable 
effect of the variety of factors that make up family background, 
including inherited wealth. In this study twenty-five of the fifty people 
in the sample that came from families in the top fifth economically 
were themselves in the top fifth by their forties; only two of the 
fifty from the lower fifth had attained this level.9 In another sample 
only five of fourteen from families in the lowest tenth remained there, 
but none had emerged from the lower half of the sample by their 
forties. There is upward mobility for the poor, but not surprisingly the 
chances of a person from a poor family for high income is not as 
good as the chance of a person of wealthier background. 

Clearly people everywhere have wanted respect and justice. Just 
as clearly they have not imagined that their individual positions at 
either the beginning or end of life would be the same. They have 
not wanted this for two reasons. First, they have thought some 
deserved or needed more than others. This man needs more rest, that 
more food, this more protection, that more training. Some have 
wanted their income in honor, others in cattle. They have also known 
intuitively that unhappiness is a function of the degree to which 
the expectations of prior experience are disappointed. A society of 
truly equal opportunity would be likely to produce more unhappiness 
than one with more limited goals, for objective equality would become 
the enemy of subjective equality. Secondly, most people have realized 
that without incentives society would decay, and they have known 
that incentives must include the possibility of unequal shares of 
wealth, power, or prestige. Society has bargained for leadership or 
excellence with the coin of unequal return. 

It is true that there has also been a minor populist tradition in 
America, the tradition of envy that insists that all should be equal 
in every way. This has served as necessary leaven in a world in which 
unjust differences in wealth and culture continue to produce wide-
spread dissatisfaction in society. But voter preferences and popular 
behavior have never suggested that absolute equality is a majority 
desire in normal times. For example, the desire to ignore differences 
between bright and dull, between athletically gifted and awkward, 
between hard-working and lazy have been supported in the schools 
by liberal educationists, but opposed by the overwhelming majority 
of parents.10 Taxes may be seen by some intellectuals as a way to 
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equalize living standards; most citizens see taxes as a way to support 
needed government services. 

The gap between the attitudes of most Americans to equality and 
that of the more extreme egalitarian critics of society is captured in 
the following quotation from a recent discussion of inequalities in 
education: 

. . . ( i n a b r o a d c r i t i q u e ) of t h e A m e r i c a n e d u c a t i o n a l s y s t e m B o w l e s 

a n d G i u t i s . . . l ist f o u r " u n d e m o c r a t i c " e l e m e n t s of t h e cap i t a l i s t 

s y s t e m t h a t s t r u c t u r e w o r k r o l e s : ( 1 ) b u r e a u c r a t i c o r g a n i z a t i o n , ( 2 ) 

h i e r a r c h i c a l l ines of a u t h o r i t y . . . ( 3 ) j ob f r a g m e n t a t i o n , a n d ( 4 ) un-

e q u a l r e w a r d s t r u c t u r e . I n o r d e r t o m a i n t a i n t h e s e e l e m e n t s u n c h a n g e d 

t h e cap i t a l i s t c l a s s c o n t r o l s o c c u p a t i o n a l s t a t u s by f i r s t r e q u i r i n g a 

p a t t e r n o f n o n c o g n i t i v e p e r s o n a l i t y t r a i t s (e .g . , l e a r n i n g t o a c c e p t 

d i sc ip l ine , t o b e m e t h o d i c a l , p r e d i c t a b l e , a n d p e r s e v e r i n g ) ; s e c o n d b y 

d i s c r i m i n a t i n g in t h e i r c h o i c e o f c e r t a i n a s c r i p t i v e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f 

w o r k e r s ( r a c e , sex , a n d a g e . . . ) ; a n d t h i r d by r e q u i r i n g c e r t a i n ac-

q u i r e d c r e d e n t i a l s s u c h a s e d u c a t i o n a l d e g r e e s o r s en io r i ty . 1 1 

The average American or European would reject these criticisms of 
the educational system, because they go against his training (as the 
quotation laments), but also, as he would say with some justification, 
because they defy common sense. Except for certain aspects of the 
discrimination specified by the critics, few American egalitarians would 
have ever characterized the elements of the system described above 
as "undemocratic." Even in theory these elements are accepted as 
necessary by communist states that place equality far above freedom. 
Experiments that have tried to organize society without most of these 
elements and traits are rapidly abandoned. In his later years Mao 
attempted to construct the society that Bowles and Giutis would 
approve; his attempts are now being rapidly abandoned to the cheers 
of the people they were meant to benefit.12 

Equality, then, when defined as social equality, characterizes a 
society in which no man is by right my superior. No one blocks 
the attainment of my goals by virtue of superior right. I am, in other 
words, a free man in the sense defined above for social freedom. 

In America equality and freedom can be seen as equivalent con-
cepts, two sides of the same coin. To be equal and free does not 
mean that I have the highest position in the government or the most 
wealth in the economy, or even that no one has more money or 
power than I. It simply means that in my role as citizen at the 
ballot box, in the courts, the market place, and the home I have 
as many rights as anyone, and that I live in a society that guarantees 
this equality to me through the guarantee of political and civil freedoms. 

http:benefit.12
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Given this equivalence, how far must the equality of condition, 
the "equality of result" of recent sociology, be guaranteed in order 
to support effective political equality and freedom? One could make 
the case that only people with identical incomes and identical edu-
cations and identical prestige would have effective equivalence in 
political rights or freedom. I cannot, for example, support the candi-
date of my choice as effectively as my neighbor can if he has twice 
my income. From this perspective social equality as we have defined 
it appears to offer an insufficient basis for freedom. 

The equality offered by democratic political forms when combined 
with the inequalities of condition must produce inequalities in political 
power. The claim can be substantiated that the upper class in the 
United States is a "governing class," at least in the sense that statis-
tically its members control a disproportionate share of the top positions 
in our most important institutions.13 This is at least as true in a 
socialist-seeming society such as Sweden.14 But this fact does not 
necessarily conflict with democracy, as in the following definition: 

T h e r e i s a d e m o c r a c y w h e r e r u l e r s a r e pol i t i ca l ly r e s p o n s i b l e t o t h e i r 

s u b j e c t s . A n d t h e r e i s po l i t i ca l r e spons ib i l i t y w h e r e t w o c o n d i t i o n s 

h o l d : w h e r e c i t i zens a r e f r e e t o c r i t i c ize t h e i r r u l e r s a n d t o c o m e 

t o g e t h e r t o m a k e d e m a n d s o n t h e m a n d t o win s u p p o r t f o r t h e po l i c i e s 

t h e y f a v o u r a n d t h e be l i e f s t h e y h o l d ; a n d w h e r e t h e s u p r e m e m a k e r s 

o f l a w a n d p o l i c y a r e e l ec t ed t o t h e i r o f f ices a t f r e e a n d p e r i o d i c 

e l e c t i o n s . 1 5 

It may also be objected that political equality in the traditional 
democracies is essentially negated by the veto power of corporations.16 

The argument is that, essentially capitalistic, these democracies must 
always bend to the will of the capitalists who make possible their 
efficient functioning. Certainly it is true that government has less of 
a coercive power over economic interests in capitalistic democracy 
than in socialist nondemocracy. Yet the difference seems to be more 
in the lack of democracy in the latter than in its socialism. For 
whether economic activity is organized by capital or labor, by co-
operative enterprise or large corporations, economic interests in any 
society in which they are allowed to organize and publicize will have 
more than an equal say in those matters that affect them directly. 

The argument that corporate or business power cannot be success-
fully opposed in a capitalist democracy is again and again disproved 
by events. The political losses of business to labor reform, environ-
mental controls, anti-discrimination statutes, and innumerable other 
governmental taxes and restrictions are legion. Apparently, whether 
one notices these recurrent defeats for business interests, large and 
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small, depends on whether one is a businessman or not. The much 
touted business control over the media can also be shown to be 
ephemeral when one goes beyond the limits of advertising for specific 
products. A recent study of TV evening series suggests that they 
are written and directed by people overwhelmingly anti-business, and 
that this attitude is almost uniformly exhibited by the shows produced.17 

But is the definition of democracy quoted above sufficient when 
class differences become extreme? For example, let us consider coun-
tries with majority populations of poorly paid unorganized factory 
workers or farm laborers living alongside extremely wealthy and 
influential persons. All may have an equal vote, but the frequency 
of voting, of political activity, or standing for office may be distinctly 
unequal. Rural areas with startling inequalities of income often deliver 
the same overwhelming majorities year after year for candidates 
selected by tiny elites. Clearly it would seem that social equality as 
we have defined it is an insufficient basis for freedom. 

The reality, however, is somewhat different. The denial of political 
equality does not stem primarily from the sheer disparity of condition. 
In every instance where an elite prevents popular electoral victories, 
this is attained by the use of violence and coercion on a scale that is 
incompatible with the foregoing definition of democracy. For example, 
recent elections in El Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua have cer-
tainly been of this kind, just as they were in the past. But when 
rights are not overtly denied by law or oppression the people exert 
their prerogatives (except perhaps a very poor minority). This fact 
may be demonstrated by considering those extremely poor countries 
where the poor play a significant role by regularly switching from 
supporting one group to another. India is the best example, but cases 
can be drawn from the recent histories of Sri Lanka, Bolivia, Costa 
Rica, Barbados, and Venezuela. In the American South it was not 
poverty that disenfranchised the blacks for generations, but specific 
laws and practices that denied equality and freedom to a large section 
of the population. With the elimination of these restraints the Southern 
black vote is now taken very seriously at all levels of government, 
even though blacks remain a minority in every state. In Northern 
Ireland the poorer Irish fail to achieve unification because they are 
a minority. In Ulster communities where they are a majority, reform 
of the voting system has given them local political control.18 

It is strange how often this point is missed in discussions of 
equality. In his survey of the struggle for equality in the United 
States, J. R. Pole is quite aware of the movements, the successes and 
failures, that have characterized the process. Although Pole mini-
mizes the importance of equality in civil and political freedoms, 
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particularly in suffrage, it appears from the record he considers that 
essentially it was lack of equality in these rights, lack of an effective 
vote and of equality before the law, that has inhibited and in some 
areas still inhibits the fulfillment of the American dream.19 Similarly, 
historians have often minimized the importance of post-reconstruction 
laws in the disenfranchisement of Southern blacks. The most extreme 
example of this tendency was Staughton Lynd's claim that without 
economic independence the Negroes vote in the last half of the nine-
teenth century could not have been meaningful. However, detailed 
recent study has shown that Southern blacks took the vote seriously 
in the 1870's and 1880's, exhibited a high level of participation, 
and affected policy. In most states they eventually withdrew not so 
much because of social pressure or violence as because the application 
of new laws took the right to vote away from most blacks.20 

There remain, of course, differences in the political weight of 
individuals and classes, differences that democratic societies every-
where are driven to reduce by both the demands of democratic 
ideology and the pressure of competitive politics to expand the 
electorate. However, the paradox of egalitarian policy is that as soon 
as it gets beyond the relatively narrow arena of guaranteeing social 
freedom and equality, it begins to deny some freedoms while en-
hancing others, with the result that the advance toward the free 
society becomes a retreat. Ostensible advances are retreats whenever 
they must involve compulsion that goes beyond the provision of equal 
respect and freedom in law. Symbolic of such denials is the compulsory 
voting enacted by several democratic societies. Compulsory voting 
injures both those who would choose not to vote and those who would 
choose to vote. It harms the first by intruding on the private rights 
of individuals to choose how to spend their time. It also offends against 
the human right not to express oneself, which includes the right to 
expression through abstention. It offends against the rights of the volun-
tary voter by bringing to the polls persons who by being less interested 
in voting are more likely to express random preferences. Obviously this 
reduces the probability that the side with the majority of nonrandom 
preference votes will achieve an electoral majority. 

Any attempt to transfer money from the better off to the less well off 
necessarily means that the rights of the better off must be infringed 
by the agents of the majority (assuming a democracy) more than 
those of the less well off. The obvious example is that of the progres-
sive income tax—a point bitterly argued by its opponents when it 
was introduced. Less obviously, but just as surely, those benefited 
by such redistribution ultimately must also have their rights infringed 
in ways rights need not be infringed for the wealthy. Such supervision 
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is necessary, for beyond narrow limits the majority cannot allow 
money to be redistributed carelessly to the poor—if it did, so many 
would become recipients of transfer payments that the system would 
collapse.21 For this reason all truly socialist societies have stern laws 
against vagrancy and idleness.22 Unemployment is banished in such 
societies by the simple expedient of forcing all to work—mobility and 
economic choice become the right of the government and not the 
individual. (Where this is not the case—in Yugoslavia—there is con-
siderable unemployment and a large proportion of the workforce works 
outside the country.) 

One-party states founded to achieve "egalitarianism" fail precisely 
in their inability to provide basic equality. Too often this failure 
is built into misunderstandings that lie at the heart of one-party 
systems. For example, in a recent favorable study of one-party systems 
in Africa arranged by the International Commission of Jurists we 
find three revealing statements: 

In t h e las t r e s o r t , t he e x t e n t o f t h e f r e e d o m w i t h i n a o n e - p a r t y 

s t a t e will d e p e n d u p o n the c o m m i t m e n t o f t h e p a r t y t o h u m a n r i g h t s 

a n d the r u l e o f l a w . I f t h e s ingle p a r t y a n d i ts l e a d e r s a t all levels 

a r e i m b u e d w i t h a sp i r i t o f t o l e r a n c e a n d c o n c e r n f o r t h e p r o t e c t i o n 

o f f u n d a m e n t a l r igh t s , th is a t t i t u d e will p e r m e a t e t h e w h o l e soc i e ty 

a n d v i o l a t i o n s of h u m a n r i g h t s . . . wi l l be a v o i d e d . 

A o n e - p a r t y s t a t e c a n be a t r u l y d e m o c r a t i c f o r m of g o v e r n m e n t 

w h e r e t h e p a r t y i s f r e e l y o p e n t o all c i t i zens w h o s u p p o r t its ob jec t ives . 

T h e t r u t h i s t h a t a g o v e r n m e n t wil l n o t a b d i c a t e its r e spons ib i l i t y 

t o f o r m u l a t e a n d i m p l e m e n t po l i c i e s i t t h i n k s best f o r t h e c o u n t r y . 

I n T a n z a n i a ' s c o m m i t m e n t t o soc ia l jus t i ce t h e s t ress o n e g a l i t a r i a n i s m 

i s o f g r e a t e r i m p o r t a n c e t h a n p u b l i c p a r t i c i p a t i o n a n d f a i r a d m i n i s t r a -

t i on , a n d r e c o n c i l i a t i o n o f t h e m i s n o t r ea l ly poss ib le . 2 3 

The first error is one any common man, anyone in politics, anyone 
recoiling from the transgressions of President Nixon or Mrs. Gandhi 
would immediately spot: Political equality cannot rely on the good 

. intentions of those in power. It must be repeatedly reinforced by 
those who can legitimately organize the people to threaten or replace 
their leaders. Secondly, there is no democracy if the minorities that 
oppose "the party's objectives" cannot organize to form new ruling 
majorities in terms of alternative objectives. Finally, there is no basic 
egalitarianism or social justice when the government apart from 
"public participation and fair administration" decides what equality 
and justice are. It is no wonder that most African one-party systems 
have in fact become tools for the reachievement of economic as well 
as political inequality.24 

Equality and freedom, then, can rationally be viewed as different 
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aspects of the same dimension of civil society. Both concepts are 
limited and relative in their essential nature. The desire to absolutize 
either harms the attainment of either, while it weakens the society 
that alone makes either possible. So understood, the perfection of 
equality in freedom has been the central goal and direction of 
American history. It is a painful fact that a society working toward 
a balance in both freedom and equality may offer less economic 
equality and available services to the very poor and unfortunate 
than an enlightened despot or nondemocratic party government. 
Majority rule, that is, egalitarian government, implies that the inter-
ests of minorities, even poor minorities, may at times be ignored. 
The gain of the very poor under despotism must be at the expense 
of a loss of political and economic equality by the majority. But 
do the gains of the very poor under despotism compensate them 
for long for the loss of self-respect and independence that these gains 
entail? Evidently not, for nowhere do we know of the poor flooding 
across boundaries to take advantage of paternal despotisms. 

N O T E S 

1. We addressed this cri t icism in Freedom in the World 1978, pp. 163-79 . 
T h e issues raised are impor t an t enough to examine again this year . 

2. Fel ix Oppenhe im , Dimensions of Freedom ( N e w Y o r k : St. Mar t ins , 1961 ) . 

3. J o h n Hospers , Libertarianism: A Political Philosophy for Tomorrow ( L o s 
Angeles: N a s h , 1971) , p . 58. 

4 . See R. D. Gast i l , " T h e M o r a l Right of the Majo r i ty to Restr ic t Obsceni ty 
and P o r n o g r a p h y T h r o u g h L a w , " Ethics 86, no. 3 (Apr i l 1 9 7 6 ) : 2 3 1 - 4 0 , and 
R. D. Gasti l , "Societal Limi ts on Ma jo r i t y Rights ," Journal of Social Philosophy 
VII , no . 1 (1976) : 8 - 1 2 . 

5. Alexander Meik le john , What Does America Mean? ( N e w Y o r k : W. W. 
Nor ton , 1935 [ 1 9 6 3 ] ) , p. 117. See also C a r l Becker , Freedom and Responsibility 
in the American Way of Life ( N e w Y o r k : K n o p f , 1945) . 

6. See G o r d o n W o o d , The Creation of the American Republic 1776-1787 
(Chape l Hi l l : Univers i ty of N o r t h Caro l ina Press , 1969) , pp . 7 0 - 7 5 . 

7. See J. R. Pole , The Pursuit of Equality in American History (Berke ley : 
Universi ty of Ca l i fo rn i a Press , 1978 ) . 

8 . Chr i s topher Jencks , Inequality ( N e w Y o r k : Basic Books , 1972) . 

9. J o h n A. Bri t ta in, The Inheritance of Economic Status (Wash ing ton , D . C . : 
Brookings Inst i tute , 1977), especially pp. 15-23 . E c o n o m i c mobi l i ty m a y be 
underes t imated , f o r the economica l ly mos t mobi le are o f t en spatially mobi l e 
and so pe rhaps not avai lable f o r a c o m m u n i t y survey of this type. 

10. Wil l iam Manches te r , " T h e L a w of Invers ion: T h e Leveling of A m e r i c a , " 
New York Times, Op Ed page , Ju ly 15, 1978. Acceptance of p r o m o t i o n f o r 
meri t f o r average A m e r i c a n s i s suppor ted by Rober t P . Q u i n n a n d L i n d a 
Shepard , " 1 9 7 2 - 7 3 Qual i ty of E m p l o y m e n t Survey," Na t iona l Opin ion Research 
Counci l , A n n A r b o r , Michigan, 1974. 



7 4 FREEDOM, EQUALITY, AND CULTURE 

11. P a u l M a n t e g n a , Occupations and Society ( N e w Y o r k : J o h n Wiley, 1977) , 
p . 429. 

12. See Keesing's Contemporary Archives, 1978, pp . 29181-93 . 

13. See G. Wil l iam D o m h o f f , Who Rules America? (Eng lewood Cliffs, N e w 
Jersey : Prent ice-Hal l , 1967) . 

14. Eli Ginzberg , "Sweden: S o m e U n a n s w e r e d Quest ions ," in D. Bell and 
I. Kristol , eds., Capitalism Today ( N e w Y o r k : Basic Books, 1971) , pp. 158-66 . 

15. J o h n P l amena tz , Democracy and Illusion ( L o n d o n : L o n g m a n ' s Green , 
1973) , pp. 184-85 . See D o m h o f f , Who Rules America?, page 2, f o r the com-
patibil i ty of this definit ion with his governing class mode l of Amer ica . 

16. See especially Char les L indb lom, Politics and Markets: The World's 
Political-Economic Systems ( N e w Y o r k : Basic Books , 1977) . 

17. Ben Stein, The View from Sunset Boulevard ( N e w Y o r k : Basic Books, 
1979). 

18. F o r example , in L o n d o n d e r r y ( R o y Reed, "Cathol ics are Tak ing Over in 
L o n d o n d e r r y , " New York Times, July 22, 1978 ) . 

19. Pole , The Pursuit of Equality in American History. 

20. J. M o r g a n Kousser , The Shaping of Southern Politics: Suffrage Restriction 
and the Establishment of the One-Party South, 1880-1910 ( N e w H a v e n : Yale 
Univers i ty Press, 1 9 7 4 ) , especially pp . 13-15 . 

21. T h e ineluctable tendency of the state to closely regulate those i t aids is 
f a c e d by a recent s tudy (Wil lard Gayl in , et al., Doing Good: The Limits of 
Benevolence [New Y o r k , Pan theon , 1978 ] ) . Represent ing nondependen ts the 
s ta te canno t f o r long be the f r i e n d of the dependent ; the m o r e the dependent 
press f o r r ights equal to those of nondependents , the greater the tendency fo r 
the s ta te to cur ta i l the special advantages of dependency. 

22. F o r the Incas , see Garc i l aso de la Vega , Royal Commentaries ( L o n d o n : 
H a k l u y t Society, 1 8 6 9 - 7 1 ) . F o r C u b a today, see Latin American Digest, M a r c h 
1972. 

23. In te rna t iona l Commiss ion of Jurists , Human Rights in a One-Party State 
( L o n d o n : Search Press, 1978) , pp . 110, 109, and 90. 

24. See, f o r example , "The Single-Party S y n d r o m e , " Atlas World Press Review, 
Octobe r 1978, pp . 4 0 - 4 1 . 



National Cultures 
and Universal Democracy 

A common criticism of the Survey and its objective of promoting 
civil and political freedoms in the world is the argument that 

the Survey arrogantly denies the right of non-Western peoples to 
their own definition of goals and values. Before recent events the 
Iranian government was particularly concerned with the development 
of this thesis as a counter to the attacks on its human rights record.1 

In forcing his people to accept a one-party system in 1977, President 
Stevens of Sierra Leone emphasized the importance of "practising 
the kind of parliamentary democracy that suits us best," and in 
"rejecting the worn-out multi-party parliamentary democracy inherited 
from our colonial master. . . ."2 

The ironic twist to the self-sufficiency suggested by the latter 
statement is that President Stevens went on to say that "the sovereign 
people of Sierra Leone have today joined the ranks of the world 
majority of single-party states." Evidently the events of the outer 
world still determine internal reality, even when nations try to be 
most themselves. It can be no other way, for the problem of self-
determination is worldwide and exists on all levels from the individual 
to the planetary. The growing individual strives mightily to be him-
self, by rejection of the opinions of his parents, but all too often 
falls into unquestioning acceptance of the views of his contemporaries. 
As Aristotle pointed out, there are only a limited number of ways 
to organize governments, and we can surmise that in our age regnant 
ideas of what is acceptable in the modern world still further limit 
political alternatives. These observations do not make the problem 
of choice easier for evolving new polities, for there is still the un-
relieved need of many emerging peoples to develop their own identity so 
that they might avoid being swamped by indiscriminate modernization. 

One way out of this dilemma is to develop a more acute conscious-
ness of the distinction between particularist cultures and universalist 
civilization.3 Civilization in this approach may be defined as the 
highest level of knowledge and understanding available at any one 

7 5 
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time to the people of the world or a part of the world. A civilized 
person is one living in terms of this level of knowledge. Civilization 
in this view is always potentially universal. It is true that historians 
have spoken of "Chinese Civilization" or "Indian Civilization," but 
to the people of China or India, or of surrounding countries, these 
were regarded as universal civilizations in terms of which all else 
was to be measured. Gunpowder, printing, and porcelain moved 
westward as soon as Europe could obtain them. In terms of civiliza-
tion, if something was better, it was adopted. Buddhism traveled over 
the Himalayas as a universal creed; eventually it became thoroughly 
accepted in China as a part of Chinese civilization. There is always 
borrowing among peoples. The direction of borrowing indicates where 
civilization is most advanced at any one moment in history. When 
Western Civilization achieved preeminence, the rest of the world soon 
learned to borrow from the West, wherever it was useful. 

Distinct from civilization as the totality of human creation is the 
concept of "a culture," a term designating a particular way of life 
of a particular group. Perhaps anthropology's greatest gift to under-
standing was the concept that culture (that is, history) rather than 
race was the primary determinant of differences among peoples. The 
distinction of civilization and culture is exemplified in the relation 
of China, Korea, and Japan. Until very recently the civilization of 
these countries was essentially the same (called variously Far Eastern, 
East Asian, Sinic, or even "Chinese"). The religions, technologies, 
scripts, and many other items of the lives of people in this region 
have been very much the same for over 1,000 years. Yet the Chinese, 
Koreans, and Japanese continued to be distinct peoples; each group 
continued to impart to succeeding generations distinct cultural tradi-
tions. Language, literature, the ritual of daily life, ideals and goals 
in Japan have persisted in spite of being embedded in Far Eastern 
Civilization, and now they seem quite likely to outlive prolonged 
contact with Western Civilization. It can also be suggested that 
Japan's much more rapid progress after Western contact derived 
from the ability of the Japanese to more clearly distinguish than 
the Chinese between culture and civilization, between what was 
superior in the West and what was simply different. 

The relative inability of the Chinese to make this distinction was 
not unusual. In the first period of any contact between peoples there 
is a tendency to confuse civilization with culture, either to reject 
new ways that are in fact superior or to try to imitate in all ways 
the life of the people from which some useful ideas of universal value 
are currently flowing. For example, in the nineteenth century en-
lightened individuals such as Malkom Khan in Iran or Seyyid Ahmed 
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Khan in India were so impressed with Western superiority that they 
advocated a general and even uncritical imitation of foreign ways. 
They were nationalists and yet they saw wholesale change as the 
only way to counter the overwhelming impact of the West. Later the 
pendulum would swing back until in India intellectuals would advocate 
rejecting Western technology even where it was demonstrably superior. 
Even today enlightened Indians may reject Western medicine in favor 
of Indian medicine (based in turn on Ancient Greek precepts). It is 
hard to find the right balance. 

Human beings will eventually select what is best when best is the 
issue. Civilization is a selection of the best, and working out this 
selection must be a long and slow process, particularly for the average 
person. While European and American doctors may be narrow-
minded and arrogant, medicine is neither Western nor Eastern, ulti-
mately it must be as culture-free as the nuclear bomb. Marriage 
ceremonies, styles of clothing, and poetry, on the other hand, have 
many bests. There is no reason there should ever be one world culture. 
There are certain efficiencies in uniformity, and in some areas (for 
example, the language of pilots and air traffic controllers) cultural 
differences will be abandoned for efficiency. But for most cultural 
items the value of having something distinctively one's own, of one's 
own group, will continue to outweigh the alternative of acculturation 
to a universal form. 

Culture, however, cannot for long conflict with the civilizational 
standard adopted by a people. Since civilization is progressive this 
means that in the process of adapting to changing civilizational levels 
cultures will inevitably come to abandon certain traits and beliefs 
that have previously characterized them. The bow and arrow will 
be replaced by the technically superior gun; human sacrifice will be 
replaced by the morally superior communion or public prayer. Most 
primitive peoples saw no wrong in inflicting unlimited harm on peoples 
outside of their own rather small moral universes; in their world 
genocide was common, even desirable.4 The noble Athenians showed 
equal lack of compunction when they destroyed Melos. Medieval 
Christians and Muslims displayed similar attitudes toward destroying 
opponents, although their justifications indicated a significant ex-
tension of their moral universes. Modern civilization does not accept 
the killing or deliberate harming of human beings except as the 
violence is a necessary side-effect of attaining specific objectives in 
defensive war and police action.5 It is only from this standpoint of 
modern civilization that we have hoped for universal condemnation 
of mass murder in Nazi Germany, Stalinist Russia, or more recently 
in Cambodia and Uganda. Similarly, cultures have almost universally 
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relegated women to a secondary status, and have frequently inflicted 
painful or humiliating prohibitions and practices upon women. Modern 
civilization rejects these inequalities. Its advocates and adherents 
realize that all peoples will not immediately be able to accept this 
change; the inferiority of women is much more firmly embedded in 
some cultures. There is also a great deal of difference of opinion 
over just how far equality should be pushed beyond juridical equality 
and the elimination of offensive practices. But this understanding and 
controversy does not mean that we should renounce the universal 
standard of sexual equality. Slavery was accepted by most peoples 
in the historical past, for it did not conflict with the civilization of 
their time. Since the nineteenth century slavery has not been acceptable 
anywhere, no matter how deeply it might be embedded in a local 
cultural tradition. 

Peter Berger has recently suggested that the discussion of universal 
human rights requires that we distinguish between an "exclusively 
Western view of the world" and a "wider consensus" derivable from 
an examination of the principles and values of all the world civiliza-
tions.6 "Western Civilization" to Berger evidently means a summing 
or least common denominator of the cultures of Western Europe 
and North America. However, for many people Western Civilization 
is simply modern civilization, the civilization of the day to which all 
societies more or less must subscribe (as most of Gandhi's successors 
reluctantly came to see in India and as Mao's successors see in China). 

In our terms Berger is advising us to search for human rights as 
cultural universals, or at least as universals among the most important 
cultures. But this is not the right way to look. 

In that they speak to human desires for justice and autonomy 
for individuals and political subgroupings, human rights do represent 
at least highly generalized cultural universals. If we accept the dis-
cussion of "Freedom and Equality" above (pp. 63-74) , then there 
is a clear basis for human rights in the historically resurgent demand 
of very ordinary people for equal rights. In ancient Iran leaders 
incited the people to rise in the name of the equality of the common 
man, while the Middle Ages were replete with attempts to destroy 
the special rights of the privileged.7 Political democracy has ancient 
roots. We know of democratic institutions in ancient Greece, and 
are not surprised to learn this year that the king of ancient Ebla, elected 
for a seven-year term in 2500 B.C., ruled with a council of elders.8 

These societies did not have fully democratic institutions. Yet demo-
cratic elections and consultative processes were universal enough to 
give some justification to the recent claim of Senator Raul Manglapus 
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of the Philippines that democratic rights pre-existed colonial intrusion 
in many parts of the world.9 

Nevertheless, ancient cultures were not characterized by a high 
regard for human rights. As civilization developed these rights have 
gradually evolved. The universal validity in modern civilization of an 
infant's right to sustenance and protection by his parents is not called 
into question by the fact that infanticide was common in many 
cultures. Similarly, regardless of the depth of the history of male 
supremacy, in our civilization women now have the right to vote. 
It is simply to misread history and misunderstand what is meant by 
"universal" to try to derive human rights or freedom from the least 
common denominator of great cultures (Berger's civilizations). For 
in the developed form that we wish to apply them many of the rights 
of Modern Civilization are almost as new to the West as the East. 
Such rights are not, thereby, any less important or universal in their 
claims on our attention. 

We must distinguish the universally valid political freedoms of 
today from those that are properly confined to particular peoples or 
nations. Certainly the traditions from which Western democracy 
sprang—Judeo-Christian on the one hand and the eighteenth-century 
enlightenment to name the major progenitors—were as much universalist 
traditions as Marxism or Buddhism. In this they can easily be dis-
tinguished from Shintoism or Zionism, doctrines expressing distinctly 
limited, or cultural, meanings and values. As universalist doctrines 
civil and political freedom are derived from the concept of the equality 
of all individuals. At least by the eighteenth century exploration of 
this natural law concept led to the conclusion that only equal access 
to public discussion and equal participation in a voting process could 
express this equality adequately in the governance of a community. 
Evidently this new understanding of natural law has appealed to 
peoples everywhere, so much so that nearly all major societies in 
the world today make a verbal claim that their citizens have an 
equal right to participate in an election process and to express their 
opinions on policy questions. The fact that in communist and many 
authoritarian countries the expression of these rights is so hedged 
about by restrictions as to be meaningless does not contradict the 
apparently universal appeal of the basic democratic rights. 

To say this does not deny that much of what Americans understand 
as necessary to our political system is cultural rather than civilizational. 
In particular, our system stems from the development of common 
law, a law necessarily grounded in the history of a particular tradition. 
European polities founded on Roman law, a legislated law with a 
more universalist presumption, can satisfy the ultimate criteria of 



8 0 F R E E D O M , EQUALITY, AND C U L T U R E 

democracy as well. This implies that there may be other national 
substrata upon which democracy can build. Swiss democracy, an 
amalgam of peasant, almost tribal, attitudes and practices with ad-
vanced civilizational concepts including a thorough acceptance of 
the basic universals of democracy offers a good example for many 
less developed countries. South Pacific democracies such as Fiji or 
Western Samoa, and Botswana in Africa, or Surinam in South 
America provide still further examples of how the democratic uni-
versalism of respect for fundamental equality can be combined with 
authentic cultural traditions. 

This point of view has been formalized in recent discussions of 
"consociational democracy" by political scientists.10 This model of 
democracy, represented by the recent history of the Netherlands, 
Belgium, Switzerland, and Austria, is based on a grand coalition 
among the leaders of the major competing groups in deeply frag-
mented polities. The consociational solution accepts the political, 
regional, religious, or other divisions of societies and builds a polity 
on these realities. Although the full guarantees of parliamentary 
democracy are present in these societies, their political, systems 
require consensus rather than simple majority rule. Minorities have, 
in effect, veto power over the issues that affect them most. This 
democratic alternative fits the traditional nonautocratic decision making 
mode better than simple majority decision in many underdeveloped 
countries. Consociational democracy avoids the cultural repressions 
that attempt to forcibly homogenize societies into new nations as well 
as the political repressions of one-party systems. A review of the 
record by a number of economists and political scientists suggests 
that authoritarian or one-party solutions have been found wanting 
in terms of economic growth, nation-building, or the prevention of 
violence.11 

Western Civilization is often justly accused of promoting individual 
freedoms at the expense of traditional group rights. The contrasting 
concepts of rights are suggested in a recent State Department report 
where we find: "In Rwandan society there has always been greater 
emphasis on the security and harmony of one's position within family 
and clan structures than on individual freedom."12 Increased mobility, 
impersonal legal codes, and national demands break down the authority 
of family, clan, village, and tribe. But where are traditional group 
rights most at risk? A few political systems, notably that of Western 
Samoa, continue to make a serious attempt to make families or clans 
rather than individuals the units of political action. In Africa democ-
racies such as Botswana or Gambia recognize these social units on 
some political levels. They must, for leaders of democracies under-

http:violence.11
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stand political and civil freedoms as requirements placed upon political 
systems to respond to the needs and desires of all units below the level 
of national government. Unlike traditional society, the modern democ-
racy also offers the individual a chance to change group affiliations, 
or to emerge from the group if he desires. Denials of either individual 
or small group rights are most likely to occur in societies the Survey 
regards as "not free." For these societies regularly deny both indi-
viduals and groups the right to existence as autonomous social units 
with a determinative role in political life. These are the societies in 
which family, clan, and tribe are most rapidly weakened. Whatever 
continent we choose to compare democracies and nondemocracies, 
we will find the democracies to be the states in which autonomous 
group life has been preserved most effectively against the pressures 
of modern civilization. 

Democratic political systems are more likely than alternatives to 
provide for the preservation and development of cultural particularism 
in the full range of a society's life. On the one hand, traditional 
authoritarian states are now rare; all are vulnerable to their lack of 
acceptance by a young generation anxious to participate in modern 
civilization. Modernist nondemocracies. on the other hand, receive 
their legitimacy from the claim of their ruling elites that only they 
can propel their nation's progress. Such elites scorn the cultural values 
of their masses as antiprogressive and divisive. Like Ataturk in Turkey 
or Reza Shah in Iran between the wars, they may see progress only 
through breaking the hold of religious traditions. With even more 
hubris they may try like Adolf Hitler to exalt artificial or defunct 
traditions and symbols that fit the ruler's political objectives because 
they lack association with groups outside the ruler's control. Demo-
cratic polities can do neither of these things. They will change, they 
will reject old traditions and build new ones, but only at the pace that 
the people approve. Only they are truly people's democracies.13 
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PART III 

Supporting Liberalization 
in the Soviet Union 



Introductory Note 

On December 9-10, 1978, a conference was held at Freedom House 
on "Supporting Liberalization in the Soviet Union." Participants were: 
Robert J. Alexander, Bohan R. Bociurkiw, Richard W. Cottam, John 
B. Dunlop, Herbert J. Ellison, Lewis S. Feuer, Raymond D. Gastil, 
Teresa Rakowska-Harmstone, William R. Kintner, Seymour Martin 
Lipset, C. Grant Pendill, Jr., Leslie Rubin, Howland H. Sargeant, 
Leonard R. Sussman, and William C. Thoma, 

The purpose of the conference and the general issues as seen by a 
nonspecialist were sketched in the first paper included below, "Sup-
porting Liberalization in the Soviet Union." This is followed by the 
four papers delivered by specialists at the conference. Discussion follows 
each paper, with the bulk of the general discussion following the 
presentation by Professor Feuer. A summary of some of the more 
important results of the conference concludes this section. 



Supporting Liberalization 
in the Soviet Union 

After the defeat of the fascist powers in World War II, the leaders of 
the Western democracies were soon forced to the conclusion that 

the primary obstacle in the way of attaining peace and freedom was 
the intransigence of the USSR.1 Since 1945 the importance of this 
conception of international affairs has risen and fallen in response to 
successive waves of hope and fear. In the interim, the colonial empires 
of the Western powers have dissolved, the fascist states of the 1940's 
have become relatively stable democracies, and China has emerged 
as a new factor in the world. Yet thirty-four years after the end of the 
war, the Soviet Union remains the primary obstacle to international 
peace and freedom. The persistence of this "Russian problem" offers 
ample justification for taking another serious look at how we can 
remove this obstacle through both our private and public actions. 

To make a start at this reexamination we need to look at alterna-
tive Soviet futures and consider why the more liberal of these should 
be favored by Euro-Americans. If we are to raise the probability of a 
desirable outcome, we need to examine what causes liberalizing change 
in the Soviet Union. This will lead us to identify the groups that we. 
might wish to influence, and the tools of change that we might employ 
to influence these groups. Selecting an informational and ideological 
strategy for further emphasis, the following essay will then consider 
the best approaches to each of the identified groups to attain liberal-
ization. 

ALTERNATIVE SOVIET FUTURES 

Before examining ways in which the directions of Soviet political 
development might be changed we need to consider the directions in 
which the Soviet polity might develop. Five alternatives cover the likely 
spectrum for the rest of the century. Without effective outside inter-
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vention the most likely alternative would be an oscillating communist 
tyranny, or a continuation of the Soviet Union we have seen since 
Stalin. In this model periods of moderate liberalization in which dissent 
is allowed to surface in restricted circles, and political imprisonment 
becomes less common are followed by periods of regression to harsher 
measures. Pressures to liberalize the Soviet Union derive from the 
desire of educated Russians over the last two centuries to live according 
to the standards of Europeans, from the natural desire of Russians 
for more freedom in thought and action (even Brezhnev is not free), 
and from that aspect of communist social doctrine that demands a 
certain humane respect for rights. Liberalization is also promoted by 
the fact that the liberal-leftists the Soviets hope to enlist in their sup-
port in the noncommunist world generally condemn repression (al-
though they try to overlook leftist repression wherever possible). 
However, liberalization begun for these reasons is halting and eventu-
ally fails. A recurring nightmare for communist leaders is that their 
power rapidly erodes when liberalization is allowed to take firm root.2 

Periodically this well-founded fear causes them to reemphasize the 
Leninist or tyrannical side of communism. Because they can legitimize 
their repression only through maintaining their communist credentials 
their interests tie them to the ideology even if they intellectually reject 
it. And so the Soviet winter oscillates between periods of hard freeze 
and thaw. 

The most probable alternative to this communist oscillation would 
maintain the repressive apparatus in an authoritarian Russian Empire 
purged of reliance on communism or the communist party. Many 
students of the Soviet Union view the USSR as more a product of the 
imperialist tsarist tradition than of communist ideology. If so, then 
a return to a precommunist tyranny, probably under military control, 
would be conceivable. Its intellectual basis might be a combination 
of Russian or Slavic nationalism with technocracy. This is most likely 
to occur during periods when one clique must hand the power to 
another and after international communism for one reason or another 
seems to have outlived its usefulness. Anticommunist authoritarianism 
might emerge from either end of the oscillation of Soviet communism— 
from the instabilities of liberalization or the pent-up hatreds of 
oppression. 

These alternatives may be matched on the optimistic side by two 
others. First the USSR might emerge from its oscillations to create a 
liberal communist union. Recent Soviet intellectual discussion looks 
forward to the day when it will be possible to create a less harsh and 
rigid communism. Certainly the messages of the Euro-communists 
will continue to affect the Soviet discussion; they surely have affected 
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the discussion in Eastern Europe.3 In spite of ritual genuflections to 
communist myths, opinion leaders in the USSR must recognize the fact 
that the "class enemy" has long been defeated in the USSR itself, 
and the military strength of the Soviet Union makes the threat of 
imperialist aggression less plausible with each passing year. Rationally, 
it should be possible to liberalize the USSR without abandoning 
cherished communist precepts. 

Most Soviet dissidents would probably prefer, however, to go much 
further, and create a social democratic USSR with the political rights 
and civil liberties found along the spectrum from Sweden and West 
Germany to Switzerland and the U.S. Many dissidents want the plural-
ism and full guarantees of individual rights that are found primarily 
in the noncommunist West.4 These essentially noncommunist dissidents 
are less concerned with economics; perhaps they are not too sure how 
capitalism could be created or recreated in the USSR. They would 
probably support a gradual diffusion of power to separate economic 
units—the Yugoslav system as it functions in theory. In agriculture 
dissidents might welcome a steady expansion of private plots and the 
phased breakup of collectives and state farms, as and if the peasants 
desired this devolution. 

Perhaps the knottiest problem for any liberalizing process in the 
Soviet future would be the conflict between Russian-Soviet national-
ism and the many smaller nationalisms within the USSR. A liberalizing 
Soviet Union might end up a disintegrating Soviet Union, much as Iran 
has been threatened by disintegration after the Shah's removal. In theory, 
the dissolution of the Russian Empire could be a phased and success-
ful process, with an emerging Russian national state preserving its 
great power status; in fact it might be an ugly and jerky process in 
which Russians would come to feel threatened on all sides. 

W H Y S U P P O R T L I B E R A L I Z A T I O N ? 

Many may find it obvious that Euro-Americans should support the 
realization of the more liberal alternatives in the Soviet Union. Yet 
intervention in the internal affairs of other states has such a bad repu-
tation today that the particular reasons for trying to influence events 
in the USSR in a liberal direction should be spelled out. In this process 
some readers will find that the argument for meaningful Euro-
American support of enhanced freedom in the USSR is stronger than 
they might have thought. 

My faith is that a more liberal Soviet Union would be better for the 
people of the Soviet Union. As I have argued exhaustively elsewhere,5 

freedom is a universal value; to the extent that people are denied social 
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freedoms they are denied the right to live as full human beings. In no 
country does a "vanguard party" or elite group of sponsors have the 
right to inhibit the freedom of adult citizens in order to promote the 
ruling clique's minority and sectarian ideology. More poignantly, the 
machinery of repression, such as labor camps, prisons, misused psy-
chiatric institutions, censorships, or travel restrictions, transgress the 
rights of individuals directly and often painfully. Any change that 
reduces or mitigates these conditions of oppression should be welcomed. 

The present Soviet tyranny denies the group rights of many nation-
alities to self-determination, to pride in their own cultures and tra-
ditions. This seems particularly bitter in an age of nationalism, in which 
peoples outside the Soviet orbit recognize national independence as 
a basic right. The ascendency of the Russian language in the Soviet 
Empire, the domination of all sectors of its society by ethnic Russians, 
even in the main cities of the non-Russian republics, makes ineffective 
the paper self-determination of Soviet minorities. This denial of ethnic 
equality extends beyond the borders of the USSR to narrowly restrict 
the national self-determination of Czechs, Hungarians, Mongols, and 
others in satellite states. It is hard to imagine any liberalization that 
would not more fairly adjust national rights. 

Although the foregoing arguments are fairly noncontroversial, to 
take action in support of dissidents on these bases alone would demand 
a great deal of Euro-American concern for the fate of others. More 
controversial, but less altruistically demanding, are the twin argu-
ments that the conquest of the world by totalitarian communism is 
a critical danger for the next generation, and that liberalization of the 
Soviet Union would be one of the best ways to prevent this conquest. 

There are many different approaches to assessing current trends in 
international force relationships. But probabilistic, that is scientific, 
thinking demands that we attend to the fact that some reasonable 
assessments show steady and almost irreversible communist gains in 
the last generation. These assessments begin by noting that more of the 
world is controlled today by communist states than in 1945. Eastern 
Europe, then China, Cuba, the states of Indochina, Angola, and 
Mozambique have become communist. In their train a variety of 
near-communist or communist-structured states have arisen and grown— 
Burma, South Yemen, Libya, Algeria, Tanzania, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, to name the clearest examples. Along with these developments 
standards of public condemnation in the noncommunist world have 
shifted. Too often leftwing tyrannies are either passively accepted or 
applauded by the media and academia. Communist intellectuals and 
communist interpretations of national and international events have 
achieved a new legitimacy, and are widely accepted, especially among 
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the activist young. These trends do not reflect a rapid shift in the 
communist favor, but their relatively halting movement, at least until 
recently, is not reassuring when we consider how far they have carried 
the world since 1945. 

Militarily the United States and its allies long held significant force 
advantages over the Soviet Union in some areas. These advantages are 
lost. In the 1960's the nuclear argument was over whether or not a 
Western first strike made sense in defense of Europe; by the seventies 
the argument is whether a Soviet first strike makes sense. A strategy 
based on continued superiority was replaced by one assuming U.S.-
Soviet equality, and then by one assuming sufficiency. The Soviet 
buildup that has changed the nuclear balance would not be disastrous 
if it were not for the fact that conventional balances have also slipped 
in the Soviet favor. Soviet advantage on the ground in Europe has 
grown with the years. Worldwide the Soviet Union in the fifties and 
sixties could not project its forces far afield. It had neither the air 
power nor naval power. Today it can. Its ability to move forces over-
seas is still inferior to our own, but here too the balance is shifting. 
There is no economic explanation for this change. The United States 
and its allies have increased their wealth manyfold, but American will 
is weak, and the will of its allies even weaker. Never have there been 
so many powerful states in the world quite so unwilling to make ade-
quate defense efforts as America's allies. 

For a time many analysts of worldwide force balances gained en-
couragement from the fact that the monolithic communist world had 
broken apart with the rise of Yugoslavia and China. Yet today the 
encouragement that can be gained from this seems slight indeed. The 
Soviet Union's preeminence in world power is hardly affected by the 
disaffection of the Chinese and other communist states. It successfully 
operates in Africa, Latin America, and Europe with little regard for 
the support or opposition of these states; even in South Asia and the 
Far East, the USSR remains quite successful. In addition, it is easy to 
overestimate the significance of communist infighting. Since all com-
munist states accept essentially the same ideology, in most cases they 
will be obliged to support the same causes throughout the world. 
Certainly all have had to support the Vietnamese against the Americans, 
the Palestinians against the Israelis, and the blacks against the whites 
in Africa. 

Finally, after the loss of nerve that accompanied defeat in Vietnam 
the United States has been unable to counter successive communist 
interventions in Africa. The successes of the Soviet Union and Cuba 
are likely to lead to more attempts. In spite of this no United States 
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policy to counter the continuing communist exploitation of our weakness 
has emerged. 

Many readers will not agree with the dismal picture of the com-
munist threat developed above, but most will agree that the picture is 
too plausible to be lightly dismissed. To hedge against the possibility 
that such a picture will turn out to be accurate, Euro-Americans need 
a strategy that will improve the prospects of containing the challenge. 
It seems to me that since we do not have the will to raise the money 
or spill the blood that effective military containment will entail, this 
strategy must concentrate on obtaining basic change at the heart of 
the challenge, within the Soviet Union itself. This strategy is also 
recommended by the fact that the Soviet Union has been least successful 
internally. While dissent has not penetrated very deeply, a very large 
percentage of the Soviet people, and of the satellite peoples, appear 
apathetic and cynical communists at best. 

Liberalization would reduce the military and ideological challenge 
posed by recent communist advances in at least three ways. First, a 
liberalized Soviet Union would devote a smaller share of its economic 
resources to the military budget. In all communist states consumer 
demands have remained unsatisfied. In the absence of pressing defense 
problems more open communist states would have to meet these needs 
to a greater extent. Secondly, a liberalized Soviet Union would find it 
harder to support ideological allies with exceptionally poor human 
rights records, such as Ethiopia, Cambodia, or Guinea-Bissau. Finally, 
in the last analysis, conquest of the world by a liberalized Soviet Union 
would be less of a threat to Western values than conquest by a totali-
tarian, Leninist state. 

There are at least two other ways in which a more liberal Soviet 
Union would improve the world. First, a more liberal and thus less 
threatening Soviet Union would indirectly improve the status of freedom 
in the rest of the world. It would reduce the argument outside of the 
Soviet orbit for large military appropriations, for more oppressive 
intelligence services, or for sacrificing "the niceties of political freedom" 
in order to strengthen authoritarian regimes that can stand up to the 
communist challenge. 

Finally, a liberalized Soviet Union would reduce the danger of both 
limited and all-out war. One study has pointed out the rarity of wars 
among democratic states.6 Whether we trust the statistics of such 
studies or not, the foregoing analysis has certainly offered good reasons 
to believe that a liberalized Soviet Union would promote less buildup 
by military forces on both sides. Lower arms budgets will not prevent 
war, but they characterize a more peaceful environment. Since a more 
democratic Soviet Union also would have more in common with Euro-
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America, it would tend to support more common international policies. 
In short, there would simply be less to fight over. 

We must be careful, however, with this argument. Any change in a 
state may be accompanied by instabilities, especially during the transi-
tion. Violence and danger have accompanied the return of democracy 
to Greece, Portugal, and Spain in recent years. In the Soviet Union 
there may be violent resistance to the pace of significant liberaliza-
tion—either by those who think it is going too fast or too slow. This is 
particularly true as demands for self-determination are raised, for 
these are apt to be more destabilizing than any others. How outsiders 
can assist the process of change without exacerbating internal conflict 
in the USSR will be the central challenge and responsibility of those 
who wish to be external agents of change. 

W H A T C A U S E S C H A N G E I N T H E U S S R ? 

Those who support liberalization should have a reasonably complete 
theory of how and why change might occur in the USSR. The optimists 
of progress, the apostles of convergence, have long assumed that 
economic growth and the universalization of education are necessarily 
liberalizing. Today we have had enough experience to know that there 
is no automatic relationship between these factors, especially in a closed 
society managed from the top. Nevertheless, since the Soviet Union 
is not completely closed, everything else being equal the relatively 
high level of economic progress and education in the Soviet Union 
provides a basis for liberalization superior to that in many under-
developed countries. 

Communist success internally and externally helps to perpetuate its 
control and reinforce its dogma. It convinces both true believers and 
dissidents that communism as the wave of the future is essentially 
irreplaceable. If this is so, then lack of communist success should have 
the opposite effect. These are, of course, marginal effects. Unsuccessful 
regimes such as those of Guinea or Burma have been able to maintain 
themselves for years in spite of dismal performances from every point 
of view in a world of rising expectations. It is also possible that some 
types of liberalization are more probable in a successful communist 
state than an unsuccessful. Nevertheless, by and large effective re-
sistance to communist external expansion would strengthen the forces 
for change in the USSR. 

What communications are received by the many levels of Soviet 
society and the plausibility of these communications are a critical 
aspect of change. As long as the picture of the world believed by the 
Soviet citizenry is dependent upon what communist leaders wish them 
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to believe, there will be no pressures for improvement in communist 
society. The leadership starts with an enormous advantage, for the 
universal Soviet education establishes in the young a favorable picture 
of the USSR that Soviet citizens can never completely escape, even as 
adults. This education offers a coherent and highly ideological, com-
munist view of social facts and how to interpret them both within the 
USSR and the external world. The controlled press and radio expand 
and continue the development of this managed and unshaded view of 
reality. For most citizens the major limit on the effectiveness of such 
education is the disconfirmation provided by actual Soviet life. Partially 
to counteract the dissonance of this experience the government must 
make life outside of the USSR appear to be much worse. For most 
people this effort probably succeeds, for they have little alternative 
information on the outside world. Thus, cynicism about government 
policy internally is not likely to lead most Soviet citizens to question 
Soviet foreign policy or to doubt the superiority of communism. For 
this reason informational and educational control in the USSR may 
lead to widespread apathy and disaffection without producing dissidence. 

Changing the information received by significant numbers of people 
is the way change is most likely to occur in the Soviet Union. This is 
why the government tries so hard to control contacts such as those 
occasioned by the reading of foreign publications or by foreign travel. 
Many liberal dissidents have had the scope of their critique greatly 
broadened by exposure to the reality of nationalistic or religious dis-
sidence through personal contact in jails. Reports of demonstrations 
by young people who learned of the nature of the suppressions of the 
Czechoslovak independence in 1968 suggests what might occur with 
the broader dissemination of such information. 

Internal dissidence comes either from natural human rebelliousness 
against received ideas, particularly the rebelliousness of the young, or 
from the gap between the idealized communist picture of the world 
and communist reality. But the isolated rebel will soon relapse into 
apathy and cynicism unless he sees some hope that opposition can 
produce change. This opposition will also wither unless the rebel 
receives the personal, emotional, and intellectual support of others 
with similar views. For both of these reasons the most important 
information for the dissident is that there are others that share his 
views, that he has friends inside and outside the country, and these 
friends are not insignificant. As a small minority party the illiberal 
communists can continue to rule the Soviet Union only if the majority 
remains fragmented into a group of still smaller, noncommunicating 
minorities. 

Change can be promoted by external criticism. On first hearing it, 
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this may seem either an unimportant or entirely mistaken proposition. 
Perhaps the argument becomes more acceptable if I turn the proposition 
around and consider the prospects for Soviet liberalization should 
everyone in the world praise current Soviet society. It is easy to see 
that the prospects would be dim; it would be hard for a Soviet citizen 
to oppose a system all the world praises. External criticism has certainly 
played a part in American change: no small part of the success of 
American liberals in removing racial barriers has been due to the 
difficulty Americans have felt in defending racial prejudice to liberal 
foreigners. Similarly, while it is true that external criticism may cause 
in any country a conservative reaction, a rallying-round-the-flag re-
sponse, external criticism is necessary to sustain internal criticism of 
the status quo among at least the more educated and cosmopolitan 
Soviets. 

Change in the USSR will proceed to the extent that the interests 
and information of its highly varied and crosscutting interest groups 
support change. First among the interest groups that should be dis-
tinguished is the ruling elite itself. Change in the interests and opinions 
of elites is critical in all societies and especially in one as tightly run 
from the top as the USSR. For our purposes two changes are of 
particular importance. First, change in the elites' understanding of how 
they should, or most safely and profitably can, rule. The liberal initia-
tives of Malenkov and Khrushchev are examples at the very top of 
this process in the Soviet Union. More dramatically, recent changes 
in Spain have largely been brought about by the change in attitudes of 
the elite majority under the symbolic leadership of the King. Equally 
important may be change in the ruling elite's self-confidence that they 
should rule. Loss of self-confidence in the ruling class is the classic 
precursor of revolution identified by Crane Brinton in his famous 
analysis of the English, American, French, and Russian revolutions.7 

Interacting with liberalizing elements in the ruling class are members 
of the highly educated, primarily liberal, dissident groups. Like the 
rulers themselves these dissidents are far more cosmopolitan, far more 
exposed to the accomplishments of alternative political and economic 
models, than average Soviet citizens. However, since they live much 
more than the ruling elite in a world of ideas, they are able and willing 
to go considerably beyond this elite in imagining what might be. 

Less cosmopolitan groups or classes of dissidents should not be 
forgotten. First are the members of unofficial, illegal, or disfavored 
fundamentalist or evangelical religious groups. Largely from working 
class and rural backgrounds, these people oppose the spiritually dry 
communist world with their very different value and belief systems. 
Their politics are anti-politics—freedom for them would mean being 
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left alone to worship as they please. More passive, but latent, religious 
dissidence must exist among millions of Orthodox Russians who reject 
atheism. Nationality movements embrace people from all levels of 
society, although in the literature we naturally hear more from the 
better educated. Once in power, some nationalist dissenters might 
turn out to be Leninists analogous to the Rumanian communists. For 
the time being, however, their efforts may be enlisted on the side of 
liberalizing change. And if self-determination receives support from 
cosmopolitan dissenters and external advocates of change, the political 
ideas of nationalists may be kept comparatively liberal. 

The military services are centers of power. In spite of vigorous and 
remarkably successful ideological efforts to maintain party control 
over the services, the interests and allegiances of Soviet officers are 
not the same as those of the party. Most military leaders are less 
exposed to foreign or conflicting ideas than top civilian leaders, but 
they are also less likely to be dedicated communist ideologues. Insti-
tutionally the services are strongly organized into opposing hierarchies 
of loyalty. From the experience of other societies we can infer that 
the experiences, loyalties, and views of the generals should be differ-
entiated from those of the colonels, and those of the colonels from 
those of more junior officers. Just what beliefs and loyalties these 
different levels will demonstrate under changing circumstances is hard 
to predict. 

Below these special interest groups we must consider the average 
people of the USSR. It is particularly important to note that except 
where they have direct experience average Soviet citizens must per-
force accept the world view their leaders give them. If we divide the 
nonelite citizens into blue collar and white collar classes, with unskilled 
and semiskilled manual labor and peasants in the former, some differ-
ences can be hypothesized. Most important is the likelihood that cyni-
cism and dissatisfaction, as well as precommunist and noncommunist 
traditions and beliefs, will be most common among blue collar groups. 
They include the people who do the work but have the least say in 
the Soviet system. It may be that the economic security brought by 
communism has benefited these groups the most. But these gains were 
mostly the experience of earlier generations; today Soviet workers and 
peasants will be most cognizant of what the Soviet system has not 
provided. They will be particularly aware of their lack of effective 
political or economic power, even in factories and collectives. 

T H E T O O L S O F C H A N G E 

The tools of change may be thought of either as the groups that may 
affect or effect change, or the means that these groups might use to 
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bring their influence to bear. The first group that should be dis-
tinguished is composed of the liberal influentials working within the 
system. The group includes all leaders that will influence decisions in 
a somewhat more liberal direction than others. Their gradual or rapid 
rise to greater influence is critical in any process of change. Quite 
different than the liberal influentials are the internal dissidents. Such 
persons demonstrate the regime's faults and the fact that there are 
persons in society who oppose the system. Although a vital force, they 
do not have power themselves to effect change. They are supported by 
external dissidents, either voluntary or involuntary exiles that continue 
to try to influence events in the USSR and its satellites. 

Liberalization in the Soviet Union may also be affected by external 
nongovernmental organizations, through the support of dissidents, the 
publications of their works, and so on. Such organizations publish 
studies of the Soviet Union and its policies in an attempt to bring to 
the attention of external and internal publics the denials of freedom 
that occur in the Soviet Union and the nations it supports interna-
tionally. Indirectly, the external media bring pressure for change by 
both their neutral observations of the behavior of Soviet and satellite 
governments and their reporting of criticisms of, or dissents from, this 
behavior. 

The actions of external governments overlap with those of non-
governmental groups. External governments have much greater lever-
age on the Soviet government because the Soviet Union must obtain 
their cooperation or acquiescence to attain many of its objectives. 
In theory foreign governments that take human rights seriously can 
exchange internal improvements in the freedom of Soviet or satellite 
citizens for items desired by the communist government. A relation of 
this kind has been most explicit in the exchanges that West Germany 
has made of consumer items for the release of prisoners by the East 
German government.8 External governments also have the power to 
influence change through their general military and economic policies. 
At the extreme we might cease trading with the Soviet Union until the 
conditions of the dissidents are improved in specified ways. Such 
embargoes on trade are standard practice by many nations in regard to 
no less oppressive regimes—for example, Cuba, Uruguay, or Rhodesia. 
Indirectly, external governments influence change by assuring the 
maintenance or increasing success of the alternative models of political 
organization by which they are governed. 

The means of influencing Soviet change include both violent and 
nonviolent approaches. The violent may include the terrorism that was 
so effective against the tsarist state, or guerilla war financed from within 
or without the USSR. These include the broad range of CIA and para-
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military "dirty tricks." Although in recent years it is doubtful that 
such tricks have been tried on a large scale, they have certainly played 
a part in anticommunist strategy everywhere. Violence also includes 
forceful opposition to the Soviet Union or what we regard as its direct 
or indirect agents. The Korean and Vietnamese wars were attempts 
at such opposition. Another form of violence is the threat of violence, 
the deterrence policy that operates on several levels from subconven-
tional war to nuclear holocaust. 

If Soviet and communist advances through the use of violence are 
relatively slow or contained, and if nuclear deterrence works, further 
employment of violence by Euro-Americans to effect Soviet change 
seems unlikely. We do not have the will for large wars, and thereby 
fear small ones. Very low level terrorist or guerilla efforts have proven 
generally unsuccessful against communist regimes even when and 
where they could be justified on moral or political grounds. 

The means to effect Soviet change that are likely to be most useful 
and acceptable in the next few years are informational, ideological, 
and organizational. I have pointed out above the many ways in which 
information may be used to open up Soviet society through increasing 
the knowledge of the Soviet people about dissidence and its repression 
in the USSR and about what really goes on in the freer states of the 
West. Ideological communication must also occur, however, if the 
information on alternatives is to focus and sustain dissent. Those who 
would change the Soviet Union must have some idea of what it might 
be changed to. Ideology in this sense might be as simple as the demo-
cratic amalgam of the concepts of pluralism and inalienable individual 
rights with the assumption that individuals and groups will pursue 
their own interests unless there is an opposition with contrary interests 
to expose their faults and counter their power. Information must also 
be supplemented by organizational activity that makes possible the 
concerting of efforts and a feeling of common purpose among all of 
those who would liberalize the USSR. 

The objectives of information, ideology, and organization must be 
tailored to the interests and education of the varying interest groups 
in the USSR if they are to be effective. Dissidents must be provided 
with hope of change that will keep up their courage. They must develop 
convincing analyses of the viability and legitimacy of alternatives to 
current oppression. Most important they must be provided aid in 
extending their appeal, in making linkages to new groups of people, 
in opening more channels for information flow within and without the 
country. At the same time they must be enabled to develop their influ-
ence without mobilizing disabling repression. Cynically one might argue 
that martyrs are often the true instigators of change. However their 



97 SUPPORTING LIBERALIZATION IN THE SOVIET UNION 

effect can only occur if there is a sufficient knowledge within and 
without the society of the martyrdom, and closed societies can largely 
obstruct or defuse such knowledge. 

For liberals and elites in the ruling classes information must provide 
continuing evidence that the system is not really meeting their needs, 
that it is not working, and that change must occur. Believing in the 
inevitability of change will not be sufficient to enlist their support, 
however, unless it can also be shown that change will not be disastrous 
for them. For this last and key message to be developed the dissidents 
must do a good deal of soul searching. They must make a convincing 
case that they would establish a society of national reconciliation 
and not revenge. 

For the masses of the Soviet Union the message of the agents of 
change must offer a vision of a better society beyond communism. This 
"better" will be both materialistic, the consumer dream they have been 
denied so often, and idealistic. The popular idealistic component will 
emphasize a future society without continual government interference 
with private interests, starting with ethnic and religious interests.9 The 
essence of the message to average Soviet citizens must be to discard 
the concept of the "masses." Communism has long obscured the fact 
that there are no masses. Nations are principally made up of highly 
varied groups of people, without elite tastes or national importance, 
that have a kaleidescope of interests, abilities, and goals. To give them 
a meaningful world their individuality and particularity must be 
recognized. Since most of these people also want to be part of the 
whole, to be patriots, the appeal to nonelite groups must strive to 
separate the concepts of patriotism and communism. 

C O N C L U S I O N 

After thirty years of containment the USSR remains a critical se-
curity threat to the United States and its allies. While there has been 
some liberalization in the Soviet Union, the regime is repressive in-
ternally, it continues to violently compel the subservience of its com-
munist neighbors (and does not accept the legitimacy of those who 
oppose it), and it continues to expand its military power to compel 
obedience within its realm and potentially to increase this realm. While 
there is no immediate threat, the West is weary, and if force balances 
slip much further Soviet leaders may find the temptation to assert 
themselves forcefully in the Western world irresistible. This may lead 
them to embark upon a course that neither we nor they can ultimately 
control. Clearly the United States and its allies want the confrontation 
to end, and to end without disaster, but equally clearly we do not have 
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a theory of how present policies and trends will reach that end. In a 
sense the United States and its allies are mired in a worldwide Vietnam; 
without a theory of success against determined opponents, the con-
tinuing costs of the struggle may eventually be more than the demo-
cratic societies are willing to bear. 

One solution, or hope, lies in the possibility of a liberalization of 
the Soviet Union. While it is recognized that as there are continuities 
between Tsarist and Soviet Russia so there would be between Soviet 
and liberalized Russia, there are several arguments that a liberalized 
USSR would allow the superpower confrontation to subside in a way 
far more meaningful than it has under the label of detente. First, 
ruling circles in a liberal Soviet Union would be much less likely than 
they have in the past to support a military suppression of nationalist 
tendencies in the satellites. As neighboring communist states develop 
their own policies, a buffering group of relatively neutral states (some 
no longer communist) would emerge in Eastern Europe, and the mas-
sive military threat to Europe of the Warsaw Pact would greatly 
diminish. Secondly, since a liberalized Soviet Union would not be able 
to deal summarily with independence movements of nationalities 
within its borders, its internal preoccupations would increase. Third, 
a liberalized USSR would not be able to consistently devote the quality 
and quantity of its economic and scientific capability to military forces 
that it has in the past. Fourth, there may be something in the argument 
that democratic states do not engage in war nearly as easily as non-
democratic. 

But how likely is a liberal Soviet Union? In order to examine this 
question we have suggested several models of the Soviet future, rang-
ing from more of the same to a liberalizing Euro-communism or social 
democratic USSR. Directing Soviet change toward either of these 
latter models requires that we develop a theory of how liberalizing 
change might occur in the USSR. Clearly it will not be automatic. It 
will result from changes in the balance of interests and perceptions 
of key groups. These include the ruling elite, the military, liberal 
dissidents, nationalist and religious dissenters, and the general public. 
Those in power will support change if they feel the necessity or in-
evitability of liberalization, and if they believe in the possibility of 
their surviving it. Those out of power must feel that there is hope for 
change, that there are viable alternatives to socialist tsarism. 

Control over information, ideology, and organization is the major 
way in which the present balance of interests is maintained. Change 
requires an information policy that promotes maximum development 
of the tools of change, conceived as categories of people—dissidents 
and disaffected among the elite and masses, liberal elements in the 
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ruling classes themselves, external dissidents, nongovernmental organi-
zations, and external governments—and conceived as means of influence, 
such as publications of dissident thought or comparisons of Soviet 
society with others. To supplement the highly abstract discussion pre-
sented above we will need in the future to look closely at the relative 
effectiveness of different programs to affect information flows, such as 
Voice of America, Radio Liberty, the distribution of standard publi-
cations, or the support of emigre groups. It may be, for example, that 
ideas reaching the Soviet Union by way of Eastern Europe are more 
effective than those imparted directly. Finally, it is important to con-
sider the different informational needs of the interest groups identified 
in the USSR. Of particular importance is the difference between the 
needs of liberal dissidents and those of the noncosmopolitan majority. 
Organizationally and ideologically the key problem becomes the need 
to develop improved linkages between groups identified with each of 
these classes. 

The foregoing is a sketch of the problem. The following papers 
and the discussions they engendered will take the reader a good part 
of the way toward understanding the directions we must go in working 
toward its solution. 
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3. F o r Eas t G e r m a n y see Der Spiegel, J a n u a r y 2 and 8, 1978, f o r the 
man i fes to of the "League of D e m o c r a t i c C o m m u n i s t s . " F o r the opinions of 
the C h a r t e r 77 group in Czechos lovakia , see Keesing's Contemporary Archives, 
1978, pp . 28785-88 . 

4. W h a t the Soviet dissidents wan t is of course a m u c h disputed topic, 
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5. See R. D. Gast i l , Freedom in the World 1978 (Bos ton : G. K. Hal l , 1978), 
" F r e e d o m and D e m o c r a c y : Defini t ions and Dis t inct ions ," pp. 111-26. See also 
J o h n Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambr idge , Massachuse t t s : H a r v a r d Univers i ty 
Press, 1971). See also above, pp. 6 3 - 8 2 . 

6. C o m p a r e D e a n Babst, "A F o r c e f o r Peace ," Industrial Research, Apri l 
1972, pp . 55 -58 . 

7. C r a n e Brinton, The Anatomy of a Revolution ( N e w Y o r k : R a n d o m 
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The Struggle for National 
Self-Assertion and Liberalization 

in the Soviet Union 
Teresa Rakowska-Harmstone 

The Soviet Union is formally a federal state, reflecting the multi-
national character of its population which is composed of more 

than one hundred different ethnic groups; but the national character 
of the Soviet state and society is distinctly Russian, because of the 
hegemonial role played in the country by the Great Russian ethnic 
group. The Russians constitute fifty-three percent of the total popula-
tion (1970 Census), and their quantitatively dominant status has been 
reinforced by their qualitative weight—high on the relative scale of 
economic and social development—and the politically ruling status that 
has survived untouched the transition from the Russian Empire to the 
Soviet socialist state. The Soviet federation is in fact a unitary state, 
because of the monopoly of political power exercised by the unitary 
Communist party, the centralized character of the system reflected in 
the official formula describing it as "national in form and socialist in 
content." Moreover, the new "socialist" norms and patterns of be-
havior are heavily infused with Russian cultural content, a result of 
the Russian historical dominance. 

The non-Russian national groups, twenty-one of which number more 
than one million people each,1 are therefore effectively denied the 
exercise of their national rights, much as the people at large are denied 
the exercise of their civil rights because of the nature of the communist 
political system, despite formal guarantees embodied in the USSR 
Constitution. While many of the smaller and less culturally cohesive 
national groups appear to be assimilating into the prevalent Soviet 
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U n i v e r s i t y ; s h e i s an a u t h o r i t y on t h e Sovie t U n i o n , espec ia l ly Sovie t 
na t ional i t ies . 
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(Russian) patterns, the drive for national self-determination by the 
larger groups, particularly those that have Union Republic status under 
the Constitution, had become apparent in the nineteen fifties and has 
visibly accelerated in the sixties and the seventies.2 

In the area of national relations the pressures for national rights 
are more broadly based and potentially much stronger than are the 
pressures for liberalization in the sphere of civil rights. They are spear-
headed by modernized national elites most of whom participate in the 
party-state power structure, unlike the small and persecuted groups of 
dissidents who speak for human rights. The two types of pressures are 
closely interrelated. Both seek decentralization of political power and 
greater subsystem autonomy, and concessions in one sphere stimulate 
demands in the other. But they are not always complementary and 
frequently work at cross purposes. The national pressures are directed 
primarily at a devolution of power from Moscow to the national repub-
lics, a trend that does not necessarily imply greater recognition of civil 
and individual rights by the republics' national elites—examples of 
suppression of minority rights by militant nationalism abound world-
wide. Yet the fear of a nationalist explosion is a major factor inhibiting 
greater liberalization. The two types of pressures tend to merge only 
when both the national and civil rights demands are voiced by the 
same groups and individuals. A partial overlap of this kind has oc-
curred in the Ukraine and in the Baltics. Civil and national rights' 
demands coincide fully only in the cases of persecuted minorities that 
do not have formal autonomy, such as the Jews, the Germans, and 
the Crimean Tatars. 

The denial of effective national rights to minority groups is as 
characteristic of the system as is the ban on political pluralism of 
which it is a natural concomitant. Nevertheless, the picture of ethnic 
relations in the Soviet Union is more complex than a general statement 
of this kind would indicate, because of the internationalist nature of 
the ruling ideology and because of the constitutionally guaranteed 
"national forms" for the country's ethnic groups. These are reflected 
in the administrative subdivisions and in the party's cultural policies. 
From the point of view of their ability to exercise formal national 
rights and to benefit from formal cultural autonomy the non-Russian 
ethnic groups fall into three distinct categories, a gradation that has 
to be understood if an effective policy designed to assist Soviet minorities 
in their struggle for national self-determination is to be developed. 

The fourteen non-Russian Union Republic nations—which range 
from the forty million Ukrainians and over nine million Uzbeks and 
Belorussians to the one million Estonians—have formal administrative 
structures and territorial economic bases, as well as the use of national 
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languages and culture forms, for the expression of ethnic interests. 
With their power structures penetrated by the Russians, none of the 
republics has any real political autonomy or any significant input into 
decision making at the federal level, and their cultural policies are 
directed from Moscow in an attempt at "internationalist" socialization. 
But the existence of formal autonomy has served to solidify their 
people's sense of separate national identity, and their national languages 
and cultures have increasingly become the vehicle for national self-
assertion. The autonomous republic nations, most of which are smaller 
in size and less culturally cohesive, also have national state and culture 
forms, but in most cases assimilatory pressures have been stronger 
and trends towards gradual assimilation have set in. The third and 
distinct category are the national groups that are denied formal state-
hood and culture trappings, either because of dispersal or as a punish-
ment. Here we have examples of classic suppression of minority rights 
that have become known internationally, because of the resistance of 
the groups affected. Although the Jews are the best known group 
the category includes Volga Germans, Crimean Tatars, and Meskhetian 
Turks.3 The latter groups have tirelessly and repeatedly attempted to 
use formal legal remedies provided by the system to alleviate their 
national plight, but without success. They also have appealed to inter-
national public opinion. 

Scholars generally agree that national elites and their perception of 
their group's relative status in the overall order of things play a crucial 
role in national self-assertion. So it is not surprising that in the Soviet 
Union ethnic elites are in the forefront in the articulation of national 
demands. Primarily, these are the political elites of the Union Republic 
nations. They are Soviet educated and participant in the power struc-
ture, but they face increasing frustrations because of the discrepancy 
between the rhetoric of "equal partnership," and their own and their 
group's actually inferior status vis-a-vis the ubiquitous Russians. They 
increasingly perceive that emphasis on ethnic identity is strategically 
most salient in articulating demands and in building the support of 
local constituencies.4 Ethnic conflict has visibly intensified between the 
republics' national elites and the Russian dominated central authorities, 
but the pressures appear for the present to be directed at winning 
greater autonomy within the system, rather than at challenging the 
principle of the party's monopoly of political power, the touchstone 
of the system that precludes development of pluralism. 

The struggle for greater autonomy manifests itself in the political, 
economic, and cultural spheres. Politically, there are growing pressures 
to promote ethnic elites within the power structure and to increase 
their participation in policy making. This is reflected in attempts to 
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place ethnic personnel in key power positions in the republics (at the 
expense of Russian central cadres), and to gain greater representation 
at the federal level. Through the sixties and seventies republican elites 
made some headway in the republics and also improved their ex officio 
standing in Moscow. In the economic sphere, which is an exclusive 
federal preserve under the command planning system, there is evidence 
of a struggle between the republics and the central planners over 
resource allocation and economic policies, but so far the primacy of 
federal interests has consistently prevailed. On the cultural front, ethnic 
demands have been most pressing and most clearly articulated, center-
ing on the greater use of national languages in education (especially 
in higher and technical education), and in the media, and in an effort 
to maximize national content in cultural offerings. Prominent here have 
been the demands for a more objective treatment of national histori-
ography, especially in relation to the role of national heroes and their 
struggle with Russian imperialism.5 In general, the ethnic elites are 
fighting to gain the "equal partnership" which they have in theory 
but which is absent in practice. To this end they invoke repeatedly 
not only the constitutional and legal provisions formally on the books, 
but also Lenin's myth, particularly the Leninist theory of national 
self-determination, and his interpretation of the rights of non-Russian 
nations in a socialist state. 

The evidence suggests that nationalism is essentially confined within 
the Union Republics, although members of national elites have been 
able to join the federal establishment in increasing numbers, inclusive 
of membership or candidate membership in the Politbureau.6 Cut off 
from national constituencies there, and isolated (there are no indica-
tions that members of different ethnic groups seek each other's support 
in federal politics), they tend to merge into the prevalent Russian 
coloration and pursue federal policies with the zeal equal to that of 
the Russians. Ethnic leaders who represent their republics ex officio 
speak for the republican interests, but on the whole the non-Russians' 
involvement in factional politics at the top reflects the primacy of 
personal and factional rather than nationalist considerations. 

In the republics there is little doubt that the members of national 
political elites advocate greater recognition of their group's national 
rights. Their attitudes, however, are ambiguous. They represent their 
own people vis-a-vis the Russian "feds," but they also implement 
central policies at home. Those in leading positions are totally identified 
with the system of which they are a part. This is not to say that, if able 
to achieve a measure of national self-determination, they would not 
press for full sovereignty, or would not be receptive to liberalization. 
The espousal of more democratic forms, however, would be conditioned 
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by their specific national political culture (more democratic in the 
Soviet West), and their exposure to examples and pressures from out-
side, as well as pressures from their own constituencies. 

Ethnic nationalism may grow in strength as broader ethnic strata 
emerge in increasing numbers from the republics' mass-based educa-
tional systems. The development of cultural elites and a national 
professional and technical intelligentsia are particularly important. As 
national demands become more outspoken, there are more and more 
purges of national "chauvinists," some found even in the ranks of 
political elites. Although persecuted, "bourgeois nationalists" are no 
longer physically liquidated, except in extreme cases, and provide 
nuclei of nationalist counterelites in each republic. Young people are 
becoming increasingly aware of their ethnic identity as they leave 
schools and face competition with Russians in the market place. For 
some of them, particularly in the eastern republics, the growing per-
ception of being "second best" is enhanced by inadequate facility in 
the Russian language. The purged "counterelite" and many of the 
frustrated young tend to gravitate toward civil/human rights dissident 
movements. Some of them cross, or are forced to cross, the border of 
"socialist legality." 

The phenomenon of a coalition between the national and civil 
rights and religious dissidents has been visible in the Soviet West—in 
the Ukraine, Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, although sporadic cases 
have also appeared in the Caucasus—in Georgia and Armenia. So far 
there has been no evidence of civil rights movements in Central Asia, 
except for the members of the deported national groups, such as the 
Crimean Tatars or Volga Germans. Nevertheless, the situation may 
change rapidly, because of the population explosion there, a problem 
which is compounded by cultural alienation between the Moslem 
Central Asians and the Russians. Central Asians also have had a 
massive cultural revival based in Islam, and are increasingly coming 
in contact with coreligionists abroad through contacts stimulated by 
Soviet foreign policy. As it emerges now, the Central Asians' pre-
dominant aspiration seems to be for a type of national communism, 
as in Yugoslavia. 

International and foreign policy considerations are an important 
aspect of national relations in the Soviet Union. The extension of 
the "socialist commonwealth" to Eastern Europe has encouraged Soviet 
ethnic elites to seek greater autonomy of a type closer to the East 
European model. The policy of support for national liberation move-
ments in the Third World has also served to embolden domestic de-
mands for self-determination. Both have constrained the party's hand 
in seeking to repress growing ethnic nationalism for fear of reverber-
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ations in Eastern Europe, among the nonruling parties, and in the 
Third World. Voices calling for the abolition of the Republics in the 
name of integration already achieved and efficiency in economic man-
agement have been muted by the adoption in 1977, finally, of a new 
constitution which introduced no basic changes in the federal structure. 
Growing nationalism in Central Asia is particularly important not 
only because of the population explosion among Soviet Moslems, but 
also because of its proximity to China (which champions the national 
rights of the Soviet minorities), and to Iran (with its revival of funda-
mentalist Islam), and in view of the Soviet Middle Eastern policy. 
To Moslem countries Central Asian republics are presented as models 
of both noncapitalist development and successful symbiosis between 
Islam and communism. The reverse side of the coin is the impact of 
relations with the Moslem world on Central Asian nationalism, and a 
potential influence there of militant Islam. 

What can we do to support the struggle for national self-determination 
in the Soviet Union? Direct contact or assistance is obviously not 
possible but a wide range of measures is available at governmental 
and nongovernmental levels. These should aim primarily at letting 
the Soviet government and Soviet minority groups know that we recog-
nize the problem of national oppression in the Soviet Union and that 
we strongly support the national self-determination of Soviet peoples. 
In general terms three major directions for further effort may be 
identified: 

1. Development and expansion of research in ethnic relations in 
the USSR on a broad and even basis—that is, systematic collection of 
data on all Soviet national groups, their status and their particular 
grievances and demands vis-a-vis the central authorities, and analysis 
of the reasons for and the dimensions of the ethnic conflict, the ways 
that it manifests itself, and future trends. So far, research into ethnic 
problems in the Soviet Union has been sporadic, carried on by a few 
individuals, and geared, in many cases, to particular groups or stimu-
lated by glaring cases of national oppression. The problem is universal— 
despite the gradation discussed above—and we need to be able to 
analyze the situation as it evolves across the full spectrum of Soviet 
nationalisms. This includes the revival of Great Russian nationalism 
that has accompanied the growth in national self-assertion of the non-
Russians. Research of this kind requires the knowledge of other major 
Soviet languages as well as Russian, funding, and institutional con-
nections. 

2. Wide dissemination of the findings both at the popular and 
scholarly level. It is particularly important that the gap between the 
theory and practice in the treatment of Soviet national groups be 
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emphasized in order to counteract the steady propaganda barrage 
coming out of the Soviet Union, claiming that the national problem has 
been solved, and that fraternal unity characterizes the relations between 
equal and sovereign Soviet nations and nationalities integrated into 
the new "Soviet people." That is also important in order to mobilize 
American public opinion in support of governmental pressures to 
stimulate the Soviet government to live up to the letter of its own law 
and ideological principles, and to the letter of international instruments 
of which it is a signatory. Further, it is important for purposes of 
mobilizing international public opinion not only in the West, but in 
the Third World, where the USSR has been posing as a champion of 
national self-determination and a leading supporter of national liber-
ation movements. 

3. Development of a pattern of communication with Soviet ethnic 
elites and national dissidents—primarily through broadcasting but also 
through printed media (insofar as possible)—under the provisions of 
Basket III of the Helsinki agreement, to indicate that we are aware 
of their existence and demands. This should include not only infor-
mation about outside events, but also wide coverage of information 
about what is happening in the Soviet Union. Political control of all 
media there poses a formidable barrier to internal exchange of in-
formation, and prevents coordination of efforts aiming at greater 
recognition of national rights. Unless we have both the capability and 
will to offer tangible and effective support, past experience in Eastern 
Europe suggests extreme caution in establishing this type of com-
munication lest it stimulate nationalist explosions. 

In specific terms various initiatives can be undertaken at govern-
mental as well as nongovernmental levels. Governmental action, based 
on international agreements as well as on newly articulated Human 
Rights principles, would be directed at two basic aims: official recog-
nition of the fact that the Soviet Union is not just "Russia," but a 
federation of several national groups in a multiethnic society; and 
support for the de facto implementation of the provisions on national 
rights and status embodied in the Soviet Constitution and in interna-
tional instruments, beginning with the Charter of the United Nations. 
Achieving these aims would be particularly important in assisting and 
encouraging Soviet ethnic political elites in pressing for greater autonomy 
and thus political decentralization. It would also serve to extend an 
umbrella of international recognition and protection to dispersed 
national groups and national dissidents, an umbrella that would make 
acts of national repression increasingly inconvenient for Soviet au-
thorities. But initiative in support of national rights should be care-
fully weighed in the light of current evidence (hence the importance 
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of research), because the volatile nature of nationalism and fear of 
its destabilizing potential may trigger reactions by the Soviet govern-
ment opposite to those intended. 

Several types of governmental actions come to mind: 
a. An invitation to the Soviet republics to utilize constitutional 

provisions giving them the right "to enter into relations with other 
states, to conclude treaties with them, to exchange consular and 
diplomatic representatives and to take part in the work of international 
organizations" (art. 80). While any such exchanges would probably 
include only "loyal" personnel, this type of recognition would go far 
in stimulating ethnic elites to press more energetically for the closing 
of the gap between the legal provisions and the actual practice. One 
could also recall the constitutional rights to secession (art. 72) . While 
this would seem unthinkable in the U.S. diplomatic practice, one should 
remember Soviet exhortations in support of Puerto Rican independence. 
Invoking Soviet constitutional provisions in defense of minority rights 
would be an effective weapon for stimulating international public 
opinion and supporting demands for national autonomy in the Soviet 
Union. 

b. In private, the U.S. government could ask for specific benefits 
for Soviet nationalities as a quid pro quo in concluding specific deals 
and arrangements with the Soviet Union in areas where such deals are 
seen as particularly advantageous by the Soviet leaders, such as specific 
trade items and technological transfer. Linkages of this kind can be 
counterproductive if publicized, however, as seen in the experience 
of the Jackson-Vanik amendment. For reasons of domestic and inter-
national prestige, publicity tends to foreclose options for Soviet leaders 
that would otherwise remain open for bargaining purposes. 

c. In educational and scientific exchanges the government could 
press for increased ethnic balance. It might ask for the participation 
of specific minorities, especially those that are at the bottom of the 
scale of socioeconomic indicators in the Soviet Union. 

d. Interested agencies could monitor violations of national rights 
in the Soviet Union, protesting them in the international forums with 
maximum publicity. Examples of this type of action have been pro-
vided by the Soviet Union in numerous cases, as in the recent campaign 
against Israel in international organizations. 

Nongovernmental action in support of national rights in the Soviet 
Union would serve primarily the purpose of stimulating national and 
international public opinion, but would also increase awareness among 
Soviet national groups that their plight is known and appreciated in 
the West. Here again, several types of initiatives are possible. 

a. Establishment of research centers as well as monitoring services 
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with adequate publicity outlets to study, analyze, and discuss problems 
in Soviet national relations. Various types of nongovernmental groups, 
including universities, foundations, and business firms could be inter-
ested in this type of initiative. 

b. Imposition of quid pro quo and ethnic key requirements in aca-
demic and other types of exchanges. 

c. Activities on behalf of minority rights to be developed by political 
parties on the lines suggested by Professor Feuer (below, pp. 161-72). 

d. Organized action on behalf of specific Soviet minority groups by 
ethnic/religious associations of the same ethnic origins. The pattern 
has already been established by Jewish-American groups on behalf of 
Soviet Jewry's rights and emigration. Ukrainian, Polish, German, and 
Baltic associations could develop support and publicize activities on 
behalf of the respective groups in the Soviet Union. Coordinated 
over a multiethnic spectrum this type of activity could have significant 
political clout in mobilizing congressional support. This activity would 
also facilitate communication with ethnic elites and national dissidents 
in the Soviet Union, as many members of ethnic associations in North 
America have retained individual contacts and channels of communi-
cations with relatives and friends in the Soviet Union. 

Nongovernmental activities, free from constraints of official policy, 
could be far more wide-ranging than governmental activities, and 
would facilitate and pave the way for governmental action. 

The potential for change in the Soviet Union inherent in the growth 
of ethnic nationalism is high, but it carries with it a threat to political 
stability. National pressures are formidable and accelerating, but so 
far have proceeded on a slow timetable. Concessions made to either 
national minorities or civil rights demands, the effects of which are 
inextricably interwoven, may well develop a "snowball" effect, threat-
ening the maintenance of the system. As Yugoslavia demonstrates, a 
gradual decentralization of power in favor of the national republics 
with a parallel improvement in the sphere of civil rights is possible 
within the constraints of a communist system, and so far has been 
manageable despite destabilization potential, But conditions in the 
Soviet Union differ. The ethnic mix is different and, by all indications, 
the Russians whose nationalism has also grown in intensity, do not 
see the need to give up their dominant status. Soviet leaders' perception 
of their international role as the leader of the world communist move-
ment also intervenes, because nationalism has proved to be the most 
important single obstacle on the road to the consolidation of this 
leadership. In the domestic context the national problem is perceived 
by some as being basically intractable; there is a standing temptation 
to resort to repression and forced assimilation rather than risk con-
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cessions and their possible outcomes at home and abroad. At the same 
time there are benefits to be gained by partial concessions to national 
political elites in exchange for their willingness to integrate into the 
Soviet "internationalist" model. Both points of view have appeared 
in the debate on the national problem that is carried on within the 
framework of general consensus on the paramountcy of system mainte-
nance and stability. 

The new Soviet global role as superpower has made the leadership 
more conscious of international public opinion. Widely publicized 
support for the national rights of Soviet ethnic groups coming from 
the West, as well as greater awareness in international forums of their 
violation, may stimulate some concessions within the limits set by the 
perceived need for control. From the point of view of overall improve-
ment in the civil rights situation, Western support for national rights 
might be most effective if focused on championing the cause of perse-
cuted minorities, included in this analysis in the third category. Broad 
support for the right to national self-determination of the Union 
Republic nations (while parallel to that extended by the Soviet Union 
to national liberation movements) would clearly invoke a specter of 
destabilization. Unless carefully synchronized with the pace of internal 
developments as well as with changes in the overall balance of power, 
such support might result in repressions both on national and civil 
rights fronts. 

N O T E S 

1. T h e Soviet Cons t i tu t ion recognizes f o u r types of a u t o n o m o u s uni ts in 
the descending o rder of impor t ance : U n i o n Republ ics (SSR), A u t o n o m o u s Re-
publics ( A S S R ) , A u t o n o m o u s Regions ( A O ) , and A u t o n o m o u s Areas. In the 
1970 Census the Russians n u m b e r e d 129 mill ion people and were represented 
in the federa l s t ruc ture by the core U n i o n Republ ic , the Russian Soviet Fede ra t ed 
Socialist Republ ic ( R S F S R ) , which extends f r o m the Western borders to the 
Pacific, and includes most of those minor i ty g roups with a na t iona l status 
infer ior to that of a Un ion Republ ic . Character is t ical ly , the Russians ' leading 
position is reflected in the absence of a Russ ian b ranch par ty organiza t ion 
comparab le to those of all o ther nat ional i t ies wi th Un ion Republ ic s tatus; they 
are represented directly in the f ede ra l pa r ty s t ruc ture of the C o m m u n i s t Pa r ty 
of the Soviet U n i o n ( C P S U ) . ( B r a n c h par ty organiza t ions f o r o ther na t iona l 
groups are strictly f o r adminis t ra t ive convenience, because u n d e r the C P S U 
Statutes [1919 and 1961] the pa r ty is a un i ta ry and no t a federa l organiza t ion . 
I t represents the "socialist" par t of the f o r m u l a , "na t iona l in f o r m and socialist 
in content" ; the government s t ruc ture represents the "na t iona l" pa r t . ) 

Of the twenty-one nat ional groups which n u m b e r e d over one million people 
in 1970, fou r t een have the s tatus of a U n i o n Republ ic ; ( the requ i rements f o r 
U n i o n Republ ic status are : popula t ion above one mill ion, an economic base, 
a border locat ion and a " c o m m o n psychological make-up") : the Slavs ( o the r 
than the R u s s i a n s ) : Ukra in i ans (40.7 mi l l ion) and Belorussians (9.0 mi l l i on ) ; 
the Central Asians: Uzbeks (9 .2 mi l l i on ) , K a z a k h s (5 .2 mi l l ion) , T a d z h i k s 
(2.1 million), T u r k m e n (1.5 mi l l ion) and Kirgiz (1 .4 mi l l ion) ; the Caucasians-. 
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Azer i (4.4 mi l l i on ) , Armen ians (3.5 mi l l ion) and Georg ians (3.2 mi l l i on ) ; 
the Balts: L i thuan ians (2.6 mi l l i on ) , La tv ians (1 .4 mi l l ion) , and Es ton ians 
(1 .0 million); and the Moldavians (2.7 mi l l ion) . F o u r of the twenty-one a re 
A u t o n o m o u s Republ ics within the R S F S R : T a t a r s (5.9 mi l l ion—the T a t a r g roup 
includes the Vo lga T a t a r s in the A u t o n o m o u s Republ ic as well as the C r i m e a n 
Ta ta r s , w h o lost the i r a u t o n o m o u s s ta tus dur ing Wor ld W a r I I and were 
resett led in Cen t ra l A s i a ) ; Chuvash i (1 .7 mi l l ion) , Mordvin ians (1.2 mi l l ion) 
and Bashkirs (1 .2 mi l l ion) . Th ree of the twenty-one groups are geographical ly 
dispersed and do not have f o r m a l a u t o n o m o u s rights: the Jews (2.1 mi l l ion) , 
the Volga G e r m a n s (1 .8 million) a n d the Poles (1 .1 mi l l ion ) . T h e Volga G e r m a n s 
had an A u t o n o m o u s Republic p r io r to W o r l d W a r II , but i t was abolished and 
its popu la t ion was depor ted eas tward fo r alleged col labora t ion with the invaders . 
T h e G e r m a n s were belatedly rehabi l i ta ted in the sixties, bu t their A u t o n o m o u s 
Republ ic was no t restored. This also happened to the Cr imean T a t a r s and some 
smaller nat ional groups. The a u t o n o m o u s uni t s of some of the lat ter have 
been res tored and resett lement pe rmi t t ed . 

T h e m a j o r Soviet nat ions and nat ional i t ies a re highly differentiated in te rms 
of cul ture and historical t radi t ions as well as by their level of economic and 
social deve lopment . T h e "West" is P ro tes tan t and Cathol ic as well as Or thodox , 
and s tands highest on the scale of modern iza t ion ; the "Eas t " is Mos lem and 
underdeveloped . All have retained a high degree of cul tural cohesion and a 
high concent ra t ion of e thnic set t lement in and a r o u n d the original na t iona l area . 

2. Cons iderab le l i terature a l ready exists in the English language on the 
subject of na t iona l self-assertion of the non-Russ ian groups in the USSR. A m o n g 
the general m o n o g r a p h s , the mos t comprehens ive include: Er ich Goldhagen , ed., 
Ethnic Minorities in the Soviet Union ( N e w York , 1968); E d w a r d Al lwor th , ed., 
Soviet Nationality Problems ( N e w York , 1971) ; Zev Katz et al., eds., Handbook 
of Major Soviet Nationalities ( N e w York , 1975) ; and George W. S immonds , 
ed., Nationalism in the USSR and Eastern Europe in the Era of Brezhnev and 
Kosygin (Det ro i t , 1977) . See also Problems of Communism, Special Issue: 
"Na t iona l i sm and National i t ies in the U S S R , " X V I , 5 ( S e p t e m b e r - O c t o b e r 1967) . 

3. F o r recent his tory of the last two groups see Pe te r J . Pot ichnyi , " T h e 
Struggle of the C r i m e a n T a t a r s " (pp. 302-19) , and S. Ender s W i m b u s h and 
Rona ld Wixman , " T h e Meskhet ian T u r k s : A N e w Voice in Soviet Cent ra l 
As ia" (pp. 3 2 0 - 3 9 ) , in Canadian Slavonic Papers, X V I I , 2 & 3 ( S u m m e r and 
Fal l 1975) . 

4. C o m p a r e N. G laze r and D. F. Moyn ihan , Ethnicity, Theory and Experience 
(Cambr idge , Mass. , 1975) , the In t roduc t ion . 

5. See T. R a k o w s k a - H a r m s t o n e , " T h e Dialect ics of Nat iona l i sm in the 
USSR," Problems of Communism, XI I , 3 ( M a y - J u n e 1974) , pp. 1 - 2 2 . 

6. M a j o r Republ ics and Republ ic "c lus ters" are represented in the Po l i tburo 
according to an appa ren t "e thnic key." At least one or m o r e Ukra in i ans and 
Belorussians are members . C e n t r a l Asia is usually represented by a Uzbek first 
secretary ( there is n o w also a K a z a k h first s ec re t a ry ) ; the Caucasus , by one 
of the Republ ics ' secretaries. Balt ic Republ ics do not seem to ra te a representa-
tive, nor does Moldav ia . T h e Republics ' f i rs t secretaries are always member s 
of the C P S U Cen t r a l Commi t t ee ; and an ex officio membersh ip of heads of 
the Republics ' governmenta l h ierarchies in the equivalent federa l bodies was 
adopted in 1958; it is now included in the 1977 Const i tu t ion. 



Comments and Discussion 

Following the presentation, Feuer pointed out that many emigres 
feel a horror at the prospect of the general destabilization of the 

Soviet Union that would follow nationality secession. They fear rightist 
or populist nationalisms that might eventuate in fascism and the 
subsequent suppression of their own minorities. In light of this, he 
asked whether there was not a danger in alienating Russian intellectuals 
by supporting the cause of the nationalities. 

Several expert participants argued strongly that these worries were 
not justified. They pointed out that most dissidents had come to accept 
the right of national self-determination as expressed in the Soviet 
Constitution. They saw liberalization in this sphere as intertwined with 
the question of liberalization in the media and arts and the general 
achievement of the rule of law. This was certainly the position of 
Sakharov and Bukovsky. Bociurkiw reported a survey of the nation-
ality of those in the most restrictive labor camps for political prisoners: 
of 271 prisoners forty-one percent were Ukrainians, twenty-one percent 
Baltic, and twenty-one percent Russians. With this kind of mixture 
acceptance of the self-determination desires of the minority nationalities 
had to become a common ground for the movement. In this respect 
the emigre community is not necessarily representative of the dissident 
community. 

It was also suggested that by and large the nationalities had shown 
little evidence of rightist, and certainly not of fascist tendencies. The 
right-wing elements within the emigre community should not be taken 
as representative of the political mixture in the USSR today. It was 
suggested that one of the major mistakes of Westerners at the time, 
and of Soviet experts even today, has been not to recognize the nature 
or importance of the national independence movements of 1918-1920 
on the periphery of the Russian Empire. None of these were fascist, 
all were social democratic or social revolutionary, and all were crushed 
because the choice was believed to be between restoration of the 
Imperial monarchy or bolshevism. (This provides within Soviet society 
another basis for the historiographic struggle among elites referred 
to in the presentation). 

111 



1 1 2 SUPPORTING LIBERALIZATION IN THE SOVIET U N I O N 

It must be recognized that there are many variations among the 
nationalities in their goals and situation. The Baltic peoples are 
acquainted with multiparty, liberal democracy; they think in terms 
of reestablishing these systems, perhaps in the form of a Baltic Fed-
eration. While national feeling is very strong here, in Belorussia the 
people are so Russified that a potentially mobilizable popular basis for 
secession is questionable. The western Ukraine has experience as a 
part of central Europe; its people may have a potential desire for 
closer association of the Ukraine with the countries to the west, 
including Poland. Here nationalism is extremely anti-Russian and 
often has religious roots. In the eastern Ukraine, dissidence is more 
inclusive, more leftist, less intense. The strength of the nationality 
movement in the Caucasus is suggested by the recent public demon-
strations in Georgia and Armenia in favor of restoring the favored 
position of their languages to the new constitutions of the Republics. 
The demonstrations were successful, a remarkable achievement given 
past experience. 

The Muslim peoples in Transcaucasia and Central Asia might 
establish rightist regimes if they seceded. Here Islam is a common 
cultural determinant and hatred of Europeans goes very deep. The 
establishment of a conservative religious state in Iran might influence 
Central Asian nationalisms in an illiberal direction. 

Whether nationalism and liberalism naturally go together was dis-
cussed inconclusively. Because of the secessionist hopes held out in 
the Soviet Constitution, most Soviet dissidents tie nationalism and 
liberalism together as supporting concepts. The logic of the situation 
suggests that Russian nationalists should feel threatened by anything 
that would disintegrate the Russian dominated USSR. This fear should 
make them turn against both liberalism and separatist nationalisms. 
As a result some Russian nationalists are opposed to the national self-
determination of minorities, but others, such as Solzhenitsyn, support 
the secession of those nationalities that wish to leave. Their idealism 
might well decline as larger segments of the population become involved 
in a threatened destabilization of the Empire. 

In commenting on the foregoing discussion, Rakowska-Harmstone 
remarked that there was another sense in which the situation might 
change. If one concentrated, as she had in her talk, on the ruling elites, 
one naturally saw a conservative desire to achieve communism without 
Russian domination. Legally these elites can push for nationalist ad-
vantage only if they espouse socialist nationalism and reject bourgeois 
nationalism. This situation may have led her to overstress the con-
servative nature of nationality movements, especially in Central Asia. 
If there actually were a devolution of power to the Republics, it might 
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well bring in a new stratum of leaders, perhaps closer in thinking to 
that of the dissident liberals, especially in the Soviet "West." There is 
certainly a "dissemination of new expectations" into all areas of the 
USSR, and this gives a basis for hope. 

Two further questions were asked of the speaker. First, since for 
military service the only expanding manpower pool in the USSR con-
sists of Central Asians, will this make a problem for continued Russian 
control? The answer was that in 1938 nationality units were aban-
doned; at least since this time the army has been considered to be a 
major means of integration. Only Russian is spoken in the military 
services. For this reason and because of their generally low educational 
level Central Asians are mostly incorporated into infantry and auxiliary 
labor battalions. Control is firmly in Russian or Slav hands. In a recent 
survey Rakowska-Harmstone found ninety-five percent of the generals 
to be Slav, of which about eighty percent were Russian. Ukrainians 
have a chance to rise in the military, but usually become Russified. 

Evidence for a Muslim cultural revival in Central Asia included the 
fact that Central Asians continue to follow Muslim customs in private, 
even the elite. Intermarriage is rare, with Muslim women almost never 
marrying Slavs, out of a communal sense of cultural superiority. 
Muslim women came out during the war, but today there is only 
token participation in the labor force. For example, in the Soviet 
Union women generally make up a major portion of the work force 
in textile factories, but not in Central Asia. Muslims refuse to accept 
urban life on Soviet terms; they continue to make pilgrimages to holy 
shrines; and persist in their support of itinerant mullahs and un-
authorized congregations. 

This was followed by a short discussion of the relative strength of 
the nationalities within the Soviet power structure. Rakowska-Harm-
stone pointed out that the key to the balance has always been that in 
each Republic the First Secretary of the Party is a representative of 
the people of the Republic and the Second Secretary is a representative 
of the Central Party. First Secretaries have always been on the Central 
Committee of the CPSU, but this is such a large body that this does not 
give the nationalities great weight. Their relative powerlessness nation-
ally is suggested by the Central Committee Secretariat which is staffed 
almost exclusively by the Russians. There was some improvement in 
the ethnic balance of power in the system under Khrushchev, par-
ticularly in favor of Ukrainians, but there has been little change since 
then. The Ukrainian influx reflected the personal power base of 
Khrushchev, first, and Brezhnev later, rather than a recognition of 
the need to include Ukrainians qua nationality. 

In conclusion, the feeling of most participants was that Americans 



1 1 4 SUPPORTING LIBERALIZATION IN THE SOVIET U N I O N 

should support, or at any rate not oppose, the aspirations of the Soviet 
nationalities within the general framework of supporting Soviet liberal-
ization. They felt that these nationalisms would grow in strength 
regardless of what we did. Their growth may not necessarily lead to 
secession, but may also lead to a more genuine federation. In many 
cases nationalism would directly support the overall goal of liberaliza-
tion. Within this conclusion, most participants recognized that the 
movement toward nationalist goals could lead, where successful, to 
intolerance of minorities in specific cases, or, where unsuccessful, to 
increased suppression of non-Russians by Russians. We must also live 
with the fact that liberalization that raises the specter of nationality 
secession in the USSR will be destabilizing within the Soviet Union 
and thus also unavoidably destabilizing internationally. But if we are 
to do anything at all to support positive change in the Soviet Union 
the destabilization accompanying change must be recognized and plans 
formulated for minimizing its negative effects. 



Religious Dissent in the Soviet 
Union: Status, Interrelationships, 

and Future Potential 
Bohdan R. Bociurkiw 

INTRODUCTION 

While any external manifestation of religious beliefs has been viewed 
by Soviet authorities as tantamount to dissent from the state 

doctrine of Marxism-Leninism, for the purposes of our discussion reli-
gious dissent may be defined as an overt repudiation of the existing 
relationship between the Soviet state and institutional religion. More 
specifically, religious dissent has been directed against the long standing 
Soviet practices of political discrimination among churches and against 
believers, and of subjecting religious groups to far-reaching govern-
mental control over their internal activities, statutes, and personnel. 
Insofar as this policy violates both the Soviet constitutional principles 
and the international human rights norms providing for freedom of 
conscience and worship—religious dissent may well be considered as 
a distinct subcategory of the human rights movement in the Soviet 
Union.1 

As for the Soviet regime, it has from its very beginning viewed 
religion as a political problem, religious doctrines as hostile ideologies, 
and churches and sects as competing with the Communists for influence 
over society and "objectively" obstructing the process of "Communist 
construction." On the other hand, once the governmental authorities 
and the policy established effective controls over the registered religious 
organizations and approved their statutes and leadership, religious dis-
sent could not but be seen as a threat to Soviet control over religious 

B o h d a n R . Boc iu rk iw i s p r o f e s s o r o f po l i t i ca l sc ience , C a r l e t o n U n i -
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organizations. Hence what Levitin-Krasnov has called a "monstrous 
paradox: a state church within a system of an atheist state"2—a situation 
that casts the Communist regime in the role of a protector of "estab-
lished" faiths against their own dissenters and schismatics. 

This paper will examine the genesis, scope, and social base of the 
principal currents of religious dissent in the USSR, analyze their 
objectives and strategies, and explore the interrelationships between 
movements of religious protest and those struggling for national and 
political rights. Special attention will be focused on the effect of 
religious dissidence on Soviet church policy and its contribution to the 
evolution of Soviet society towards greater tolerance of nonconformity 
in values and beliefs. 

T H E G E N E S I S , SCOPE, AND SOCIAL BASE OF RELIGIOUS D I S S E N T 

Religious dissent in the contemporary USSR is represented by three 
generations of dissenters corresponding roughly to three distinct periods 
in Soviet church policy. The "oldest" category consists mainly of the 
remnants of those elements of the Russian Orthodox Church that 
refused to accept Metropolitan Sergii's 1927 compromise with the 
regime3 and who have since considered the "official" Church as devoid 
of divine grace and dominated by the enemies of Christ. This surviving 
Russian Orthodox underground movement has been known as the 
"True Orthodox Church," and more recently, as the "True Orthodox 
Christians."4 The "middle generation" of religious dissent consists of 
those groups which were in effect outlawed since World War II because 
they were considered bourgeois nationalist or anti-Soviet (for example, 
the Ukrainian Catholics or Uniates in the Western Ukraine5 and the 
Jehovah's Witnesses), as well as several factions that split away from 
their respective religious groups after the latter accepted Soviet condi-
tions of legalization, including changes in their doctrine or practices, 
merger with other denominations, and extensive governmental controls 
(for example, the Pentecostalists and Adventists-Reformers). 

The "youngest generation" of dissenters which, undoubtedly, has 
been influenced both by the earlier dissent currents and by the general 
intellectual ferment in post-Stalin USSR, dates from the massive anti-
religious campaign instigated by Khrushchev's regime during 1959-64. 
The campaign resulted in closing more than half the houses of worship 
and the overwhelming majority of monastic and theological institutions 
in the country.6 This latest wave of dissent emerged first from the 
ranks of the beneficiaries of Stalin's "New Religious Policy"—the 
Russian Orthodox Church and the Evangelical Christians-Baptists—who 
have, more recently, been joined by protesters from several other 
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religious groups, including Roman Catholics (especially in Lithuania), 
Georgian Orthodox, adherents of the Armenian Gregorian Church, 
and Jews. 

There were two immediate stimuli to the rise of this last wave of 
religious dissent. One was the gross violations of legality perpetrated 
by the authorities in the course of the antireligious campaign, and espe-
cially their use in this connection of the very government agencies 
designed to enforce Soviet laws on religion—the Council for the Affairs 
of the Russian Orthodox Church and the Council for the Affairs of 
Religious Cults.7 The other stimulus for Orthodox and Baptist pro-
testers was the apparent failure of their respective ecclesiastical 
leaders—the Moscow Patriarchate and the Ail-Union Council of the 
Evangelical Christians-Baptists, respectively—to defend the legal rights 
of their churches, a failure which the dissenters interpreted either as 
their leaders' timidity and moral weakness, or as a sign of their 
collusion with the atheist authorities. For some Lithuanian and Ukrain-
ian Catholics, an additional source of discontent became, since the 
early 1960's, the Vatican's "detente" with the Kremlin and the Moscow 
Patriarchate, which generated fears that out of ignorance, naivete or 
wishful thinking about "reunion" of the East—the Holy See was making 
deals with the atheist authorities and abandoning its harassed flock 
within the USSR.8 

Individual currents of religious dissent have been drawing on differ-
ent sources of societal support. Within the Russian Orthodox Church 
one could discern two parallel currents. One was an intellectual current 
articulating believers' demands which has been represented by a group 
of urban clergymen (Archbishop Ermogen, priests Gleb Iakunin, Niko-
lai Eshliman, Sergii Zheludkov, Dimitrii Dudko, Aleksandr Men and 
others) and lay Orthodox intellectuals (Anatolii Levitin-Krasnov, the 
late Boris Talantov, Lev Regelson, Vadim Shavrov and others) closely 
connected with the mainstream of political dissent.9 The other, "grass-
roots," current was involved in numerous confrontations with the local 
authorities over the believers' rights; it has been largely based on 
the urban workers, women, and pensioners with virtually no intelli-
gentsia participation and perhaps even an anti-intellectual bias; among 
its animators there might have been some "unregistered" clergy and 
dispersed monastics with links to the remnants of the "True Orthodox 
Christians." In recent years the intellectual current has been winning 
numerous adherents among cultural and scientific intelligentsia, as well 
as among young intellectuals and students who have been gathering in 
private religious-philosophical study circles that emerged in several 
major urban centres.10 Significantly, as Russian Orthodox dissent took 
on increasingly nationalist connotations, Orthodox dissidents in the 

http:centres.10


1 1 8 SUPPORTING LIBERALIZATION IN THE SOVIET U N I O N 

Ukraine, such as priest Vasyl Romaniuk, laymen Valentyn Moroz and 
Levko Lukianenko, came to identify themselves with the suppressed 
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church,11 rather than the legally 
existing Russian Church which failed to adapt its orientation and 
structure to the multinational composition of its large flock. 

Even more nationalist in orientation and far more widely based 
among the population have been the Lithuanian and Ukrainian Catholic 
dissent movements. As in Poland, the close historical association of 
religion and nationality, as well as widespread nationalist sentiment 
has made Lithuanian Catholic dissent a massive movement of religious 
protest, a movement which brought together a majority of the legally 
operating Lithuanian clergy symbolically headed by the banned bishops 
Steponavicius and Sladkevicius, and the extralegal monastic organiza-
tions, a section of lay intelligentsia, and broad strata of working class 
and rural believers.12 The Ukrainian Catholic dissent, while deprived 
of a legal organizational structure, has remained a powerful popular 
movement in Galicia and the Carpatho-Ukraine, where it has been 
active both within the forcibly imposed Orthodox Church as well as 
in the "catacomb" Greek Catholic Church. On the fringes of the 
"catacomb church" there emerged, since the mid-1950's a small 
eschatological sect of Pokutnyky (Penitents), a peasant-based move-
ment, which has been preaching, along with a mixture of Mariology, 
mysticism and Ukrainian nationalism, a complete repudiation of the 
"Antichrist" regime. With the Vatican-Soviet detente, the Pokutnyky 
completely broke away from Rome and the mainstream Uniale Church 
in the western Ukraine.13 

The more recent dissent movement within the Georgian Orthodox 
Church (Valentina Pailodze, Zviad Gamsakhurdia and others), while 
undoubtedly reflecting widespread concern of believers over the decima-
tion of the Church and the far-reaching corruption among its leaders, 
appears to have been based on the intelligentsia.14 This seems to be 
the case with the Armenian religious-nationalist dissidents. 

Almost totally devoid of intelligentsia participation, dissent currents 
within the Evangelical sects of Western origin have been based on 
clusters of worker and peasant supporters. In contrast to the tradi-
tional national churches, these sects have tended to dismiss the nation-
ality question as an obstacle to Christian unity, taking a cosmopolitan 
position that, in most cases has favored Russian as the sectarian lingua 
franca. The largest of these groups, the Council of Churches of 
Evangelical Christians-Baptists (which split away from the official ECB 
organization in 1965) has recently started publishing also in Ukrainian, 
presumably in response to pressures from its large Ukrainian follow-
ing.15 The most adamant stand against differentiation along nationality 
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lines has been taken by the Adventist dissident leader V. A. Shelkov—on 
behalf of the clandestine "All-Union Church of True and Free Ad-
ventists of the Seventh Day"; Shelkov has quoted Scriptures to argue 
for a merger of nations and a common language.16 On the other hand, 
the largely western Ukrainian based Jehovah's Witnesses have em-
ployed the Ukrainian language in their clandestine publications, despite 
their indifferent stand on the national-cultural grievances of the 
Ukrainians. 

While intimately related to Jewish national identity, Judaism in the 
USSR has not apparently recovered from the dual impact of seculari-
zation and administrative antireligious measures. With a relatively 
small percentage of believers among the Soviet Jewry (especially in 
the large urban centers of Russia, the Ukraine, and Belorussia),17 the 
grievances of religious Jews have largely been absorbed into a wave 
of Zionist revival, Hebrew study circles, and the Jewish emigration 
movement. At the same time, a number of Russified Jewish intellec-
tuals embraced Christianity, most of them in the Russian Orthodox 
form (for example, Aleksandr Ginsburg, Lev Regelson, Fr. Aleksandr 
Men). 

Little information is available about religious ferment among the 
Moslem population. It is known that Islamic religious values remain 
widespread, often merged with a sense of national identity (with 
musulmanin frequently denoting a "pan-Turkic nationality" as opposed 
to both Europeans and new national designations introduced for the 
Moslems under the Soviet rule). According to official Soviet sources, 
the great majority of Moslem religious communities operate illegally 
or without official registration.18 Surprisingly, the massive Crimean 
Tatar movement for repatriation to Crimea and restoration of national 
autonomy has had, as far as can be established from the available 
documents, virtually no religious connotations. This is not true of the 
recent Bashkir-Tatar samizdat,19 

T H E S T R A T E G I E S O F R E L I G I O U S D I S S E N T 

It was symptomatic of the changing mood of Soviet society during 
the post-Stalin era—with the general weakening of fear and of the 
sense of isolation and political inefficacy—that the dissenters did not 
resign themselves to passive opposition or retreat into the "catacombs," 
but rather chose to challenge openly the legality of the regime's anti-
religious measures through public protests and confrontations with 
the authorities designed to attract maximum publicity for their cause 
at home and abroad. At first the protest took the form of petitions 
to the authorities, letters to the press, and delegations dispatched by 
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believers to plead before governmental and ecclesiastical authorities. 
Frustrated in their appeals to socialist legality and unable to secure 
any meaningful response from their own church leaders, the believers 
subsequently turned to more desperate measures of self-defense by 
physically blocking the closing of churches and monasteries, staging 
demonstrations and courting beatings, arrests, fines, and prison 
sentences through acts of civil disobedience to what they believed 
to be illegal orders of Soviet officials. 

The early common denominator of the different religious dissent 
movements has been their demand for zakonnost (the rule of law) 
and glasnost (open or public operation by the government authorities). 
Baptist, Orthodox, and Catholic dissidents demanded that the authorities 
strictly observe their own Constitution and published legislation on 
"cults," however restrictive, that the state cease discriminating among 
religious groups and against believers, and that government agencies 
for religious affairs conduct their operations publicly, in conformity 
only with published laws and regulations on religion; and that illegally 
suppressed congregations, "prohibited" clergy, closed houses of wor-
ship, monastic institutions, and theological schools be restored to their 
respective religious groups. The "prohibited" denominations, most 
notably Ukrainian Catholics, Council of Churches of Evangelical 
Christian Baptists (CC ECB) , Pentecostals, and others have been de-
manding legalization and equality in status with the recognized reli-
gious groups. 

Progressively, as the authorities responded to these demands with 
administrative harassment and selective judicial and extra-judicial 
repressions, the range of the dissidents' aspirations widened and their 
methods radicalized. Following the more militant Baptist dissidents, 
movements of religious protest now demanded important revisions in 
Soviet religious legislation that would allow "religious propaganda" 
to be on equal terms with that of the atheists; to end the legal ban on 
the private religious instruction of minors; to restore to religious groups 
the right to undertake charitable works and to organize specialized 
religious circles; and for the Soviet state and school system to assume 
a position of neutrality vis-a-vis both believers and nonbelievers, in 
line with Lenin's pre-1917 pronouncements on this question. 

Increasingly, dissident demands turned from appeals to Soviet legis-
lation and authorities, to invoking international human rights declara-
tions, covenants, and conventions that spell out the principles of the 
freedom of conscience, religion, and religious education. More and more 
protest literature that documented Soviet violations of international 
commitments were being addressed to international organizations, 
foreign churches, other governments, and world public opinion. 
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In the process, religious samizdat has emerged as an alternative, un-
censored communication network linking the dissidents with their 
actual and potential followers within the USSR and serving as a bridge 
between the movements of religious protest and the world public 
opinion. Its voice multiplied thousandfold via Western radio broad-
casts beamed at the Soviet Union (Radio Liberty, BBC, Deutsche 
Welle, VOA, Radio Vatican, Radio Andes, Radio Monte Carlo, etc.), 
religious samizdat provided the dissidents with a surrogate organiza-
tional structure. Largely devoid of political resources and restricted in 
articulating their demands directly to the Soviet policy makers, the 
dissidents have been relying more and more on the inputs reaching the 
Soviet authorities from abroad—from governments, churches, and 
other organizations, or opinion leaders reacting to the Soviet violations 
of international and their own guarantees of freedom of conscience. 
Apart from the mainstream human rights periodical, the Chronicle of 
Current Events, which has extended its coverage to violations of be-
lievers rights,20 individual currents of religious dissent have launched 
their own periodicals, most notably the dissident Baptists (The Frater-
nal Newsletter, Herald of Salvation, Bulletin of the Council of the 
ECB Prisoners' Relatives) and the Lithuanian Roman Catholics (the 
Chronicle of the Catholic Church in Lithuania [1972- ] and several 
more periodicals21). 

Unlike the Orthodox and Roman Catholic dissidents, the other 
major dissident movements have either maintained their underground 
organizational networks since their "descent into the catacombs"—for 
example, the Ukrainian Catholic Church, the Adventists-Reformers, and 
the Jehovah's Witnesses—or have formed separate organizations after 
they had completely split away from their registered organizations (for 
example, the Council of Churches of the ECB, established in 1965). 
As they became the target of administrative and police reprisals, dissi-
dent Baptists proceeded to form a specialized organization (the Council 
of the ECB Prisoners' Relatives) to collect, document, and disseminate 
information about the Soviet persecution of their members. Moscow 
has become the focal point for the transmission to the outside world 
of religious samizdat, with the mainstream human rights movement 
(especially the cluster of dissident groups centered around Andrei 
Sakharov) becoming the chief intermediary between religious dissenters 
and the Soviet Union's Western journalistic and diplomatic commu-
nities. Western tourists, emigrants from the USSR, some Soviet travelers 
abroad, and even occasional international telephone and mail connec-
tions have also been relied upon to expose Soviet violations of religious 
rights to international publicity. 

The Helsinki Conference and the wide publicity given by the Soviet 
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media to its Final Act22 opened a new stage in the evolution of the 
human rights movement in the USSR. After the initial pessimism 
about the outcome of the European summit meeting, Soviet dissidents-
prodded by the "grassroots" protesters invoking the Helsinki "guaran-
tees"—have taken advantage of the human rights pledges of the Final 
Act to develop a new, remarkably successful strategy aimed at inter-
nationalizing their grievances at the time when a large segment of the 
Western public opinion was having second thoughts about the wisdom 
of the Helsinki "deal." The new strategy involved the monitoring of 
the Soviet Union's compliance with the Final Act and bringing to the 
attention of all the Act's signatories Soviet violations of individual and 
group rights of its own citizens. According to the letter of the Act, 
if not in the Kremlin's official view, these violations were now a matter 
of international concern and subject to international review at the 
forthcoming Belgrade Conference. 

Especially explicit language of the Final Act concerning freedom of 
"conscience, religion, or belief," including "the freedom of the indi-
vidual to profess and practice religion," has inspired a series of the 
widely publicized protest letters from two leading Orthodox dissidents, 
Fr. Gleb Iakunin and Lev Regelson, to the World Council of Churches, 
Patriarchs Demetrios of Constantinople and Pimen of Moscow, and 
various foreign church figures. Beginning with their October 16, 1975, 
letter to the WCC Assembly at Nairobi (November-December 1975), 
Iakunin and Regelson undertook to publicize the plight of believers of 
different faiths and of human rights activists in the USSR, calling upon 
the WCC and individual churches to raise their voices in defense of 
religion and human rights in the USSR.23 The ecumenical approach 
taken by the two Orthodox dissidents had been carried a step further 
by early 1976 in an unprecedented joint appeal to the Soviet Govern-
ment (with a copy sent to the WCC) signed by leading figures of the 
Russian Orthodox, Lithuanian Catholic, Baptist, Adventist, and Pen-
tecostal dissent movements and endorsed by a numer of lay human 
rights advocates.24 The appeal catalogued the contradictions between 
Soviet legal norms and administrative behavior and international human 
rights norms formally accepted by the USSR. The document demanded 
that the Soviet state cease interfering in religious affairs, equalize the 
rights of believers and atheists to disseminate their beliefs, and place 
religious organizations on the same legal footing as other voluntary 
organizations in the USSR; in other words, the dissident spokesmen de-
manded the separation of the state not only from the church but also 
from the ruling atheist doctrine, and, implicitly, from the Communist 
Party as well. 
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INTERRELATIONSHIPS WITH M O V E M E N T S FOR POLITICAL AND 

NATIONAL RIGHTS 

The new strategy of religious dissenters called not only for the coor-
dination of their efforts but also for a close alignment with the entire 
human rights movement in the USSR which, having been decimated 
by the post-1971 arrests, banishments, and emigration, was given a 
new lease on life by the Helsinki Final Act and was now attracting an 
unprecedented amount of attention from Western media and politicians. 
The rise of the Helsinki Monitoring Groups in Moscow (May 1976), 
the Ukraine and Lithuania (November 1977), Georgia (January 
1977), and Armenia (April 1977), which brought together in a 
loosely coordinated network the principal currents of the human rights 
movement in the USSR, was accompanied, on December 27, 1976, by 
the formation in Moscow of a Christian Committee for the Defense 
of Believers' Rights. Though composed of Russian Orthodox dissi-
dents only—Fr. Gleb Iakunin, Hierodeacon Varsonofii Khaibulin, and 
Viktor Kapitanchuk25—the Committee undertook to speak out openly 
on behalf of all persecuted Christians in the USSR, in close associa-
tion with the Moscow Helsinki Group. Specifically, the Committee's 
founding "Declaration" invested it with four tasks: to study and supply 
information on the legal situation and actual position of religion and 
believers; to provide believers with legal advice whenever their rights 
have been violated; to raise such cases before the appropriate state 
institutions; and to promote the liberalization of Soviet legislation on 
religion.26 Since 1976, the Committee has addressed a number of 
appeals and protests in defense of different religious groups and indi-
vidual victims of Soviet antireligious repressions, as well as in support 
of the persecuted human rights advocates; the Committee has inter-
vened on behalf of numerous local believers and compiled and trans-
mitted abroad, by fall 1978, several volumes of documents illuminating 
the position of different religious communities and individual Chris-
tians and Jews in the Soviet Union.27 During 1977 it appealed to both 
Soviet authorities and world churches against the antireligious impli-
cations of the new draft Constitution of the USSR which recognized 
Marxism-Leninism, and hence atheism, as an integral component of 
the Soviet state.28 In a number of appeals and declarations the Commit-
tee was joined by the Moscow, Ukrainian, or Lithuanian Helsinki Group 
members, Andrei Sakharov, the Working Commission to Investigate 
the Abuse of Psychiatry for Political Purposes, the Committee for the 
Defence of Workers' Rights, as well as representatives of the dissident 
Adventists and Baptists.29 On November 21, 1977, the Committee 
cosigned with a number of these groups a joint appeal to the Belgrade 
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Conference calling on the Western signatories of the Helsinki Accords 
to review specific areas of human rights violations in the Soviet Union, 
especially "violations of religious freedoms, including freedom of 
churches from state control and the freedom of religious education," as 
well as "discrimination against believers in education and employment, 
judicial and psychiatric repressions of believers, and the seizure of 
children from their religious parents."30 

Similar defense committees have been in existence among the dissi-
dent Evangelical Christians Baptists—the much older "Council of the 
ECB Prisoners' Relatives" dating since the 1960's—and among the 
"True and Free Adventists." The latter formed in 1976 a "Group for 
a Legal Struggle Against the Dictatorship of State Atheism and the 
Investigation of the Facts of the Persecution of Believers in the USSR." 
On May 11, 1978, the Adventist Group announced to the public their 
existence, objectives, and composition (seven members headed by 
Rostyslav Halest'kyi [Galetskii]). In its Declaration issued on that 
date, the Group listed its objectives in much more radical terms than 
those employed by other similar bodies. It pledged to collect informa-
tion and complaints from both Adventists and other believers, "per-
secuted for their purely religious convictions, life and activities"; to 
investigate facts of violence and arbitrariness of the dictatorship of 
state atheism; to collect documentation on the Soviet violations of 
human rights and Helsinki Accords for presentation to the forthcoming 
Madrid Review Conference; to enlighten believers about their legal 
rights and to uncover "secret instructions and resolutions" employed 
for the "suppression of the genuine religious freedom," to render every 
assistance to the victims of religious persecution and their families; 
and to combat the "illegal, criminal, and sinful" union of the "state 
religion of atheism-materialism-evolutionism" with the Soviet state.31 

Among Lithuanian Catholics (and for the benefit of other Catholics 
as well), the functions assumed by the above mentioned bodies have 
been successfully performed by the Chronicle of the Catholic Church in 
Lithuania with its clandestine network of editors, informants, repro-
ducers, and distributors. In November 1978 a separate Catholic Com-
mittee for the Defense of Believers' Rights was organized in Lithuania, 
and its membership and objectives were announced at a press confer-
ence in Moscow.32 In contrast, no similar body or periodical has 
emerged within the large underground Ukrainian Catholic (Uniate) 
Church, which, after it had recovered in part from the pogrom of 
1945-49, has deliberately followed a strategy of inconspicuous, apoliti-
cal, and strictly religious activity with a view towards securing from 
the state the legalization of its canonic organization, a strategy which has 
generated some tensions among the Uniate clergy and believers and has 
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not so far dispelled the regime's hostility towards this "nationalist 
church." 

Another arena for collaboration between religious dissidents and 
political and national rights advocates has been provided by the 
Helsinki Monitoring Groups. Thus Orthodox and Jews have been 
joined by nonbelievers in the Moscow Group; Jews have joined the 
Roman Catholics and the Georgian Orthodox, respectively, in the 
Lithuanian and Georgian Groups; with the Ukrainian Helsinki Moni-
toring Group are Ukrainian Orthodox, Uniates, agnostics, and a Baptist. 

Besides their overall civil rights orientation, the Helsinki Groups 
in the non-Russian Republics have been serving as spokesmen for the 
national rights of their respective peoples, combining the defense of 
their political, cultural, and linguistic rights with that of their national 
religion. This has been particularly true of the Lithuanian Group 
working in close liaison with the Catholic opposition and its mouth-
piece, the Chronicle of the Catholic Church in Lithuania, and several 
nationalist circles and periodicals. Similarly, in the Ukraine, Georgia, 
and Armenia, the Helsinki Groups closely combined defense of 
national rights with that of their national churches. 

The close relationship between religious dissent and the movements 
for political and nationality rights in the USSR has derived from the 
increasing realization of the interdependence of religious and political 
liberalization, and the growing conviction that freedom of conscience 
cannot be secured without the realization of political freedoms under 
a rule of law. This belief is shared by all ideological shades of dissent 
in the USSR except for small extremist fringes on the far right33 and 
the "loyalist" left.34 At the same time, a recognition of the historical 
interdependence of national identity and culture with national re-
ligion has brought about an increasing overlapping of religious and 
national dissent. In a parallel way, a search for national roots, for an 
alternative belief system and an absolutist moral code has brought a 
growing number of seemingly "homogenized" products of Soviet social-
ization back to their traditional religions, a process that has taken on 
the dimensions of a minor religious revival among the scientific-cultural 
intelligentsia in Russia and other Republics of the USSR. 

T H E I M P A C T OF RELIGIOUS DISSIDENCE ON THE STATE AND SOCIETY 

The emergence of dissent in the ranks of the Russian Orthodox 
Church, the Evangelical Christians-Baptists, and the Catholics and the 
increasing ferment within several other religious groups, as well as 
activation of the Uniate Church and other underground groups, pre-
sented the regime with a serious challenge not only to its church policy 
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but also to internal security, especially in view of the possible confluence 
of religious dissent with the civil rights and nationality rights movements. 

The Soviet response to this combined challenge was to combine harsh 
repressions against the most active religious dissenters with conces-
sions to "loyal" religious groups so as to intimidate the dissident rank-
and-file and to make the official churches more attractive to them. 
Deliberate misinformation was spread by the state-controlled media 
about the movements of religious protest and the banned churches 
with a view towards generating popular hostility against dissenters. 
To ward off increasingly vocal criticism of Soviet violations of the 
believers' legal rights (the principal cause of religious dissent) and to 
conceal the official treatment of the dissidents, the regime has been 
relying on censorship and broadcast jamming devices at home, while 
compelling spokesmen of the "loyal" churches to endorse for the bene-
fit of foreign critics the Kremlin's denial that religious persecution 
occurs in the USSR. 

The toughening since mid-1965 of the regime's reaction to political 
dissent, could not but affect its treatment of religious dissidents. Grow-
ing manifestations of dissent, spreading to nearly all denominations in 
the USSR, added urgency to the problem of tightening administrative 
and legal controls over religious activities. In December 1965 the two 
governmental agencies for the Russian Orthodox Church and other 
denominations were merged into a single, more powerful Council for 
Religious Affairs under Vladimir Kuroedov.35 In March 1966 the Re-
publican legislation on religious cults was amended to impose more 
severe prison sentences and higher fines for the "violation of the laws 
on the separation of the Church from the State."36 In September of 
the same year an amendment to Chapter Nine of the Russian Criminal 
Code expanded the definition of "crimes against the administrative 
order" to deal with all overt manifestations of dissent.37 Under the new, 
toughened provisions of the Criminal Code38 the Soviet authorities 
launched a campaign of administrative harassment, arrest, trial, and 
deportation against religious dissidents, especially the more militant 
Baptists initsiativniki, Adventists, and Pentecostalists. Between the early 
1960's and spring 1977, over one thousand dissident Baptists have been 
imprisoned,39 some more than once, with many more subjected to 
administrative fines and various forms of harassment by the police. As 
of December 1, 1976, sixty-nine followers of the ECB Council of 
Churches were held in prisons, camps, or places of exile, including the 
Secretary General of the Council, Georgii Vins.40 At least twenty-six 
Pentecostalists were held in forced labor camps as of August 1976.41 

A similar fate was shared by a number of "True and Free Adventists," 
including the leader of the Church, the eighty-two-year old V. A. 

http:dissent.37
http:Kuroedov.35


BOCIURKIW: RELIGIOUS DISSENT 1 2 7 

Shelkov, arrested in Tashkent in March, 1978.42 A number of clergy-
men and believers from the principal Christian churches have been 
imprisoned in recent years, including Ukrainian Orthodox priest Vasyl 
Romaniuk, Russian Orthodox layman and organizer of religious-
philosophical seminars Aleksandr Ogorodnikov, Lithuanian Catholic 
activists Nijole Sadunaite and Viktoras Petkus, Ukrainian Catholic 
priest Mykhailo Vynnytskyi, and Georgian Orthodox laymen Zviad 
Gamsakhurdia and Merab Kostava. 

Other forms of reprisals employed by the authorities against religious 
dissenters have included deprivation of parental rights for a strict 
religious upbringing of children;43 confinement without trial to psychi-
atric prison hospitals for indefinite terms with mind destructive "treat-
ment";44 as well as obviously staged burglaries, arson, beatings, assaults, 
suicides and even murders—none of them cleared up by the police 45 

To confer a semblance of legality on its more restrictive religious 
policy, the Government proceeded to amend its 1929 "Law on Reli-
gious Associations" by incorporating most, if not all, of its hitherto 
secret (though publicized by religious dissidents) "instructions" of 
1961 and 1968 into the June 23, 1975, decree of the Russian Supreme 
Soviet Presidium,46 which was closely followed by parallel enactments 
in other Union Republics. 

While token gestures have been made by the Soviet authorities in 
response to foreign protests in the cases of individual religious dissi-
dents or selected dissident congregations,47 the principal beneficiaries 
of religious dissent seemed to be the "established," "loyal" religious 
groups: fearful of further gains by the dissidents, the regime relaxed its 
pressure on the recognized churches and sects and, in a few cases, 
offered some concessions to them to blunt the dissident criticism of 
ecclesiastical "collaboration" with the atheist authorities. Clearly, 
further losses would have been suffered by the legally operating churches 
were it not for the dissidents and the instant publicity they have been 
giving to Soviet violations of religious rights. In the final analysis, how-
ever, it was the long maligned and harassed rank-and-file believers who 
have been benefiting most from the dissident efforts and sacrifices, not 
merely in terms of the easing of Soviet antireligious pressures, but 
also in a moral, psychological sense, as they are being infused by the 
dissident voices and their echoes abroad with a new sense of dignity, 
hope, and self-efficacy. 

F U T U R E P O T E N T I A L 

The long-range effect of religious dissidence on Soviety society at large 
is perhaps, even more significant. More than any other current of oppo-
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sition, religious dissent has been working at the grassroots level as 
an articulator of alternative belief and value systems, more intelligible 
and existentially relevant to ordinary peasants and workers than the 
ideologies and programs of political dissent. The progressive attrition 
of the official "faith" has created a growing spiritual and moral vacuum 
which could not be filled by larger doses of Soviet "patriotic educa-
tion," nor compensated by the consumerism of developed socialism, nor 
by the alarmingly growing alcoholism. Religion—not of the official 
variety represented by the loyal ecclesiastical establishment, but that 
of the confessing, persecuted churches—has been making inroads in a 
rapidly modernizing society that, by conventional sociological wisdom, 
should be abandoning rather than rediscovering religious values. This 
process has been significantly enhanced by the incapacity of the Soviet 
regime, for all its physical might, to accept the challenge of religion 
at the level of ideas, to allow a free philosophical confrontation between 
religion and official Marxism-Leninism, to let the individual choose 
between the two; instead, the regime has been exclusively relying on 
"administrative methods," violence, and propaganda to silence the 
voices of religious dissent. Despite its formidable apparatus for political 
socialization and mobilization, the Party has not been able to infuse 
the masses with a militant antireligious fervor: on the contrary, even 
Soviet surveys of workers' attitudes towards religion have revealed a 
surprisingly high level of tolerance for religious believers ("as long as 
they are not doing harm to anybody, they should be left alone to prac-
tice their beliefs").48 In other surveys, a large proportion of the popu-
lation studied has identified religious rites and traditions with their 
national cultures.49 Greater societal tolerance of both diverse religious 
beliefs and agnosticism suggests not only the far-reaching loss of credi-
bility by the official doctrine, but also a continuing process of "secular-
ization," differentiation in values and beliefs that could not but favor 
the tendencies towards a liberalization of the Soviet system. 
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Comments and Discussion 

Professor Bociurkiw added to his paper comments on the character 
of external support for religious movements in the Soviet Union 

and some support strategies he thought that outsiders might usefully 
follow. As to the first, he thought that the record was not a good one. 
He praised the work of Keston College outside of London and of the 
Glauben in der Zweiten Welt organization in Zurich, but these were 
unfortunately very small and underfinanced groups. The record of the 
major established churches was lamentable. Not till the Nairobi As-
sembly did the World Council of Churches speak out. The record of 
the Vatican has been equally poor; the Lithuanian and particularly 
Uniate Catholics have often felt abandoned. Vatican secret diplomacy 
may help at times, but it is not enough. The World Baptist Alliance 
has similar problems. Like the Russian Orthodox Church within the 
World Council of Churches, the official leaders of the Russian Baptist 
Church plead that they can participate in the World Baptist Association 
only if there is no criticism of the USSR. The exploitation of religion 
by Soviet propaganda is very well supported. It is estimated that a 
major part of the donations to Soviet churches is diverted to the Soviet 
Peace Fund. This is used in turn to lavishly support the world travels 
and gifts to foreign friends of Soviet church leaders. Thus, by granting 
limited freedom and privileges to a few religious leaders the Soviets are 
able to cut off significant criticism by the major churches and their 
international connections. 

Professor Bociurkiw identified four approaches for external sup-
porters of religious liberty in the USSR. First, Western governments, 
human rights organizations, and churches should bring steady pressure 
on Soviet officials, emphasizing the fact that the Soviets have acceded 
to international agreements guaranteeing religious liberty. The Soviets 
are more likely to respond positively to such pressure than they would 
be to pressure in the area of individual political rights. A new genera-
tion is progressively taking over the reins of the USSR, a generation 
that is less ideologically oriented, and less devoted to atheism. Restric-
tions on religion are also much less oppressive in such other Soviet 
orbit countries as East Germany or Poland. The second approach 
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should be to take to task the official church organizations for not 
standing up for elemental religious rights. The third approach should 
be to give added support to the prohibited churches. They need more 
attention in the media and public opinion. Westerners going to the 
Soviet Union should bring along Bibles and prayer books for these 
churches, and should make a point of attending services in the unoffi-
cial churches. Finally, a greater effort should be made to promote the 
study of the religious situation in the Soviet Union and of church-state 
relations. Most study centers have to live from hand to mouth. 

After reiterating the difficulty of such estimates, particularly in a 
society in which religious belief can lead to loss of position and block 
future success, Bociurkiw estimated that there were thirty to sixty 
million Orthodox believers. After World War II there were about 
17,500 Orthodox churches. This was down to 7,500 by the 1960's, 
with, at the most, 6,500 now operating, and 5,900 priests. True Ortho-
dox Christians should be estimated in the tens of thousands; Jehovah's 
Witnesses perhaps in the thousands, mostly concentrated in the west-
ern Ukraine. Though their own estimates are much higher, Pentecos-
tals and Adventists may together number one hundred thousand. There 
are probably at least 500,000 "official" Evangelical Christians-Baptists 
(not including the dissident Baptists). The Ukrainian Uniate (Greek 
Catholic) Church had a membership of three and one-half to four mil-
lion before they were banned in the late 1940's. Founded at the end 
of the sixteenth century, the Uniate Church was banned because of 
its close ties with the Ukrainian national movement; it may preserve 
a large part of its membership for the same reason. 

Asked to specify more exactly the present status of religion and the 
extent of its persecution, Professor Bociurkiw pointed out that the 
recent growth of sectarianism may be explained by the vacuum left 
behind by Khrushchev's antireligious campaign, particularly in urban 
centers and industrial areas. At the same time, the attrition of the 
official ideology has contributed to a growing interest in religion, espe-
cially among young intellectuals. The revival of the nationalities had 
also sparked religious interest. For example, a secularized Jew may 
become a Zionist, learn Hebrew, and end up a believer. In the face of 
this growth in religious interest the regime has eased somewhat its 
antireligious pressure on the officially recognized denominations in terms 
of the administrative closing of churches—except for the "unregistered" 
Western sects. At the same time for selected cases, chiefly those that 
seem to threaten the regime's control, there have been severe reprisals. 
Roughly, one thousand persons have been imprisoned for religious 
activities since 1960, mostly people from the most rapidly growing and 
militant sectarian groups. 
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Bociurkiw added that in some fields such as science or art, one could 
function as a believer. But a writer cannot if he wants to be published; 
a teacher found to be a believer is immediately fired. It is very diffi-
cult for a known believer to enter a university, partly because such a 
person will be expelled from the Komsomol, and a negative Komsomol 
recommendation would adversely affect one's chances for acceptance 
at a university. 

Dunlop observed that the antireligious campaign of 1959-1964 
had tended to galvanize Russian nationalism in reaction. For example, 
a direct result of this campaign was the All-Russian Society for the 
Protection of Historical and Cultural Monuments with twelve and one-
half million members. He also wanted to emphasize the importance of 
the fact that the Christian Committee for the Defense of Believers' 
Rights, although founded in 1976 in association with the Helsinki 
monitoring groups, had not had any of its members arrested. He 
believed this might be because too many believing Russians would 
be offended by such arrests. He also pointed out that several churches 
have been opened recently in the vicinity of the Chinese border, per-
haps for the use of the Soviet troops stationed there. This could stem 
from the World War II attitude toward the Russian church as a pillar 
of patriotism. 

The discussion briefly returned to consider the unusual strength 
of the Lithuanian Church and its less intense persecution. It was 
suggested that this relative freedom might be credited to the policies 
of the First Secretary of the Lithuanian Communist Party, Snieckus, 
who remained in office from 1940 to 1974. He has been credited 
with being able to protect Lithuanian national interests while main-
taining the confidence of Moscow, and it is quite possible he has also 
protected the Church. 

Cottam related the results of an interviewing effort in Afghanistan 
two years ago. One finding of the study was that it was widely believed 
that the Muslim Brotherhood (Ikhwani) were very strong and were 
a rightist CIA organization. He was also told that Ikhwani were 
numerous in Central Asia. He later found that the Ihkwani were in 
fact strong at the University of Kabul, but that they were leftist if 
anything. He also learned from the students about the strength and 
intentions of the religious dissident movement in Iran. This informa-
tion turned out to be remarkably accurate. Cottam wondered if we 
should take seriously the suggestion of Ikhwani strength in Central 
Asia, and asked if the Soviets see the Ikhwani as CIA and right wing. 
Bociurkiw answered that the Ikhwani were described in Soviet sources 
as very reactionary, although he had not seen a mention of a CIA 
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connection. More generally, the Soviets tend to lump religion, right-
wing views, American support, and Zionism together; and of course 
they often tie dissidents to the CIA. He suggested that Soviet spokes-
men making these connections generally believe them. 



Reform and Repression in the 
USSR: The Western Influence 

Herbert J. Ellison 

Pour un mauvais gouvernement le moment le plus dangereux 
est celui où il commence a se transformer. Montesquieu 

It is probably wise to begin with a dictionary definition of the 
word reform: "The amendment of some faulty state of things, 

especially of a corrupt or oppressive political institution or practice; 
the removal of some abuse or wrong."1 In this broad sense of the 
word there has certainly been a great deal of reform in the Soviet 
Union over the past quarter century. But reform means change, and 
change from existing political institutions and practices is always 
unsettling, particularly for a poor government, as Montesquieu's dictum 
suggests. The appetite for reform, particularly in a society where it 
has been suppressed, can grow with explosive force when the sup-
pression is reduced or ended. Moreover, what the intending reformer 
sees as "a corrupt or oppressive political institution or practice," fit 
only for abolition, a defender of the established order might see, 
indeed rightly see, as an essential pillar of that order. Hence on the 
Soviet scene, as elsewhere in political affairs, a reform initiative fre-
quently begets its opposite—an effort at repression, for repression 
is usually an effort to halt a process of change which is unacceptable 
to the governing power. And where a powerful censorship of the 
Soviet type prevails, not only action but the written and spoken 
word as well are repressed in order that even ideas of change can 
be controlled. 

In writing about reform and repression in the Soviet Union we 
shall be concerned not only with the attitudes toward reform of the 

Herbert J. Ellison is professor of history, University of Washington; he 
is an authority on modern Russia and the Soviet Union. 

1 3 7 



1 3 8 SUPPORTING LIBERALIZATION IN THE SOVIET U N I O N 

governing elite, but also with those of the regime's internal critics. 
For one of the major developments of the post-Stalin Soviet Union 
was the revival of the public conversation about reform and reform 
needs.2 In addition to the increasing outspokenness of the various 
technical specialists, who posed reform ideas on educational, economic, 
legal, and other questions from their official positions and in officially 
sanctioned publications, there appeared as well an extensive literature 
of unofficial social and cultural criticism and related reform ideas.3 

Most of this literature appeared in underground or samizdat publi-
cations, a revival of the critical traditions and perspectives of the 
prerevolutionary intelligentsia. Both groups of reform spokesmen, 
official and unofficial, contributed in their own ways to a consider-
able broadening of the reform discussion. 

Another part of the task is to inquire about the impact of the 
West upon the process of Soviet reform. One of the distinctive features 
of the Stalin era had been the effort to seal off the Soviet Union 
from external cultural and intellectual influences. The gradual and 
partial reopening to news and ideas from the West, in publications, 
broadcasting, travel, and other forms, revived an influence which, 
like the tradition of intelligentsia criticism, had lain dormant for 
many years. 

In the general features which our opening definition of reform 
implies there is little in the post-Stalin Soviet Union to distinguish 
it from the dynamic process of reform and repression in other societies. 
But the Soviet reform process has been profoundly influenced by 
three unique factors: the scope of revolutionary change and the 
severity of oppression in the Stalin era; the pervasiveness of the 
political power and the close link between that power and the abuses 
toward which the reformers' energy is directed; and the fact that 
the governing elite see themselves, and act, as the leaders of a con-
tinuing revolution, domestic and international. The impact of these 
special factors upon the Soviet reform process needs closer examination. 

The scope and pace of the revolutionary change in Soviet society 
during the Stalin era is probably without equal in the history of any 
society. The change included the total socialization of the economy, the 
most disruptive feature of which was the forcible collectivization of 
over twenty million peasant farms. It included an equally forceful 
mobilization of urban labor with drastic reductions of living standards 
for the entire population as the government channeled the maximum 
investment into industrial expansion through the mechanism of a 
highly centralized, planned "command economy." Abandoning the 
critical caution of the 1920's, Stalin forced Soviet reality into con-
formity with party theory, and not only in economic policy and insti-
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tutions. The command economy was matched by a command culture 
with the literary, artistic, and scientific intelligentsia compelled to mold 
their work to a forcefully enunciated and brutally enforced "party line" 
as their political leaders instructed them in the construction of a lit-
erature, art, and science appropriate to "the era of construction of 
socialism." No less formidable pressure was applied to the national 
minorities. Their political and cultural leadership was purged and 
their cultural and educational institutions remolded to conform to the 
policy of building Soviet nationhood. Even religious believers expe-
rienced an unprecedented intensity of persecution, as the government 
undertook massive closures of churches, synagogues, and mosques, 
seminaries and religious schools, and harassed both religious leaders 
and followers. 

So sweeping a social and cultural change was bound, of itself, to 
require an unprecedented scale and severity of coercion. But the coer-
cion went far beyond the requirements of even the revolutionary objec-
tives. The hallmark of the Stalin era was an enormously expanded and 
pervasive police force and purges on a fantastic scale which literally 
gutted the ranks of party, military, and economic leadership, and ex-
tended to the mass of the population as well. 

The Stalin legacy has been, beyond any doubt, one of the most 
unmanageable ingredients in the Soviet reform process. In his famous 
secret speech to the party leadership at the XX Party Congress in 1956 
Khrushchev attempted simultaneously to endorse the main institutional 
changes of the Stalin years and to repudiate the leadership cult ("per-
sonality cult"), the excesses of police power, the personal dictatorship, 
and the impact of both upon the purges, the conduct of World War II, 
the treatment of certain of the small nationalities, and the Soviet-
Yugoslav conflict. The speech was clearly an attempt to reaffirm the 
main institutional changes since 1928, to rekindle dedication to the 
communist goals within the party, and to attribute all of the major 
leadership failures and abuses of the preceding generation to Stalin's 
paranoid and despotic personality. 

Initially, the most explosive impact of the speech was not in Russia, 
but in Eastern Europe and China. But only five years later (1961) , 
and for reasons that remain uncertain, Khrushchev went much further 
with his denunciation of Stalin, offering appalling details of his personal 
role in the 1930's purges and his other abuses of power, and seeking 
to efface all possible evidence of his legacy from the surface of Soviet 
life. By early 1963, however, faced with a flood of literature critical 
of abuses of the Stalin years, he felt compelled to hold the line, reaffirm-
ing at the XXII Party Congress "Stalin's contributions to the Party 
and to the Communist movement."4 The post-Stalin era has witnessed a 
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slow but definite process of rehabilitation of Stalin, as evident in official 
references to his rule, and especially in a gradual removal from the 
successive editions of the official party history of virtually all negative 
allusions to his policies during those years.5 

The central point is that de-Stalinization raised a host of questions 
and problems for which the defects of Stalin's character were simply 
not a sufficient explanation. It raised questions about Stalin's fellow 
leaders (Khrushchev sought to tar his own former colleague with this 
brush in 1961), questions about the enormous human cost of the Stalin 
era, and very specific questions about the cost of policy errors in two 
particular periods—the First Five-Year Plan (especially the collectivi-
zation of agriculture) and the Second World War. The growing schol-
arly inquiry into both these periods during the 1960's was cut off 
abruptly, as was the belletristic literature with its uncomfortable candor 
about the Stalin years.6 In effect, the leaders acknowledged simul-
taneously the danger of close examination of the realities of the 
Stalin years and the need to rehabilitate the reputation of the man 
whose policies were fundamental to the system within which they 
governed. This recognition inevitably set tight limits to subsequent 
reform efforts. 

A second special feature of the Soviet reform context is that the 
pursuit of perceived abuses in policies or institutions comes very easily 
into conflict with some extension of a pervasive political power. For 
example, the religious believer who seeks a literal application of the 
constitutional guarantee of separation of church and state quickly 
learns, if he needed to do so, that the Party is determined to sustain, 
indeed extend, the structure of administrative controls that it uses 
to regulate the leadership, administration, and facilities of religious 
organizations, for that structure is a crucial instrument in the con-
tinuing effort to contain, and eventually to eliminate, the influence of 
religion in Soviet life.7 Or the intending reformer of the law soon dis-
covers that the prefatory qualifications upon general rights in the 
constitution and the vague categories of crime in the criminal code 
are sternly defended by the political power, for broadly stated quali-
fications upon constitutional civil rights and vaguely defined political 
crimes sustain a broad and flexible administrative capability to deal 
with political opposition.8 Analogous experiences result from efforts 
to reform the apparently irrational centralism of economic administra-
tion or the seemingly pedantic regulation of scholarly research and 
writing—such is the pervasiveness of the political power in communist 
societies generally, and in Soviet society particularly. What the intend-
ing reformer sees as the removal of a specific and separable abuse, 
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the power controllers often see as an attempt to weaken a system 
of power. 

Thirdly, there is the fact that the governing elite of Soviet society see 
themselves not as the beleaguered and privileged defenders of a static 
power structure, but as the leaders and organizers of a continuing com-
munist revolution, domestic and inernational. One can illustrate the 
consequences of this outlook with the example of policy regarding 
agriculture. Reform-minded intellectual critics outside the leadership 
are denied the opportunity to write, or to publish, scholarly history or 
fiction dealing with the foundations of Soviet agricultural institutions 
in the era of collectivization, and thus open for question underlying 
premises of that policy.9 But meanwhile the leadership continues to 
implement the main institutional remodeling of agriculture—the trans-
formation of the kolkhozes after the pattern of the sovkhozes through 
consolidation into larger units, and the conversion of kolkhozniki from 
cooperators to paid agricultural laborers with fixed wages, pensions, 
and so forth. With free discussion of both past and current conditions 
in Soviet agriculture one might well expect the raising of serious doubts 
about the fundamental effectiveness and economic viability of existing 
agricultural institutions; with a party monopoly of power and commu-
nication the issue does not even surface in public discussion and the 
old policy continues into the new, whatever its actual shortcomings. In 
this way the Party monopolizes the process of institutional change. 

Similar observations can be made about Party policy in other key 
areas. For example, the structure of policies devised to implement 
Soviet nationalities policy—the language and educational policies, the 
regulation of literature and history, religious policies, and so forth— 
have changed but little in the post-Stalin years, in spite of a consider-
able onslaught by nationalist intellectuals using both legal and samizdat 
publishing opportunities.10 The latter effort achieved impressive suc-
cesses, as the decision to publish an official rebuttal to Ivan Dzyuba's 
underground book on Soviet nationalities policy provocatively titled 
Internationalism or Russification? clearly demonstrated.11 But, mean-
while the thrust of Stalin era policy continues, maintaining Russian as 
the language of higher education throughout the country, encouraging 
education of non-Russian children in Russian-language schools by 
means direct and indirect, pressing forward with centralization of edu-
cational and economic administration, and concentrating critical fire 
in cultural and other publications upon the evils of "local nationalism" 
while the abuses of central power are ignored and the glories of Soviet 
nationality are extolled.12 

The foreign observer often fails to appreciate the comprehensive 
and long-range policy of the Soviet leadership, a policy which could 
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properly be described as a long revolution. In this perspective collec-
tivization only began the movement toward a fully socialist agriculture 
and a fully proletarianized peasant, and the efforts to that end still 
continue. Similarly, the integration of many nationalities into a new 
Soviet nationhood, the gradual triumph of "scientific" atheism, and the 
final elimination of "alien" currents from cultural and intellectual 
life are all aspects of building communism and creating the new Soviet 
Union. The main point is that the harsh treatment of opposition is not 
solely, or even basically, a policy of reaction, of using censorship and 
other means of repression to exclude negative criticism of established 
policies or circulation of alternative policy concepts, essential though 
that effort is. It is a dynamic policy of institutional change pursuing 
essentially the same social vision as that which motivated Soviet society 
in the Stalin years. 

In effect, then, the Soviet Communist Party claims a monopoly of 
reform initiative. It defines reform as a continuation of the revolutionary 
process, the remolding of culture and institutions to conform to the 
Party's ideological vision of the good society. Conversely, any reform 
notion challenging the official concept of reform is by definition counter-
reform or reaction. But the retention of the monopoly of reform is 
crucially dependent upon retaining another monopoly, that of com-
munications and information. In many ways the most momentous de-
velopment in Soviet life in recent years was the challenge to the Party's 
monopoly of information and ideas, and the means of their communi-
cation. Without serious inroads into that monopoly it was impossible 
to expand the definition of reform beyond the restrictive limits of the 
official usage. But such inroads did come, both through the relaxation 
of controls over official publications and, vastly more significantly, 
through the widespread appearance of unofficial publications, or samiz-
dat. These innovations led to the gradual articulation of ideas and 
proposals for reform that in many areas of national life constituted a 
fundamental challenge to the official policies. The scope and serious-
ness of that challenge can best be appreciated against the background 
of official reform measures and reform notions. 

The achievements of official reform policy in the post-Stalin Soviet 
Union are in many ways very impressive. The vast structure of Stalin 
labor camps has been disbanded, and with it most of the structure of 
arbitrary justice (most notably the MVD Special Boards). The enor-
mous empire of the MVD was reduced to the more limited secret police 
responsibility of the KGB, an organization which was, at least until 
1969, deprived of its predecessor's power of ideological surveillance. 
Most of the coercive labor legislation of the Stalin years has been 
abolished, and free mobility of industrial labor substantially restored. 
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The long-neglected and exploited peasant has attained a very large 
increase of income and has been granted (1975) internal passports 
with full rights of mobility. Extremely narrow applications of the doc-
trine of "socialist realism" have given way to a much broader concept 
of the aesthetic forms and intellectual substance of literature and the 
arts. Some of the more arbitrary and destructive forms of party ideologi-
cal intervention in the sciences, particularly in biology, agronomy, and 
physics, have been rectified, and much has been done to restore domes-
tic scholarship and international scholarly ties in such fields as eco-
nomics and sociology. A simultaneous expansion of the school system 
has done much to extend and improve school opportunities, especially 
in rural areas. These reform initiatives were combined with a huge 
expansion and technical modernization of the national economy, a 
steady and sizable rise in living standards, and a significant shift in 
investment priorities that brought a great improvement in desperately 
bad housing conditions. Such are the broad outlines of a considerable 
reform achievement. 

But the unofficial reform discussion in the samizdat literature went 
much further than the official, and its contents reveal a dissatisfaction 
with fundamental elements of established institutions and policies. 
This literature challenged not just the application but the rationale of 
official censorship, the validity of the doctrine of socialist realism in 
literature and the arts, and of political partisanship (partiinost ') in 
intellectual life generally.13 Scientists proclaimed the internationalism 
of science, its independence of class and national boundaries and ideo-
logical limitations.14 Nationalists repudiated the Soviet nationalities 
policy and its guiding concept of internationalism. Religious believers 
challenged the structure of official religious policy as incompatible 
with separation of church and state. Critics of the economy called for 
at least a partial desocialization and a radical decentralization. Political 
critics proposed extensive constitutional reform, with restatement and 
effective protection of civil and political rights, and reduction of the 
monopoly role of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and the 
removal of the system whereby the Party has absorbed the role of the 
Soviets. 

By the mid-1960's the Soviet leadership faced not only a challenge 
to its monopoly of communication and information, but explicit chal-
lenges to the basic policies and institutions inherited from the Stalin 
era. In substantial part the main developments were the consequence 
of the government's own reform efforts. There had been relaxation of 
the ideological control structure and a simultaneous expansion of the 
information about both the Soviet Union and the world outside, past 
and present. The opportunity to undertake broader exploration of the 
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history and literature of the Russians, and of other peoples of the 
USSR, and the chance to explore more openly and critically the con-
ditions and problems of the Soviet economy, polity, and society were 
essential preparation for asking questions about the main elements of 
government policy and for critical examination of its key elements— 
the Party dictatorship, the command economy and centralized socialism, 
the structures of ideological direction of cultural and intellectual life, 
the policy of socialist internationalism as it affected the nationalities, 
official atheism, and the world role of Soviet power. That very important 
exploration, and the reform notions which it generated, was what the 
Party leadership set out to control or suppress from the mid-1960's 
onward. 

The latest phase in the reimposition of controls has been marked 
by virtually complete destruction of the leadership and press of the 
dissent movement (from 1972 onward), and a massive campaign of 
intimidation, vilification, imprisonment, and exile of participants. An 
immensely significant aspect of the process is its accompaniment by a 
forceful reaffirmation of Soviet control over the states of Eastern 
Europe—Czechoslovakia serving in 1968 as the practical example of 
the Brezhnev Doctrine—and by the very rapid emergence, over the 
past decade, of the Soviet Union as a full-fledged superpower with parity 
or superiority over its American rival in nuclear weaponry, conven-
tional land forces, and naval power. As so often in earlier periods of 
Soviet history, a period of counterreform and repression is also a 
period of dynamic and aggressive foreign policy. Another important 
parallel with earlier times is the fact that dissident intellectuals pressing 
the cause of internal reform were also sharp critics of the most offensive 
and dangerous elements of Soviet foreign policy—including the anti-
Israeli policy, the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the armaments policy, 
and much else. The information monopoly and the single official line 
on key foreign policy questions were challenged just as were key aspects 
of domestic policy. 

To repeat, then; what the Soviet leadership faced, from the middle 
1960's, was an aggressive challenge to its monopoly of communication, 
ideas, and information, and explicit challenges to the basic institutions 
and policies inherited from the Stalin era. That leadership obviously 
felt it imperative to take decisive action to meet the challenge and to 
silence or control the mounting chorus of intellectual dissent. The 
task was now vastly more complex than in the Stalin era: society was 
more urbanized and educated, technical means of internal and external 
communication were greatly improved, and instruments of coercion 
available to the leadership were more limited. But beginning with the 
Daniel-Sinyavsky trial in 1966, these means have been ever more 
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aggressively mobilized, and have included a wide range of administra-
tive measures against dissenters (loss of housing, employment, educa-
tional opportunities, and so forth), as well as imprisonment in psychi-
atric hospitals and conventional prisons, and forced emigration. Even 
the police power was again expanded for the task with the reinstitution 
of KGB powers of ideological control in 1969. 

The central task was to rebuild and reconsolidate the crumbling 
official control of communications and information, and to isolate or 
expel, discredit and silence those who had dared offer reform ideas 
which challenged the basic elements of the system. The new con-
trol system had to be imposed with a maximum of subtlety, since much 
of the outside world was now watching with interest to see how the 
Soviet leaders would behave, and even sympathetic observers, such as 
the heads of foreign communist parties, would be sharp critics of too 
obvious repression. Every effort was made internally to vilify dissenters, 
portraying them as traitors to their own people and lackeys of foreign 
intelligence agencies.15 

Reading only the Soviet press in recent years one could conclude 
that the post-Stalin reform process might easily have been kept 
within "sensible" and manageable limits had it not been for the 
superbly clever and persistent efforts of disruptive "bourgeois ide-
ologues" and of Western intelligence agencies and their sponsoring 
governments. There has undoubtedly been a Western impact upon the 
reform process, and upon the process of counterreform or repression, 
to which we must now turn attention. But precisely because Soviet 
official attacks upon internal critics seek to discredit and dismiss them 
as agents of hostile foreign powers, it is vital to stress that the roots 
of the reform process were internal. 

The abuses against which reform-minded intellectuals directed their 
criticism were both internal and quite real. The break between the 
Party and the intellectuals came typically at the point where the Party 
sought both to limit and control the discussion of abuses and recom-
mendations for reform. Even at the early stage of the process there 
was, of course, a Western impact, if only in the passive form of rep-
resenting an alternative—a free society. The Western impact was vastly 
increased, over the course of the late 1950's and 1960's, as the ex-
change of people and information was expanded and Soviet intellectuals 
gained a broader sense of conditions in the West and of the contrast 
with their own problems and development. But otherwise the Western 
impact was largely indirect and facilitative, especially the publication 
of works by Soviet intellectual dissidents denied internal publication, 
and the broadcasting of general international news and news of internal 
dissent within the Soviet Union. In effect, the main Western impact was 
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to make it either more difficult, or impossible, for the Soviet govern-
ment to set limits upon the internal reform debate and upon the infor-
mation available to the participants. 

One of the most important roles of the West in facilitating the 
internal debate was the provision of information which helped Soviet 
intellectuals to regain contact with elements of their own cultural and 
political history. Publication and distribution of important works in 
philosophy, economics, and history, long banned in the USSR, was an 
important effort. But even without foreign assistance the effort went 
forward internally. For many Russian intellectuals the landmark philo-
sophical and cultural debates among the intelligentsia of the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth century were a vital starting point for a 
fundamental critique of official communist ideology.16 And the redis-
covery of Dostoevsky, in the aftermath of the Stalin era, would provide 
a powerful impetus to religious renewal and reform. The West might 
provide models of new technology, or economic organization, of scien-
tific scholarship, or of legal and constitutional notions. But for many 
Soviet intellectuals the task of reform must begin with national moral 
renovation, and in this sphere there was an ample store of native 
religious and secular thought to provide guidance. 

In those spheres for which the Western models have had wide appeal 
to Soviet reformers—technology, economic organization, scientific schol-
arship, and law and constitutionalism—it is significant that the impact 
has been extremely limited where there is any conflict with established 
ideological or organizational dogmas. The economic reform schemes 
of the sixties are a dim memory: the centralist command economy of 
the Stalin years maintained its dominance. In scientific scholarship the 
impact has been greater, facilitating the freeing of biology and agronomy 
from the clutches of ideology.17 But the concept of empirical research in 
social and political questions, divorced from ideology and arriving at 
generalizations by a process of inductive reasoning from research data, 
has been severely trounced in politics and sociology.18 The fate of the 
democratic movement in general, and of the human rights movement 
in particular, and the failure of the efforts at constitutional reform, as 
well as the character of the new Soviet constitution, give eloquent 
testimony to the difficulty of transplanting alien structures and concepts 
to the Soviet system. 

One is faced, then, with the essential "contradiction." The appeal 
of the Western cultural and political model to reform-minded Soviet 
intellectuals is enormous, and yet that model conflicts with the estab-
lished system at virtually every key point. One reads the reform pro-
gram offered by Andrei Sakharov in a recent work with a sense of 
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the impassable gulf between the aspirations it expresses and the possi-
bility of their realization within the present Soviet society.19 

In one way it is comforting to recall the speed with which reform 
ideas and the reform initiative developed among the Soviet intelligentsia 
in the aftermath of the Stalin era. But one must also remember that 
the peak of this process came with a combination of loosening up of 
the official thought control structures, encouragement from above 
(as in the two Khrushchev de-Stalinizations), and a relaxation of police 
surveillance upon illegal activities such as the samizdat. The control 
structures have been rebuilt and repression is today in full swing. In 
such a context, what does past experience suggest would be the best 
policies in the West, public and private, to encourage the revival 
and continuation of the reform initiative? 

My suggestion would be quite simple: first, to make every effort 
to continue the work of repressed underground journalism, most im-
portantly the Chronicle of Contemporary Events, to spread word of 
the continuing process of repression, the fate of its victims, and the 
violation of civil and political rights that accompany that repression; 
and secondly, to work for the maximum circulation of the ideas and 
views of leading figures in the dissent movement of the past fifteen to 
twenty years, as well as the continuing commentary upon Soviet and 
foreign events and conditions by members of that movement now in 
exile. I would repeat my earlier comment that the prerequisite to con-
trol of the reform movement by the Soviet government is a monopoly 
of information. At the moment, only the democratic governments have 
the capacity to deny that monopoly of the printed and broadcast word 
to the Soviet government. 

In his important study, Detente and the Democratic Movement in 
the USSR, Frederick Barghoorn makes a significant concluding state-
ment: 

B o t h t h e s e c u r i t y o f t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s a n d i ts a l l ies a n d t h e c o n t i n u e d 

v i ta l i ty o f t h e civi l po l i t i ca l c u l t u r e t h a t w e c h e r i s h r e q u i r e c o n d i t i o n s , 

s u c h a s f r e e d o m o f i n f o r m a t i o n a n d po l i t i ca l c o m p e t i t i o n , w h i c h t h e 

Sov ie t e l i te r e g a r d s a s i n c o m p a t i b l e w i t h its po l i t i ca l p u r p o s e s . 2 0 

There is surely little chance of introduction of political competition: 
though in an important sense the formulation of policy alternatives by 
intellectuals in the 1960's was an incipient form of political compe-
tition, it has been almost completely stopped at present. The internal 
limits upon information are much greater than only a few years ago, 
and seem to be increasing. Here the opportunities for Western influ-
ence continue to be greatest. It is significant that Andrei Sakharov, in 
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My Country and the World, also gives the highest priority to efforts to 
broaden communication. He writes: 

A c o n c e r n f o r t h e g r e a t e r o p e n n e s s o f t h e soc ia l i s t c o u n t r i e s — f o r t h e 

f r e e d o m t o e x c h a n g e p e o p l e a n d i n f o r m a t i o n — m u s t b e o n e o f t h e 

c e n t r a l t a s k s o f t h e c o o r d i n a t e d p o l i c y o f t h e W e s t e r n c o u n t r i e s . 

I t i s p r e c i s e l y t h e o p e n n e s s of t h e socia l i s t c o u n t r i e s , p l u s a b a l a n c e d 

d i s a r m a m e n t , t h a t c a n g u a r a n t e e t h e s e c u r i t y o f E u r o p e a n d t h e 

w h o l e w o r l d . 2 1 

In this context Sakharov laments the inattention of the outside world 
to the important matter of free communications and the means of 
expanding it: 

. . . a t p r e s e n t I f e a r t h e y ( t h e W e s t e r n c o u n t r i e s ) a r e n o t p u t t i n g 

e n o u g h p r e s s u r e on t h e soc ia l i s t c o u n t r i e s . . . . 

I t i s e s sen t i a l t o r e v o k e t h e U N G e n e r a l A s s e m b l y ' s s h a m e f u l b a n n i n g 
o f f r e e t e l ev i s ion f r o m sa te l l i tes . ( H u n d r e d s o f m i l l i ons o f p e o p l e w a t c h 
t e l ev i s ion , a n d t h e y h a v e t h e r ight t o see w h a t t h e y w a n t t o . ) I t i s a l so 
essen t i a l t h a t f o r e i g n r a d i o b r o a d c a s t i n g t o t h e U S S R b e e x p a n d e d 
a n d i m p r o v e d . . . . 2 2 

These are unsettling words from two very thoughtful and well-
informed observers of the socialist countries and of the East-West 
relationship. The one asserts that the survival of free societies is vitally 
linked to freedom of information and this is amply confirmed by his 
Soviet counterpart. Yet Sakharov laments the lack of a consistent and 
coordinated policy and notes regretfully the banning of free television 
communication. Both men deplore the failure to make adequate use of 
resources of communication freely available, and Barghoorn stresses 
the urgent need to bargain vigorously with the Soviets when they are in 
pursuit of the knowledge and resources of the West: 

We c a n be s u r e t h a t i f t h e W e s t a l l ows M o s c o w to ge t w h a t i t n e e d s . . . 

easi ly—by, f o r e x a m p l e , m a k i n g ava i l ab l e a d v a n c e d c o m p u t e r a n d 

e n e r g y t e c h n o l o g y o n e a s y c r ed i t t e r m s , w i t h o u t d e m a n d i n g i n r e t u r n 

c o n c e s s i o n s i n r e s p e c t t o W e s t e r n i n t e r e s t s — M o s c o w wil l exp lo i t s u c h 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s r u t h l e s s l y . 2 3 

But is is not necessary to gain Soviet approval for use of the most 
important asset—information, ideas and the means for their communi-
cation—that Western societies possess. The foregoing comments have 
repeatedly stressed the importance of the Soviet government's monopoly 
of communication of information and ideas for its control of the reform 
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initiative. It is undoubtedly correct to emphasize the importance of 
objective, factual reporting as the necessary main content of broad-
casting to the USSR. I would suggest, however, that more specific 
clues as to what is needed and desirable can be obtained from the main 
themes, and the main concerns, of the writings produced by the intel-
lectual dissent during recent years. Samizdat provided wide opportunity 
for acquiring hitherto unavailable information, but also for development 
of systematic criticism of established policies and institutions and for 
the formulation of alternative ideas of both. The samizdat writers' main 
concerns have been not just the legal system and civil rights that have 
received much Western attention recently, but major issues such as the 
position of the various nationalities, the historical origins of problems 
of key sectors of the socialist economy, the problems and aspirations 
of religious believers, the structures of intellectual and cultural control, 
and the main elements of Soviet foreign, policy and relations with 
foreign communist parties. 

To contribute to continued communication on these issues is the 
best possible service that free countries can do for the future of the 
cause of reform in Soviet society. We must sustain and broaden 
acquaintance with the reform ideas articulated in recent years; we 
must encourage continuation of fertile and creative discussion among 
both Soviets resident in the USSR and those intellectual emigres that 
the Soviet leadership has released or expelled in hope that their intel-
lectual resistance would be neutralized by emigration. 
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Comments and Discussion 

The discussion following Professor Ellison's presentation focused on 
varying interpretations of the strength of the ideological commit-

ment of Soviet leaders both internally and externally, and prospects 
for change in the Soviet Union in the near future. 

Bociurkiw proposed that the post-Khrushchev period represented a 
non-utopian, conservative, less ideological period. The entrenchment 
of the formula of a "developed socialist society" in the new Soviet 
Constitution is symbolic of this new conservatism. He identified four 
aspects in the post-Stalin reforms. First was the establishment of the 
party hegemonies over the bureaucracies, especially over the secret 
police. Next was the establishment of bureaucratic pluralism in which 
the principal functional elites have a fairly stable input up to the 
level of the Central Committee. Central Committee membership and 
position increasingly goes with function, so that the leadership choices 
of those at the top become very limited. In the last few years there 
have been very few changes in the distribution of seats among major 
functional groups. Third, a limited degree of socialist legality has been 
established. There are now fewer arrests than under Stalin. Finally, 
since Khrushchev consumer aspirations have been more fully taken 
into account by increasing the availability of goods. 

These changes led Bociurkiw to disagree with Ellison's character-
ization of the Brezhnev period as one of continuing revolution. He 
saw it rather as a transitional regime, in which there was still talk of 
revolution but movement was actually in the direction of a conven-
tional superpower. Internationally, the USSR now seemed more inter-
ested in developing client states than communist states. Discussions 
with middle level Soviet bureaucrats today can go on for days with-
out hearing mention of ideology. Ideology is gauche. More important 
is the pervading sense of being a big power, of running the world as 
equals to the Americans. This suggests that in the coming generation 
the elite is likely to be more nationalistic, technocratic, and prag-
matic. Such an elite can be expected to make concessions in religious 
questions, perhaps even on the question of the nationalities, but not 
on individual political rights. 

1 5 2 
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Although he agreed with much in this position, Ellison reminded 
us that the latest phase of Soviet politics was always called a conserva-
tive phase. What Bociurkiw was saying about the Brezhnev years was 
reminiscent of what Isaac Deutscher and others were saying about 
the Khrushchev years, or the opinions of contemporaries in the late 
1930's on the characteristics of Stalinism. Of course, there has always 
been a mixture of Russian nationalism with Marxism in the develop-
ment of the Soviet Union. Rosa Luxemburg saw this right from the 
beginning. Such a mixture does not imply a postideological period. 

The official ideology was still dynamic; Soviet leaders were willing 
to incur the costs of adhering to its limits. Wage policy in recent years 
was not just practical politics, but stemmed from a commitment to 
egalitarianism. Khrushchev's antireligious policy had not been prag-
matic politics. Therefore, Ellison sees Bociurkiw's evidence as indi-
cating little disposition to downplay ideology. Evidently Khrushchev 
thought the system could get along without Stalinist controls, but party 
leaders soon found they simply could not. In the 1960's intellectual 
dissenters challenged every aspect of the ideology: its messianic foreign 
policy, its proletarian internationalism, nationalistic policy, concep-
tion of party supremacy, even socialism. But in no case did the party 
leadership respond by abandoning its ideological position. 

Several participants doubted the role of ideology in Soviet foreign 
policy. Most saw Soviet foreign policy as expansionist or at least 
threatening, but some thought this was merely Russian imperialism in 
Marxist-Leninist garb. Going much further Cottam doubted whether 
messianic or expansionist goals were expressed in Soviet foreign policy. 
For example, he thought their Middle Eastern and arms policies, or 
their intervention in Czechoslovakia could be interpreted as the actions 
of a status quo state. In developing strategy and tactics for Soviet 
liberalization Cottam emphasized how important it was to get this 
issue straight. 

Ellison found Cottam's status quo, nonideological interpretation of 
Soviet foreign policy reminiscent of earlier phases in the interpretation 
of Soviet intentions and motivations. In the 1920's many observers 
were convinced that communism had lost its international dynamic. 
In World War II many became convinced that the Soviets were essen-
tially status quo nationalists. This conviction was shattered by events 
after the war, but was again revived with the Soviet policy of peace-
ful coexistence. Ellison was puzzled when this position was again 
advanced today. A regular reading of the Soviet press provides a very 
different picture. Soviet journalists consistently express support for 
communist revolutions abroad. They take a long view. They seek (as 
Kintner adds) a "fundamental restructuring of the international sys-
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tem." From this perspective Soviet papers see progressive changes in 
the "correlation of forces" as developing a new basis for this restruc-
turing. They applaud the erosion of NATO and view positively the 
development of the strength of communist parties in Western E u r o p e -
parties which continue to receive generous support from the Soviet 
Union. Of course, in Soviet policy the interpenetration of ideology, 
nationalism, and cynical opportunism is always evident. Wittfogel said 
of Leninism that it had "erected opportunism into an ideological 
principle." 

Rakowska-Harmstone also rejected the status quo interpretation of 
Soviet policy. Soviet books and other publications present a very 
aggressive stance. Recently the Soviets have tried to place many 
states in a dependent relationship—Angola and Mozambique have 
recently become members of Comecon. The Soviet military buildup 
has been remarkable; the USSR has developed a global outreach. In 
the last few years their navy has developed an ability to deny the 
shipping lanes and to intervene anywhere in the world, for example 
in Angola. The Soviets have built their Warsaw Pact forces far beyond 
the requirements of the situation in Europe today. The military prob-
lem of Soviet aggressiveness is also a matter of changing attitudes. 
John Erickson who has many contacts with the Soviet military thinks 
that they are now "feeling their oats." This is especially true of the 
younger generation, well trained and without the trauma of World 
War II. They are increasingly impatient with the pussy-footing policies 
of their elders. 

The dynamic of the current Soviet situation raises on the domestic 
front the probability of heightened aggression in the 1980's. The 
USSR faces a declining rate of growth which they cannot make up 
with human or technological productivity. By the mid-eighties the 
Soviets will not be able to meet the demand of consumers, economic 
growth, and military growth. If for these reasons in the 1980's Soviet 
military leaders feel their relative military power has peaked, they may 
decide it is time to press for military victory. Soviet leaders are also 
under pressure on civil rights, particularly by workers and intellec-
tuals in Eastern Europe. But they try to offset these problems by 
expansion, by maintaining their momentum elsewhere. 

Lipset also questioned the assumption that ideology was dead in 
either Soviet foreign or internal policy. Ideologies are necessary to 
great states and have a remarkable lasting power. Ideology might have 
been thought dead in the Roman Empire a hundred years after it was 
Christianized, or in the Middle East a hundred years after it had been 
Islamized. It is a mistake to think ideology is dead in America now 
even two hundred years after the Declaration of Independence. In 
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the nineteenth century we opposed monarchy everywhere. We are 
the only country in the world dominated by the antistate, Protestant 
sects. Our long nonrecognition of the Soviet Union and Commu-
nist China derives from this Protestant moralism, as did both the 
support for and opposition to the Vietnam War. Of course, the moralism 
and democratic fervor of our ideology determines only a small part 
of American policy. But it is a significant part. Knowing this of 
ourselves, Lipset believes ideology should be expected to play a major 
role in Soviet thinking. Both Americans and Soviets want to moralize 
the world in terms of their own ideologies. 

Feuer suggested that one reason ideology seemed less important 
today in the Soviet Union was its very success. Many of its basic 
assumptions had become thoroughly internalized. In his own study of 
four hundred recent Soviet Jewish emigres in Toronto he had found 
a striking contrast between this generation and the older immigrant 
generations. Jews in the past had arrived as potential entrepreneurs, 
and they quickly established private businesses of their own. The 
new immigrants came expecting to be absorbed in large bureaucracies. 
Not one had established a business at the time of the study (one did 
shortly afterwards). Similarly, students in Soviet schools may hear 
a variety of views at home, but they soon learn that only certain 
views will be accepted by their teachers and fellow pupils. Feuer 
thought we should note the implication of the guiding belief (mentioned 
above) of many apparently nonideological bureaucrats that the Soviet 
Union is going to become the greatest nation in the world, for this 
assumption hides within it a deep faith that in critical ways the Soviet 
social system will ultimately prove itself superior to all others. The 
bureaucrats may not talk much of Marx, but the ideology seems to 
still be there. 

Bociurkiw pointed out that it was in any event a mistake to think 
of Marxism-Leninism as a package. It consisted of the superimpo-
sition of many pre- and post-revolutionary types of belief. Clearly 
communist belief systems can change: they changed after the break 
with China, and after the rise of Eurocommunism. Today there is a 
new mix that makes reversion to Stalinism unlikely. 

Another reason there will not be a reversion to Stalinism is the 
revolution in communications technology in the last generation. Tran-
sistor radios have been available for twenty years. (Sargeant added 
that under Stalin only three percent of households had radios that 
could receive foreign broadcasts, while today fifty percent were esti-
mated to have such radios.) The new media have truly revolutionary 
potential, for they allow ordinary people to make a daily contrast of 
the is and the can be. There are areas of dissatisfaction in Soviet 
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life that have barely been touched on by broadcasts up to now. Labor 
dissatisfaction and peasant dissatisfaction on the collectives and state 
farms are only now reaching samizdat. There was nothing comparable 
to this ability to spread information in the nineteenth or early twentieth 
century. Jamming, even when it occurs, is largely restricted to the 
cities. This potential should lead us to pay more attention to studying 
the great silent majority and their inevitably rising and quite differ-
entiated dissatisfactions. 

Gastil suggested that in this regard the Iranian revolution of 1978 
should have some lessons for us. In the past it has been hard for revo-
lutions to not be essentially elite affairs, for it was hard for large 
numbers of people to become directly involved in their early stages. 
But today there are cassette players, radios, television sets, and widely 
available, inexpensive, and instantaneous means of duplicating written 
materials or pictures. Perhaps for this reason the Iranian revolution 
from below has been so effective that middle class Iranian intellectuals 
are beginning to talk like conservative Muslims just to be part of the 
action. From the evidence of this conference it appears as though the 
impetus for change might also shift to the lower classes in a process 
of rapid change in the Soviet Union. This suggests the value of encour-
aging intellectual dissidents to relate their interests to the interests of 
broader groups as Bociurkiw suggests. 

In discussing what hope there was for change in the USSR, Cottam 
pointed to an apparent contradiction in Ellison's paper. On the one 
hand, the Khrushchev years were years of uncertainty, of testing, years 
that Ellison said would not be repeated. Ellison described the dissi-
dents as only a small group of intellectuals and found no trend we 
could contribute to. The only conclusion seemed to be to "forget it." 
On the other hand, the paper wished to revitalize the uncertainty of 
the Khrushchev years. Ellison saw the primary problem of the party 
to be its loss of the monopoly over information it had previously 
enjoyed, and pointed out how foreign broadcasts might further erode 
this monopoly. 

In response, Ellison admitted that he was pessimistic about the pos-
sibility of rapid political change in the USSR. The process of reform 
in the nineteenth century had inevitably been a very slow process. The 
monopoly power structure of that day could not be brought down 
overnight, and the tsar's power structure was amateurish compared to 
that of the contemporary Soviet system. Therefore, unless a revolu-
tion occurs, he was pessimistic about rapid change. But with all this 
the challenge of the intellectuals should be kept alive. They are a force 
for long-run change, and future opportunities may arise to which they 
can make a decisive contribution. 
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Rakowska-Harmstone suggested that the reforms of the Khrushchev 
era were moderated or reversed because of systemic constraints. After 
the initial reforms further change was blocked by the party's monopoly 
of power. Ideology played a decisive part because through legitimizing 
the party's monopoly of power it stymied pluralism, making it impos-
sible for the reformers to break either economic or political monopolies. 
Soviet society had become what Chalmers Johnson describes as a 
"transfer-goal culture," that is a culture in which the system sets out 
to achieve certain goals and in the end the system becomes the goal. 
The same systemic restraints led to an effort at a reassertion of the 
party monopoly after 1971 in Yugoslavia. In Czechoslovakia many 
leaders had become disillusioned with the "Prague Spring" even before 
the Soviet intervention, because it too threatened the breakdown of 
party monopoly. Chinese liberalization faces the same systemic prob-
lem today. 

Thus, in spite of widespread recognition of need for reforms, espe-
cially in economics, change is blocked by fear of political pluralism. 
(One way reformers try to get around this is to try to substitute the 
computer for the market.) Although the dynamics of reform con-
tinually press Soviet leaders toward further change, the leaders simply 
will not cut their own throats. Several anecdotes were added by the 
group to reinforce this point. Bociurkiw, in particular, quoted a com-
munist functionary as describing Leninism as "an organizational sci-
ence for winning, organizing, and maintaining power." Leninism for 
this purpose was unlikely to be abandoned. 

Alexander thought it might be useful to view the Stalin period from 
the cost-benefit perspective of an economist. In the Stalin era many 
people, including the elite, had incurred heavy costs from the terrorism 
and unpredictability of the system. Initial de-Stalinization benefited 
almost everyone and the costs were low. However, once the terror 
was gone the benefits for the power holders of further change were 
not great. Efficiency might be enhanced but they have been doing 
quite well without this added efficiency. The conclusion is that there 
will be no fundamental change unless a leading group sees the costs 
of change likely to be less than the benefits. How they will come to 
this conclusion is unclear, unless the impetus comes from Eastern 
Europe. 

Dunlop suggested that Soviet leaders have handled the post-Khru-
shchev period quite brilliantly from their own perspective. There 
has been a "freezing up" of dissent. Dissenters have been exiled to the 
West, or sent to mental hospitals and labor camps. The mental hos-
pital alternative is fully in accord with ideology. In Marxist theory about 
the only way to classify people who oppose the system at this late date 
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is as insane. It also provides a strong deterrent that can be presented 
in the guise of humanitarianism, of caring behavior. At the same 
time commitment avoids a trial and allows for indefinite confinement. 

Several other participants felt that the post-Khrushchev leadership 
has done very well internationally, and can show a continuing expan-
sion of influence and power. Another discussant viewed incarceration 
in mental hospitals as an only partially effective replacement for 
Stalinist terrorism. He thought the group underestimated the prob-
lems that ending terrorism had created for the system. This led to the 
optimistic conclusion that the general decline in terror could not help 
but change the system. The generation now ruling inaugurated de-
Stalinization to escape terror, yet they cannot entirely forget the terror. 
This may help to explain their extraordinary conservatism. More than 
anything they want stability. But what will happen now when a new 
generation arises that lives without the memory of terror? 

The discussion turned briefly to this new generation. Feuer felt 
they were conformist, still living in fear of today's controls, or at 
any rate ideologically neutralized. As they grew older they became 
careerists. Ellison referred to the Yevtushenko line, "He knew the 
earth turned on its axis/but he had a family." The passivity of 
careerism might, however, only be temporary. In the United States 
the generations of the fifties, sixties, and seventies were very different 
from one another. Change could be rapid. Perhaps a basis for a new 
generation had been laid in the information and education explosion 
coupled with the less fearful contemporary society. 

Several questions of tactics were also addressed to the speaker. 
Rubin outlined two approaches that Americans might take. One was a 
naive but direct challenge: the United States has had a successful society 
for two hundred years; this society is the model for much of the world; 
the Soviets should adopt this model in restructuring the USSR. Alter-
natively, Americans could be more sophisticated and careful, making 
tactical suggestions for change here and there. Americans should bring 
ideological pressure only when there is a clear likelihood of success. 
Both approaches were useful, but Rubin felt Americans were generally 
overly tentative and humble in discussing political alternatives. 

Ellison agreed that we should always be very clear about what we 
stand for. President Carter's policy on human rights is such a direct 
affirmation; the administration's actions have not been as consistent 
as they might have been, but the general statements are very good. 
However, although U.S. political models are important, as he had 
pointed out in his paper the Soviet intellectuals had themselves 
developed an ample political literature. It was on this literature 
that we should concentrate our ideological attention. For example, 
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Andrei Sinyavsky has produced a remarkable work on the political 
control of intellectual life. We should see to it that his viewpoint is 
known and discussed in the USSR. We could facilitate this by means 
such as broadcasts. In addition to disseminating the work of the best 
minds among the dissidents we should use the radio to provide com-
mentary on the best of Western literature and social science. 

In addressing the fear that pressing for liberalization might raise 
the danger of war, Ellison agreed that it would be foolish for the 
United States to take a belligerent or hostile stance, or to foment revolt 
and revolution at every opportunity. He also thought it would be 
most useful and least threatening if in our communications with the 
elite we start from where they are. We should stress, as Rakowska-
Harmstone suggests in her paper, examples such as Yugoslavia that 
are closer to their own experience and assumptions. 

A question of the possibility that Soviet generals might at a future 
date replace party leaders drew a general response of disbelief. Dunlop 
thought it was a possibility. He felt that a nationalist junta might be 
less expansionist internationally, for example in Africa. 

A question on the importance of the dissident labor organizations, 
an area often ignored, drew the response that there was only the barest 
beginning of independent labor organization. The Week's article (Free-
dom at Issue, September/October, 1978) gave a good summary. 
Dunlop added that a leading Soviet dissident, now in the West, told 
him that with the arrest of the labor leader Klebanov the movement 
may have been dealt a death blow. Ellison added that he did not feel 
that the intellectuals had ignored the labor question. Sakharov, for 
example, emphasized the need for a free labor movement as a check 
on the state employer. 

Gastil suggested that the ruling elite appeared to have lost confi-
dence in their right to defend the system as vigorously as they had in 
the past. He gave the example of a Lithuanian Catholic cross that had 
been erected against the party's wishes. In response the party sent out a 
group at night to remove the cross. When questioned why at night, the 
answer was that of course the people taking the cross down lived in 
the community and they did not want to be seen taking it down. 
More generally recent Soviet repression of dissidence has been halting 
and incomplete. If the government had quickly jailed each dissident as 
he arose, the outside world would be much less aware of dissidence 
in the USSR today. But it did not. Is not this characteristic of recent 
Soviet repression a sign of the hesitancy and lack of confidence at the 
top that has been described by Brinton and others as characteristic 
of a prerevolutionary situation? 

Ellison felt that lack of confidence at the top was not the explana-
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tion. Khrushchev's memoirs suggest that he really did not like terror. 
Rejecting terror as stupid and out of control, he wanted to govern 
by more organized means. The government now brought opponents 
to trial. The Soviet government now has to deal with a different 
population than Stalin faced, and they have to act in the light of 
world attention. The fact that they are now more careful and controlled 
does not imply that Soviet leaders lack confidence in their basic 
rectitude. 

For the group as a whole this range of problems remained unresolved. 
The workers and peasants represent an enormous, evolving, increasingly 
sophisticated and perhaps dissatisfied enigma, an enigma complicated 
by the fact these are highly differentiated groups when examined 
carefully. Students, teachers, and other intellectuals are today largely 
quiescent and conformist in the face of carefully managed but not 
draconian controls. The power elite, imbued with ideology and depen-
dent upon it for power, are increasingly modern* or liberalized* in 
their attitudes. Yet they cannot go beyond glacial change without 
seriously threatening their legitimacy. Whether they can maintain 
adequate control of a society faced with this skein of contradictions 
remains unclear. 

* T h e p a r t i c i p a n t s w o u l d h a v e sa id " p r a g m a t i c . " Y e t S t a l i n ' s t e r r o r w a s 

a l s o p r a g m a t i c , a s w a s his a b o u t - f a c e o n re l ig ion . " M o d e r n i s t " o r " l i b e r a l -

i z e d " s e e m s t o b e t t e r c a p t u r e t h e c h a n g e i n a t t i t u d e sugges t ed i n E l l i s o n ' s 

r e f e r e n c e t o K h r u s h c h e v ' s m e m o i r s . 



American Activists and 
Soviet Power: Supporting 

Liberalization in the Soviet Union 
Lewis S. Feuer 

We may take it as axiomatic that a genuine peace with the Soviet 
Union will not be secured until a liberal democratic government 

finally prevails in its borders. For so long as the Soviet Communist 
Party exercises its dictatorship, the strategy of secret attack that 
only a totalitarian regime can effectively pursue still remains an ever-
present alternative. There is no parliamentary or administrative op-
position in the Soviet Union to sound warnings against the rulers, no 
critical press to report on governmental and military plans. Under 
such circumstances, whatever agreements are signed, they remain 
feeble instruments toward peace until a liberal government alters the 
spirit of political power in the Soviet Union. It is in America's own 
highest interest therefore to enquire: What can American scholars 
and scientists, sportsmen and sight-seers do to advance the situation 
of liberals in the Soviet Union, to enhance their feeling of self-
confidence, to remind them that though their numbers are small, their 
echo from the United States is large? 

The present weakness of the dissident, or democratic, human rights 
movement in the Soviet Union is clear enough. Compare, for instance, 
the handful of persons that gathered in the courtyard in Moscow 
to protest the trial of the dissident Anatoly Shcharansky with the 
numerous protest meetings that took place throughout Czarist Russia 
during the trial in 1913 of Mendel Beiliss. For Beiliss lawyers, doctors, 
students, workers, and peasants held meetings and demonstrations; 
the streetcar workers in Kiev collected money for the Beiliss family. 

L e w i s S. F e u e r is p r o f e s s o r of soc io logy, U n i v e r s i t y of V i rg in i a ; a social 
c r i t ic o f E a s t a n d W e s t , he i s an a u t h o r i t y on Soviet in te l lec tua l d i ssen t . 
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The Assembly of the St. Petersburg Bar sent a telegram to the 
defense counsel at Kiev. By contrast, the band of Moscow Human 
Rights dissidents seem pitifully isolated from the general Soviet 
population, which thus far has stood detached from the Human 
Rights movement. 

The essential difficulty that confronts a Soviet liberal movement 
is that among the people there is no sense of a social alternative, 
no sense of the direction that social reform might take. The sug-
gestion of a multiparty system does not evoke enthusiasm. When I 
met in Moscow in 1963 with a group of about twelve university 
students in an underground circle, they said they wanted more free-
dom to read what they liked and that they wished to see the Party 
run by educated men; but they expressed no wish for a pluralistic 
party system. And the dissident literature, the samizdat, indicates that 
this is still the prevalent view among the Soviet dissidents. One 
evening I met with two unusual persons, American women who had 
come to Russia in the 1930's as adolescents; they had lived through 
the horror of the purges, seen their husbands and fathers vanish in 
labor camps, and after the war, had themselves spent years as 
prisoners. Yet they were terrified by the notion of multiple parties: 
"It's bad enough already with one party," they said. Somehow they 
feared the total collapse of the entire system if there was not a single 
party to drive people on; they seemed afraid that all sorts of horrors 
might break out from the otherwise ungovernable Russian masses if 
their instabilities were ignited by party conflicts. To many Soviet 
intellectuals a Pugachev uprising seems potential in every Russian 
crowd. 

This suggests it is wisest not to hold up American society to the 
Soviet people as a practical model. America's achievements and free-
doms seem so great to them as to belong to another realm, and to 
fill them with a hopelessness. In recent years a new generation of 
Soviet emigrants have become the writers for the station Radio Liberty 
in Munich. Sharp and militant, they emphasize the contrasts between 
American free society and Soviet dictated existence. But the listeners' 
reports come back: "Don't tell us how bad things are. We know 
for ourselves how bad they are. Please just give us information. We 
want to know what's going on in the world." 

We might formulate what could be called a "principle of proximate 
criticism," that in depicting the shortcomings of Soviet society, we 
do so in terms of a model which is in the sphere of what Soviets 
conceive as politically possible. Radio Liberty might advantageously 
stage debates in which workers' self-management in Yugoslavia would 
be contrasted with planned controls in the USSR; or the relatively 
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free emigration of Yugoslav workers with the ban on Soviet emigra-
tion; or the relatively free circulation of Western literature in Yugo-
slavia with the Soviet avenues closed to "ideological coexistence." 
Soviet liberalism will grow more naturally if its advocates speak 
within the framework of the socialist tradition rather than in the 
context of a confrontation between liberal capitalism and totalitarian 
socialism. The "truth of the defeated" needs a re-awakening for Soviet 
liberals. For instance, the character and politics of the tragic figure 
of Nikolai Bukharin, the kindly "favorite of the party," might well 
be redrawn for its significance to the Soviet people; it was Bukharin 
who made the last futile efforts, under Stalin's dictatorship, to pre-
serve the life and liberty of such as the poet Osip Mandelsstam. 
Gradually the Soviet personality, so much modelled on Lenin's char-
acter, must be disenthralled, "de-Leninated," as Soviets come to learn 
of the realistic appraisals of Lenin's methods and character by thinkers 
who knew him personally, such as Rosa Luxemburg and Bertrand 
Russell. Since the education of the Soviet character proceeds largely 
through imitation of Lenin and Marx, we must bear in mind that a 
drastic critique risks the disorienting of moral goals. Therefore we 
must look to the socialist pantheon itself to provide substitutes that 
are more liberal, tolerant, and universally human. Edward Bernstein 
and Jean Jaures are routine symbols in Soviet education as "revisionist 
heretics." The Soviet youth might be encouraged to learn that they 
were men of moral stature who felt that even a socialist society would 
degenerate if it practices the amorality that the end justifies any means. 
They might learn that "revisionism" is the ever self-correcting spirit 
of science. 

Curiously, the Soviet people must still be acculturated to the notion 
of debate. Nothing is so rare in the Soviet Union as a genuine debate, 
since every discussion they broadcast moves to a preordained common 
conclusion. Plato could never have written a dialogue in the Soviet 
Union because no political, philosophical, or artistic question can 
be left unanswered or unanswerable. 

Weak though the Soviet dissident movement may be, Soviet leaders 
are probably more sensitive than ever before in their history to Western 
criticism. For the likelihood of a future Soviet-Chinese conflict remains 
undiminished, and the fears the Russians express of a developing 
Chinese imperialism mirror their anxiety that their own imperialism 
will clash with the Chinese. Uneasy with an unstable eastern border, 
Soviet leaders are prepared to tolerate Western Eurocommunism, 
despite all its divagations, provided that its parties and possible 
governments continue to endorse the basic propositions of Soviet 
foreign policy. The main objective of Soviet foreign policy has always 
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been to avoid concurrent enemies, and to make use of temporary 
coalitions to isolate the primary enemy. The Soviet leaders are keenly 
aware that the various Soviet classes have become restive as informa-
tion has spread concerning American achievements in space, on the 
moon, and in economic prosperity. The Soviet leaders consequently 
aspire toward the "crypto-legitimacy" that an American association 
can bring them. No Soviet regime can point to a legitimacy grounded 
in a democratic election, for all Soviet citizens know there has not 
been a free election since that for the Constituent Assembly which 
the Soviet regime suppressed in 1918; the rhetoric that Soviet democ-
racy is a superior form has acquired the meaninglessness of monotony. 
Therefore the Soviet leaders seek an external legitimation: if they 
cannot provide a free democracy themselves, they can point to their 
treaties with freely elected democratic governments, and take pride 
that their foreign minister is the most often received visitor at the 
White House. Soviet rulers are also troubled that they are confined 
to a plateau of technological achievement. The Soviet social structure 
has after sixty years not liberated itself from the fetters of its mode 
of production, nor developed a technology superior to that of Western 
capitalism. Soviet rulers undoubtedly regret that they initiated and 
propagandized a space race, which they then lost, thereby under-
scoring their technological inferiority. Once again, cooperation with 
Western technologists is desired by the Soviet Union as it was in 
1928 when the First Five Year Plan was made possible by Western 
technological aid. 

Thus, the present period is one where a Western contribution to 
the strengthening of an embryonic Soviet liberalism is truly possible. 
And for the first time Western individuals and institutions are in a 
position to act independently to help the otherwise isolated Soviet 
liberals. 

The Olympic games, for instance, are to open in Moscow on 
July 19, 1980. More than 300,000 foreign tourists are expected to 
attend, of whom the largest contingent, perhaps 20,000, will be 
American. The Soviet authorities are, of course, planning to isolate 
the Americans as much as they can by housing them in new apartment 
buildings that are being constructed from the outskirts of Moscow 
to fifteen or twenty miles away. The Executive Council of the Amer-
ican Federation of Labor proposed, last August, that the U.S. Olympic 
Committee "take the lead among nations in moving the 1980 Moscow 
Games to a country which respects human rights and the true Olympic 
spirit." But clearly American public opinion would like to give the 
Russians a chance, hoping that "they'll get good" under the games' 
beneficent influence. But since Americans will be journeying to Moscow, 
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let them journey as free Americans and not renounce their freedoms 
while on Soviet terrain. Every American could take with him to the 
Soviet Union a copy of a book by one leading Soviet dissident— 
Solzhenitsyn, Zhores Medvedev, Nadezhda Mandelsstam, or many 
others—to present as a gift to a Soviet friend. If planefuls of tourists 
were to do this (and it is perfectly legal in principle) Soviet authorities 
would think twice before they decide to provoke an American tourists' 
demonstration at their Sheremetyevo Airport (newly reconstructed by 
German companies). Would American lovers of sport, with their 
dedication to the ideal of a fair chance in competition for everybody, 
have the courage necessary for such simple actions that can crack 
an iron curtain grown rusty? 

At the overseas airports in the United States, on the critical days, 
volunteer distributors, perhaps assisted by agencies such as Freedom 
House and (if political miracles still occur) the American Civil 
Liberties Union, ' would be at hand to distribute such books. Every 
traveler might also be provided with a booklet setting forth his rights 
under the Soviet Constitution and some sample questions they might 
raise with Soviet sports fans. These might form the basis for exchanges 
like the following: 

Q u e s t i o n : W h y d o e s n ' t y o u r g o v e r n m e n t a l l ow y o u t o l i s ten t o R a d i o 

L i b e r t y ? N o W e s t e r n c o u n t r y j a m s y o u r b r o a d c a s t s . 

A n s w e r : W e m u s t p r o t e c t o u r p e o p l e f r o m lies a n d f i l th . 

Q u e s t i o n : W h y d o n ' t y o u t r u s t y o u r c i t i zens t o l is ten t o all s ides o f 
q u e s t i o n s ? D i d n ' t d e n i a l o f f r e e d o m o f s p e e c h m a k e S t a l i n ' s c r i m e s 
poss ib l e? 

A n s w e r : T h e P a r t y will n o t a l l o w a cu l t o f p e r s o n a l i t y a g a i n . 

Q u e s t i o n : W h y h a v e y o u n e v e r t r i ed t h e t h o u s a n d s o f K G B m e n a n d 

off ic ia ls w h o t o o k p a r t i n t h e f r a m e - u p s o f t h e S ta l in E r a ? 

Q u e s t i o n : W h y d o n ' t y o u a l l o w re la t ives , f r i e n d s , a n d c o r r e s p o n d e n t s 

in to t h e t r ia ls o f d i s s i den t s ? 

Q u e s t i o n : W h y h a s a n U z b e k n e v e r b e e n e l ec t ed a f u l l m e m b e r o f t h e 
P o l i t b u r o ? W h y isn ' t t h e r e a w o m a n i n t h e P o l i t b u r o ? 

Q u e s t i o n : W h y d o n ' t y o u a l l o w a n A m e r i c a n l e n d i n g l i b r a r y a n d 
r e f e r e n c e r o o m t o b e o p e n e d i n M o s c o w ? W e a l l ow y o u r S o v i e t 
B o o k s h o p t o sell y o u r b o o k s , even a n t i - A m e r i c a n p r o p a g a n d a , o n 
F i f t h A v e n u e . S h o u l d n ' t t h e r e b e e q u a l r u l e s i n c o m p e t i t i o n ? 

A few hundred American tourists demanding the elementary liberties 
afforded in any Western civilized country would do more to advance 
the practice of liberties in the Soviet Union than any resolution enacted 
from the sanctuary of the United States Congress. 
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Or let us consider the contribution that our universities might make. 
It is customary for universities to pay the fare and expenses of 
professors who present papers at scholarly and scientific conferences, 
including those in the Soviet Union. Would the universities and their 
faculties announce that they will not finance scientists to attend 
congresses that invite delegations from countries that exclude dissi-
dents, even those of the highest scientific qualifications, from partici-
pating? Would the faculty of the University of Virginia resolve that 
it will not finance the journey of any professor to attend a scientific 
meeting in the Soviet Union so long as the meetings were closed to 
papers presented by qualified scientists who are Soviet dissidents? 
Certainly universities would not allow their athletes to participate in 
athletic contests from which a participating country denied athletes 
the right to compete because of race. 

At international congresses Soviet and Communist delegations are 
now more vulnerable to the pressure for liberalization than ever before. 
Communist countries send delegations of scholars and scientists that 
are carefully chosen and organized, each with its political head (and 
committee) to decide on policy and make decisions. For instance, at 
the Washington Congress in 1962, the Soviet head of delegation decided 
to identify Daniel Bell as the chief ideological enemy of Soviet sociol-
ogy; whereupon, speaker after speaker then intoned his name with 
a veneer of hatred. At the Toronto Congress in 1974 the Soviet 
delegation rounded up votes with Bolshevik discipline to elect the 
English leftist, T. R. Bottomore, to the presidency of the International 
Sociological Association. Defining their objectives in political terms, 
upon returning to their countries members of communist delegations 
publish articles and write reports announcing: "We utterly routed 
the bourgeois sociologists, and proved the supremacy of our socialist 
system," or "We utterly defeated the bourgeois linguists, and proved 
the superiority of our Soviet society and its linguistic science." 

A new situation, however, has arisen at the international congresses. 
On Soviet soil the Soviet authorities can suppress people like Solzhenit-
syn, or Pavel Litvinov, or Valery Chalidze, or Medvedev. But what 
are they to do if Solzhenitsyn, Litvinov, and Chalidze appear at a 
political science congress to present papers on human rights in the 
Soviet Union? Or if Solzhenitsyn appears at a literary congress to 
discuss the problems of the writer working under the controls of the 
Soviet bureaucracy and censorship? For the first time in modern 
history, meeting places exist where Soviet spokesmen may be obliged 
to face the Soviet dissidents, and engage them in argument without 
the advantage of a police threat. International science congresses can 
become international parliaments of the world's intellectual class. 
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Perhaps Soviet delegates would boycott sessions where Soviet dissident 
emigrants are the scheduled speakers, but how will they handle the 
contradictions and corrections that the emigrants might raise from 
the floor to challenge Soviet speakers? Are they to make themselves 
look silly by denouncing such questions as "provocations," that favorite 
Soviet word of last resort, always used when Soviet speakers cannot 
respond with facts because the facts are so incriminating? 

And then there are the book displays that now haunt the Soviet 
delegates with the prospect of counter-exhibits. When the International 
Sociological Association convened in 1974 at Toronto, several of 
the Soviet emigrant community displayed their emigrant literature on 
a table adjoining that of the Soviets. Soviet delegation leaders were 
aghast. Every once in a while a Soviet delegate maneuvering toward 
the emigrant display, and making sure that nobody was watching, 
would pocket some pamphlet, book, or leaflet, all of which had been 
arranged to facilitate such expropriation. When the Soviet chiefs 
complained to their Canadian colleagues, they pusillanimously had 
the Soviet dissidents transferred to the dining hall lobby. Nevertheless, 
the Toronto Ukrainian and Jewish student groups continued to hand 
out their leaflets on Soviet repression right on the floor of the big 
meetings, and neither Canadian nor Western fellow travelers felt it 
expedient to try to do anything about it. 

A document smuggled out of Czechoslovakia reveals how worried 
Soviet and satellite Communists are by possible confrontations at 
international congresses with Western liberals and emigrant dissidents. 
When the Czech sociologists returned home, they submitted a report 
to the Central Committee of the Czechoslovak Communist Party, a 
copy of which found its way into the pages of the journal Listy, the 
organ of the Czechoslovak Socialist Opposition published in Rome. 
According to the Czech report, "in most parts of the Congress . . . 
the ideological supremacy of sociologists from the socialist countries 
was achieved," although the report acknowledged, some sections were 
neglected "in order to avoid a split of their forces." Also, it notes 
"the representatives of bourgeois ideology proved unable to present 
a united front. Instead, they frequently became engaged in arguments 
among themselves" (for example, D. Bell and A. Touraine). Inter-
estingly, the report complains that one segment of the Polish delegation 
rebelled, "refused to comply with instructions issued by the official 
leader of the delegation, Prof. V. Markiewicz." Evidently, in this 
heady, infectious atmosphere of Western freedom, "part of the vice-
presidency" was thus lost in the voting for officers, provoking "indig-
nation from the delegations of the other socialist countries." But 
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what troubled the Communist report most was, in their words, the 
direct confrontation by critics: 

Open attacks on the socialist countries came . . . mainly from orga-
nized Zionist and reactionary Ukrainian groups who have settled in 
Toronto. . . . Anticommunist elements made attempts to arrange a sale 
of anti-Soviet literature (Solzhenitsyn, Dzyuba, and others) near the 
Soviet exhibition. When after a protest f rom the Soviet delegation, the 
Canadians banned their activities from the grounds of the Congress, 
the provocateurs moved into the building of the University of Toronto 
occupied by the Secretariat of the Congress. Here they organized 
various petitions and campaigns against the so-called imprisonment 
of intellectuals in the USSR. 

My own efforts to raise the problem of the repression of liberties 
in the Soviet Union before the Congress were cited by the Czech 
Communists. I had published an Open Letter to the Soviet Sociologists 
in the Toronto Star when the Congress began, welcoming them to a 
free city in which they could even distribute questionnaires if they 
wanted (without being arrested as Professor Frederick Barghoorn of 
Yale was in the USSR). My letter reminded several of the Soviet 
"sociologists" of things they had said in public discussion in Moscow-
how Konstantinov had denied that anyone wanted to leave the Soviet 
Union, or that there was any anti-Semitism there; that Osipov, de-
fending the fact that the works of Sartre or Freud could not be secured 
by students, had refused to believe that Soviet Communist books 
could be bought in North American bookshops; that Momjian had 
insisted there was no freedom in the Western countries. The Czech 
Communist report wrote of the effect of my "open letter": 

Just before the opening of the Congress, a professor of Sociology 
at the University of Toronto, L. S. Feuer, who maintains contact with 
the Zionist groups, attempted to foment anti-Soviet propaganda in 
an "open letter" to Academician F. V. Konstantinov. In the text, he 
rekindled a "protest" against the persecution of individuals in the 
USSR. The wide publication of the letter in the local press surpassed 
that of all other reports from the Congress. 

The Czech Communist report was grateful and thankful to Western 
fellow travelers who had helped prevent leading emigres from pre-
senting papers at the Congress. As the report put it: "Some of them 
were perhaps barred from attending by Western sociologists in an 
attempt to avert an open political confrontation which would have 
an adverse outcome." It praised the "French sociologist Chombart 
de Lauwe" for having "prevented the emigre Stomiska from attending, 
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even though his name was on the prepared list of speakers." The 
Czech Communists also noted that though a Hungarian revisionist's 
name had appeared on the program, he had not arrived at the meeting, 
a fact which Hungarian emigres had protested. The Communist dele-
gation was relieved, in its words, that "the emigres present at the 
Congress were of lesser reputation," and that they mostly discussed 
"nonpolitical themes," and that they made no attempt to speak as 
Czechoslovaks, but as Americans, for instance, or Canadians. To meet 
the threat latent in the emigre presence, the report continues: "The 
Czechoslovak delegation met every evening in order to assign duties 
for the next day; our comrades, usually two or three, were sent to 
all sections where possible attacks could be expected and should 
be effectively confronted." 

Toward the end of the meeting, when a leaflet was distributed pro-
testing the arrests of Soviet and Czechoslovak intellectuals, the Czech 
and Soviet delegates were aroused because its signature included 
the name of Thomas B. Bottomore, the English leftist, whom they 
had just helped to elect as president of the International Sociological 
Association. Whereupon there ensued a high-level international political-
academic-ideological intrigue. As the Czech Communists described it: 

A f t e r a m e e t i n g w i t h t h e Sovie t c o m r a d e s , w e p r e p a r e d a n a n s w e r . 
. . . A c c o r d i n g to t h e w i s h of o u r Sov ie t c o m r a d e s , R . R i c h t a a n d 
T . V a s k o p a i d a visi t t o T . B . B o t t o m o r e , a n d e x p l a i n e d t o h i m t h e 
p r o v o c a t i v e i n t e n t o f s u c h c a m p a i g n s . T . B . B o t t o m o r e r e c e i v e d t h e m 
v e r y w a r m l y , a t t e n t i v e l y l i s t ened t o t h e i r e x p l a n a t i o n a n d c a t e g o r i c a l l y 
d e n i e d s i g n i n g t h e a b o v e m e n t i o n e d leaf le t . H e t h e n p r o m i s e d t o 
i n f o r m u s a b o u t a n y s u c h f u t u r e c a m p a i g n s , t o s eek i n f o r m a t i o n f r o m 
u s a n d t o r e f r a i n f r o m i n v o l v e m e n t i n a n y a c t i o n s d i r e c t e d a g a i n s t us . 
H e e x p r e s s e d g r e a t i n t e re s t i n m a i n t a i n i n g c lose a n d s i n c e r e c o o p e r a t i o n 
w i t h u s . H e g a v e t h e Sov ie t d e l e g a t i o n a s imi la r c o n f i r m a t i o n a b o u t 
n o t s i g n i n g t h e leaf le t . T h i s s c a n d a l w a s n o t f o l l o w e d b y a n y o t h e r 
p r o v o c a t i o n . 

Thus the Soviet ideological chieftains regard every international 
scientific congress as an ideological battlefield in which liberal scholars 
and ideas are to be fought tactically, organizationally, even with 
deceit and the corruption of the society's officers. Yet for precisely 
these reasons, every scientific and scholarly conference is an oppor-
tunity for liberal scholars to make them a forum for free and un-
fettered scientific thought, and a meeting place in which those scholars 
denied a voice in the Soviet Union because of their dissidence can 
present their evidence and views before the objective judgment of 
the world's scientific community. To insist on the free character of 
international scientific congresses will assist greatly the beleaguered 
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enclaves of free-minded scientists and scholars in the Soviet Union. 
Merely making use of slogan-words such as "freedom" will not 

however mean much at scientific congresses in Moscow. When the 
International Historical Congress convened in Moscow in 1970, a 
Yale professor defended his participation by saying that he would 
dare use the word "freedom" in his paper. Many a professor today 
probably intends to utter some such word in a lecture hall of Moscow 
State University. Unfortunately such linguistic missiles are very quickly 
defused by the Soviet ideological carapace. "Freedom" is translated 
into the Leninist language: "proletarian freedom" will be endorsed, 
"bourgeois freedom" will be repudiated; the professor may even find 
himself enthusiastically applauded as he defends, for example, the 
"freedom" of Thomas More, seen in the USSR as the representative 
of the embryonic progressive bourgeoisie of the sixteenth century. But 
the "freedom" of dissidents in the Soviet Union will be dismissed 
as the last stand of anarchistic, decadent bourgeois. A paper consider-
ing contemporary problems of freedom, including those in the Soviet 
Union, could conceivably upset Soviet smugness, though in that case 
a boycott of Soviet listeners would probably be promulgated by its 
congress chief. 

The American social science community continues to follow a 
curious double standard of morality with regard to Soviet infractions 
of freedom. Take, for instance, the recent decision of the American 
Political Science Association to participate in the World Congress 
of the International Political Science Association in Moscow in the 
Summer of 1979. The American political scientists had two momentous 
issues to resolve at their convention in New York in September 1978. 
First, they voted not to hold their next convention in Chicago because 
the state of Illinois had not as yet ratified the proposed Equal Rights 
Amendment for women. Then, they had to decide on whether to 
have the American Political Science Association withdraw from par-
ticipation in the Moscow World Congress: "The international academic 
community," the motion explained, "has become increasingly con-
cerned about the violations of human rights and academic freedom 
in the Soviet Union, particularly as they have affected the rights to 
emigrate, freely travel abroad for scholarly purposes, scholarly access 
to foreign materials, as well as the restrictions placed on the freedom 
to do research of Soviet scholars who have voiced disagreements with 
these policies." But the American political scientists voted down 
the anti-Moscow Congress resolution. The familiar array of argu-
ments was adduced, to wit, that the resolution smacked of "cold 
war," that the Congress was an opportunity to influence Soviet political 
scientists through informal discussion and interchange, that one should 
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not shut off intellectual contacts. Why this reasoning did not apply 
even more to a political scientists' boycott of the state of Illinois 
was never clearly explained. After all, since American political scien-
tists can speak English, they presumably can be more persuasive in 
Chicago than they can be in Moscow where almost none of them 
will be able to speak Russian, and they will be about as effective as 
a spiked fieldpiece aiming at a concrete wall. The "leftist latitudinarian" 
attitude still prevails among some well-known American political 
scientists, whose "fellow travelerism" evolves into "fellow tourism." 
On the other hand, the Council of the American Political Science 
Association did leave open a possible change of site from Moscow 
"in case of the denial of visas to bona fide political scientists." Prac-
tically speaking, however, this was an unenforceable proviso. The 
customary practice of the Soviet authorities is not to issue visas until 
almost the eve of departure; hence, an authentication of a denial of 
visa would (at the earliest) reach the political scientists when the 
meetings in Moscow would almost be over, and change of location 
out of the question. 

The American Political Science Association abounds in large num-
bers of "activists," young academics who pride themselves on their 
past participation in "sit-ins," seizures, and occupations of campus 
buildings in the late sixties and early seventies. Advocates of direct 
action to dramatize and theatricalize issues, their targets have thus 
far been confined to university buildings, though their actions were 
once presumably directed against a system. In New York, at their 
September meetings, they attended sessions to listen again to such 
spokesmen as Daniel Ellsberg, and they helped enact a resolution 
on behalf of a Marxist professor allegedly denied an appointment at 
Maryland because of "improper political pressures." 

Certainly the congress in Moscow of the International Political 
Science Association offers to the "generation of activists" a test of 
their character and the authenticity of their principles. Planefuls of 
quondam "activists" will be arriving at the Moscow Airport. Will 
they then be prepared to bring in their suitcases the books of Marxist 
dissidents, such as Zhores and Roy Medvedev, such books as the 
Rise and Fall of T. D. Lysenko and Let History Judge? Would they 
be prepared if their "free speech" were constrained to stage the first 
"sit-in" in Soviet history? Or were such actions designed only to 
"confront" such foes as deans, librarians, and professors, and never 
to be entertained in the face of the genuine no tomfoolery power of 
the Soviet dictatorship? Are Western political activists "active" only 
when they feel secure against the background of the liberties of 
Western political societies? Is political "activism" the luxury of 
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children of liberal society, to be shelved in the Soviet arena in favor 
of discreet silence? Thus the question of contributing to the liberaliza-
tion of the Soviet Union should be on the agenda of many an 
"activist" alumnus. 

Lastly, what further measures can the United States government 
and American political parties take to strengthen the American stand 
on human rights? 

The present policy of the United States government toward the 
advance of human rights in the Soviet Union and elsewhere is best 
described as fitful. When a situation in some given country deteriorates 
badly, or some outstanding case receives the attention of foreign 
correspondents, or a distinguished emigrant reaches our shores and 
is received by the president or vice president, there is considerable 
discussion. But such a policy, since it is not part of an ongoing, 
institutionalized effort, is bound finally to be neglected, either in the 
press of other business or because of no evident fruitfulness. And 
after a while, since almost the entire dissident elite of the Soviet Union 
will have been expatriated, cases involving outstanding writers may 
become rare. The persecuted humble teacher, musician, motion picture 
actor, worker, or farmer goes undocumented. 

Then too the National Committees of the Democratic and Republican 
Parties might well consider the formation of International Affairs 
Offices similar to the one which for many years has been maintained 
by the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions, and has made a remarkable contribution toward defending the 
liberties of workers throughout the world. The Soviet regime, making 
use of the fiction that it is legally not responsible for propaganda 
published by its Communist Party, subsidizes a huge outpouring of 
anti-American and antiliberal propaganda. The United States govern-
ment, by contrast, has on the whole avoided such direct ideological 
and systemic debate. The American political parties, as nongovern-
mental organizations, are the natural vehicles for such debate with 
the Soviet Communist Party. Indeed, since it is the pluralistic party 
structure that the one-party, Soviet Communist Party proposes in 
due course to annihilate, the task of reply belongs to our political 
parties. What puzzles many Soviet liberals and dissidents is the 
question: Why are the Americans so weak in defending their own 
society? Why do they ignore the Soviet charges and allegations that 
conjure up in their children's minds the picture of a depressed, ex-
ploited, utterly depraved society? 



Comments and Discussion: 
Strategy and Tactics for 
Liberalizing the USSR 

Since Professor Feuer's paper dealt primarily with questions of 
strategy and tactics for supporting liberalization in the Soviet Union, 

discussion of his paper flowed naturally into the tactical discussion. 
In commenting on Feuer's presentation Rakowska-Harmstone 

thought that the dissident effort should be viewed more optimistically. 
The population where samizdat was circulating was not large, but it 
was important. Beyond this narrow group there was bound to be in-
creasing questioning of the regime. The Soviet people are more educated 
today. They read, and to do technical jobs they have to think. This 
means there is a mass audience that knows the system is not working 
as well as it should. The rate of economic growth is falling. Of course, 
there are ways to improve the system's performance without basic 
alteration. But every change will imply another. The process will be a 
slow one, a kind of ripple effect. It will increase in power as the 
people learn more of the very different, more open atmosphere in 
Hungary, of the Czech experiments, of the. evolution in Poland. The 
sheer circulation of information about this outside world is very 
important. 

Rakowska-Harmstone agreed with Feuer's "principle of proximate 
criticism." Our world is a moonscape for people on the other side; 
we must accept their frame of reference, ride the wave of their dis-
satisfactions, emphasize the greater liberalism of Yugoslavia or Euro-
communism. On nationalities one can find many passages in Lenin 
that support arguments for increased democratization, equality, and 
self-determination among nationalities. Ivan Dzyuba's* International-

* Ukrainian journalist and party member who prepared a manuscript, 
originally for internal party circulation, condemning strongly the sup-
pression of national autonomy of the non-Russian groups and contrasting 
it with Lenin's views on national self-determination. It was later published 
in the West. Dzyuba was arrested and eventually recanted. 

1 7 3 
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ism or Russification is a good example of using Lenin to support self-
determination. 

Rakowska-Harmstone felt that Feuer overemphasized the difference 
between the strength of recent dissidence and that of prerevolutionary 
times. The populists of the nineteenth century also failed to get through 
to the peasants. Demonstrations are smaller today simply because the 
present system is much more effective in its repression. The penalties 
for dissent are simply too harsh for broad participation. 

Sargeant added to the discussion remarks on many years of expe-
rience with Radio Liberty which went on the air just two days before 
Stalin's death. He emphasized the fact that the Voice of America 
(and other official radios) look at the world through American eyes; 
their mission is to project the values of American society. An institu-
tion such as Radio Liberty, on the other hand, is most effective when 
the broadcaster is looking at the world through the eyes of a former 
Soviet citizen, or a Soviet citizen out of the country interacting with 
people from Western democracies. 

Since 1956 many studies have been made of the effectiveness of 
Radio Liberty and of change in the attitudes of people in a closed 
society. The latest study gathered data from 1974 through 1977. Per-
formed by several European social science research organizations, 
it was a study serving all the Western radios. It consisted of the analy-
sis of conversations held with 4,000 travelers from the Soviet Union. 
None were emigres; all were planning to return. The sample is skewed 
in that it is relatively urban and highly educated, and has a high pro-
portion of communist party members (twenty-three percent). By 
using computer techniques the sample can, however, be made fairly 
representative of the country as a whole. Although the majority came 
from the large cities of western USSR, respondents represent most 
parts of the country. 

The results provide the best available indicator of the awareness of 
samizdat. They show that nearly half of the adult population of the 
Soviet Union are aware of samizdat. Surprisingly a high percentage 
of those in the Caucasus and Central Asia know of samizdat, although 
Sargeant had seen very little material from these areas. Most who had 
heard of samizdat had not actually seen an example; only five hundred 
respondents referred to a specific example or said they had seen an 
example and very few of these were from the Transcaucasus or Soviet 
Central Asia. 

The results suggest that over twenty million Soviet adults have heard 
Western broadcasts describing samizdat; still, most respondents had 
only heard of samizdat from official Soviet information sources. Al-
though most respondents were opposed to samizdat, over six million 



F E U E R : C O M M E N T S AND DISCUSSION, STRATEGY AND TACTICS 1 7 5 

of the estimated twenty million that had heard of it over the radio 
were estimated to be strongly in favor. The hostile comments of the 
majority were very strong; they saw the writers of samizdat as betray-
ers of the homeland or instruments of Western imperialism. But still 
a remarkably large group think samizdat is a good thing. 

It is very difficult to show the effectiveness of communication like 
that of Radio Liberty except by hindsight. A story illustrates this point. 
In the 1840's and 1850's there was published in New England Eliza-
beth Peabody's Aesthetic Papers, a journal of its t ime. In a rather 
complicated sequence of events a peripatetic Englishman, probably a 
remainder man of his day, who had lived in the Orient, in Canada, 
and the United States, found himself living in South Africa. Becoming 
short of money he left behind for his lodging bill a trunk. In that same 
lodging house was a young Indian lawyer, who acquired the collection 
of manuscripts, magazines, and books from this trunk including Mrs. 
Peabody's Aesthetic Papers containing an essay on "Civil Disobedience" 
by Henry Thoreau. Around 1915, this young lawyer, who had been 
very active in working for the rights of indigent miners in South Africa, 
returned to India. The civil disobedience that Gandhi organized may 
have had some connection with the happenstance of Elizabeth Pea-
body's Aesthetic Papers and Mr. Thoreau's essay; the linkage cannot 
be proven. Similarly, we have no way of knowing that broadcasting 
samizdat leads to active reform or positive evolution, whether liberal 
or illiberal. Still, in all of the papers that have been presented here, 
there are two clear themes: we cannot afford to discontinue our efforts 
to communicate; we must find more ingenious and imaginative ways 
to do it. 

Sargeant's experience pointed to a need to subdivide the audience 
and subdivide again. There is no hope for a service like Radio Liberty 
if it simply deals with a mass audience. It must attempt to find elites; 
it must even attempt to find military audiences. Radio Liberty found 
that it could reach military officers who were on occupation duty in 
Poland and Hungary, often in the context of their curiosity or lack of 
it about the society and culture in which they were temporarily living. 
It was even found that when there were tank maneuvers, Soviet soldiers 
would listen to Radio Liberty broadcasts with earphones in the tanks. 
Sargeant did not know what effect you can have on military officers, 
but felt that to neglect them as a special audience was a losing proposi-
tion. We have to try in very specific ways that will interest them. As 
military doctrine becomes more technical, it is necessary to find 
people who can talk in technical terms of developments in which 
technicians will be interested. The fundamental tactic is the recognition 
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of who it is we want to communicate with, and then to find the 
very special content that will interest them. 

Lipset supported Feuer's emphasis on international academic con-
ferences. The Soviets do treat these conferences as though they were 
ideological Olympics: they delegate people to attend certain sessions 
because there are "trouble spots"; they consider the election of conven-
tion officers as a major ideological battleground. He had doubts, how-
ever, that they accomplished much by all this. Sometimes they provide 
a negative education for naive American academics who have no idea 
what a totalitarian society is like. 

Lipset also commented on the study just described by Sargeant. He 
felt its reliability was suggested by the fact that if one broke down 
the answers into attitudes toward different issues in Soviet society by 
the social characteristics of respondents, the same divisions show up 
as are found in comparable studies of the West. If we remember there 
is a strong degree of political reliability among the respondents or 
they would not be allowed to leave the Soviet Union on trips, it is 
remarkable that a large proportion were very critical of aspects of 
Soviet society. A breakdown of the results shows that the small group 
of Jews in this sample, presumably the most politically reliable Jews, 
were almost totally hostile. Communist party members were naturally 
the most pro. Classified by academic specialties, the social scientists 
were the most hostile, the engineers were pro. The same pattern, the 
same kind of people who are conservatives in American society were 
most likely to favor the regime in the Soviet society. Workers and 
peasants, a small group in the sample, were very pro. This pattern 
clearly reflects real divisions within the society. 

Lipset had never been to the Soviet Union, but from his experience 
he offered several examples reenforcing the Survey's impressions. For 
example, the Soviet head of a section of the Institute for the Study of 
the USA spoke to Lipset's class recently. In answer to a question 
on Soviet dissidents he pointed out that, "American communists don't 
reach anybody, dissidents reach everybody." "What do you mean they 
reach everybody?" He said they all listen to foreign radio and talk 
about it, and samizdat articles are constantly discussed. 

Another indication of intellectual attitudes is suggested by Lipset's 
discussion a few years back with the deputy head of the Law Institute 
in Moscow, a Lithuanian. He got into a ridiculous discussion of how 
many Jews there were in the Soviet Union. Lipset said two or three 
million, and he said, "No, ten or fifteen million." They went back 
and forth. Finally the Soviet official said, "Look, I have lived in 
Moscow for twenty years. I don't care about the statistics. The majority 
of Moscow is Jewish. I've been to parties." It finally turned out that 
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what he meant was that many people who are half Jewish or one-
quarter Jewish, say they are Jewish. He claimed that people will 
mention some Jewish ancestry, or report themselves as Jews, as a way 
of disassociating themselves from the system. Of course, to some 
extent they simply want to get out. 

Lipset also reported the result of a meeting at Stanford of academics 
who had been in the Soviet Union recently, especially scientists. 
Complaining of inefficiency, one Soviet host reportedly asked for sug-
gestions on improving the Soviet system. An American's response was 
to suggest that a free market system should be introduced. The Soviet 
said, "Everybody knows that; I was looking for something original." 
Similarly, Soviet academics apparently avoid fellow-traveling American 
academics who visit Moscow. They object to their naivete as to the 
real nature of the Soviet system, much preferring Americans who offer 
realistic critiques of the system. A major complaint of young econo-
mists was the inadequacy of their training; they did not get access 
to American materials until the end of the study program. 

No social scientists have shown up as dissidents.* Apparently if they 
opposed the ideology in any way their careers would be over; for 
natural scientists opinions on social questions can often be overlooked 
by their superiors. The social scientists, however, conduct mobility 
and social stratification research, ostensibly to document Soviet equal-
ity. This research often presents quotes from Lipset along with oblig-
atory refutations. But in the process the Soviet writers present long 
quotations from Lipset's work, and their results often support Lipset's 
conclusions. It is hard to believe these writers do not know what they 
are doing. 

Soviet social scientists write about the problem of getting young 
people to improve their attitude to work. College students feel they 
should never be expected to do menial work. The social scientists 
point out that in American colleges students work their way through 
college, and that this might indeed improve attitudes to work. It also 
appears that attitudes toward freedom among social scientists are not 
too different from what we find in the West. Even Soviet propagandists 
see the need for free speech and criticism to counteract the inefficiencies 
of bureaucratization. 

These people do not actively oppose the system. In general, there 
are few actual dissidents, but the society as a whole feels very brittle. 
Remember that Milosz in the Captive Mind thought almost everyone 
in Eastern Europe believed in the system, but subsequent events showed 
this to be false. 

* But compare their dissidence as poll respondents, above, page 176. 
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Lipset suggested that the type of interviews carried out in the past 
by the Harvard Russian Research Center with Soviet emigres might be 
useful today. The Center's studies used Soviet emigres of the late 
1940's as informants, not as representative samples. They tried to get 
the emigres to describe what went on at their level of association in 
the system. He believed comparable research ought to be done today 
with Soviet emigres. The fact that they are heavily Jewish gives some 
bias, but all are not Jews, and most Soviet Jews, secularized and as-
similated, are in contact with the general Soviet population. By again 
asking people what goes on at their level of society, Lipset thought 
better informed images of Soviet society could be obtained. As far as 
he knew it is not being done. (It was pointed out, however, that Israeli 
authorities object to having people come to interview emigres, because 
of the danger of jeopardizing the exodus.) 

In response Feuer mentioned that a Detroit interview sample of 
emigres was very closely studied by Gittelman and published, and that 
the Toronto Jewish community has had a running study of its people. 
These tended to confirm Sargeant's evidence that there was wide-
spread acquaintance with Radio Liberty. Solzhenitsyn and even Sak-
harov said that this was their principal means of knowing what was 
going on in the world of thought. Radio Liberty has a program in which 
they read samizdat very slowly so that people in the Soviet Union can 
type down this material and give it to friends. This is a major means of 
diffusing samizdat literature. 

Feuer was still not convinced of the political significance of samizdat. 
What does it mean when half of the Soviet population knows or has 
heard of samizdat or come in contact with it? Any poem not in an 
official journal that is handed around among little circles of friends is 
samizdat. There is a good deal of this. We have a lot of this kind of 
"samizdat" in the United States. Because it is officially suspect in the 
USSR, it has the mystery surrounding a forbidden world of ideas-
poems, philosophic essays, and metaphysical essays. There is a lot of 
trash that simply appalls the editors of samizdat collections. It is poor 
writing that nobody would want to publish. 

There are small friendship circles throughout the Soviet Union, 
face-to-face associations where people trust each other to handle 
samizdat documents. Their efforts can be heroic: they will hand out 
portions of a book that they want reproduced which they may have 
gotten from some Westerner, and each one goes home and types up a 
chapter during the night, and then they put them together to form a 
book. But if one asks the realistic political question, what has been the 
significance of this activity in political terms, or where does it stand 
in comparison to similar stages in past Russian political movements, 
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the conclusion has to be negative. Is there anything comparable to 
Herzen's paper circulating as an official organ of the opposition? 
People knew what it stood for. It had a program. Do they have any-
thing corresponding to Iskra, a group of emigres really pushing a 
program and getting their illegal papers circulated inside the country? 
Feuer again pointed out the lack of significant numbers at demonstra-
tions, even compared to the 1880's or 1890's in Russia. He again 
pointed to the intellectuals' distrust of the masses. 

Feuer shares the enthusiasm for Radio Liberty. Its impact is sug-
gested by the fact that a chief objective of Soviet foreign policy is to 
get Radio Liberty off the air. It bothers them and they do not know 
what to do about it. They want a closed society, and here is an agency 
which keeps pumping in information. Yet after all these years of 
transmitting there is no single action in the Soviet Union that one can 
directly connect to an informational stimulus. Radio Liberty has saved 
the morale of Soviet intellectuals, giving them a sense that they are 
a part of the Western world community, that people outside are inter-
ested in what they are doing, but there are no signs of a political 
effect. 

Feuer believes that Soviet intellectuals know what they are doing 
in presenting long quotations in critical reviews. A magazine called 
Foreign Literature, consisting of hostile reviews of Western books, 
has been prized by Soviet scholars, especially for those reviews that 
include the longest quotations from the author before reaching the 
obligatory refutation. The reviews were the closest the readers could 
get to reading the books. We admire the ingenuity it takes to do this 
sort of thing. Leo Strauss once wrote an essay on persecution and the 
tricks of writing under the eyes of the Inquisition. Such heroism is 
wonderful, but it did not knock out the Inquisition. It is a technique 
of maintaining one's human dignity under oppressive circumstances, 
but sadly it has little political meaning. 

True, many people now say they are Jews. Actually Tania Litvinov 
had already done that when she told the Writers Union that she wanted 
to inscribe herself as Jewish. This meant what? She was on her way 
out of the Soviet Union. And what has been happening to the authors 
of samizdat? And to the dissident group? The greatest of the dissi-
dents are out of the country. The Soviet Union is pleased that they call 
themselves Jews because they can now tell people like Sinyavsky that 
you have to call yourself a Jew and then you can get out of the 
country. The emigration has weakened the dissident movement. There 
was a great quarrel between Sakharov and Chalidze, who had decided 
to leave the Soviet Union. Solzhenitsyn, who was still in the Soviet 
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Union at the time, berated Chalidze for his leaving the country. But 
the decision being made more and more by the intellectuals is to get out. 

What does it mean to leave the USSR? One does not get out of a 
country if he thinks social change is in the making and he will be 
able to take part in a great reconstruction of the society. If the dissi-
dents felt that, they would stay. Their exodus is a sign that they have 
given up on any real hope for change. Of course, we can hope some 
Soviet Gandhi is going to read the right book and all this will change. 
But essentially the problem is not lack of books. American books get 
around: there are tourists who leave books, the American embassy is 
always facilitating the circulation of books. The problem is that 
Gandhi was dealing with the British Christian empire. Here you are 
dealing with the Soviets who, if it really comes to a crunch, are not 
going to hesitate to use repressive measures. Marxian ideology legiti-
mates extreme measures. This is a difference we have to recognize. 

Lipset agreed with Feuer's description of the situation, but there 
remained the question of what is under the iceberg. In World War II 
the actions of the people in the Ukraine were remarkable. There is no 
other case in history where as large a number of people joined the 
army of the enemy because of their attitude toward the system. Read 
the German reports of the way they were welcomed, even by the Jews, 
before they started their repressive measures. The Jews simply did 
not believe the Russian press. It had lied so much on other matters 
that they would not believe what it said about a cultured people like 
the Germans. When the Germans came into Jewish towns and villages, 
the Jews were out there cheering. 

Feuer felt that the lesson of the events in the Ukraine was that 
people will seriously defect only when the Soviet Union is defeated 
militarily or goes through a terrible diplomatic defeat. Khrushchev fell 
mainly because of the Cuban defeat he sustained in 1962. His prestige 
was so weakened that he could be toppled. If something of this sort 
takes place, then opposition to the regime can crystallize. But at the 
moment the tide is going the other way. 

Relative to the probability of significant change occurring within the 
Soviet intelligentsia and our possible contributions to it, Ellison recalled 
his academic year in Leningrad in the early 1960's. He observed the 
enthusiasm of many students, a feeling of an opening up, of a second 
de-Stalinization period. His contacts were primarily with students 
who were either especially interested in Russian history or actually 
working in Russian history. They seemed remarkably eager to break 
out of the confines of the official intellectual controls in their field of 
study. They were taking their clues from what was already available 
to them, but they needed to go beyond that. They felt that anything 
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described negatively but on which they were given little information 
must somehow be interesting. They were very interested in the presen-
tation by official histories of the negative view of the neo-Kantian 
movement in the 1890's and the early years of the twentieth century, 
the movement out of which the philosopher Berdyaev came eventually. 
Not surprisingly within a few years the works of Berdyaev were worth 
a king's ransom on the black market. People were interested in re-
discovering the Russian cultural past, especially through figures of this 
kind. Another work that was just beginning to be discussed (as it was 
mentioned negatively in the official histories) was Viekhi's The Sign-
posts. Published in the aftermath of the 1905 revolution, it was a 
crucial turning point in the history of Russian intelligentsia. Later this 
work, or samizdat copies of chapters from it, became one of the 
hottest items. While interest in these works did not have any imme-
diate political relevance, the later interest that developed in Bukharin's 
Notes of an Economist did. Many people became interested in where 
the collectivization system came from, why it had been opposed, what 
was wrong with it, and what alternatives communists had proposed. 

Ellison suggested that the approach of proximate criticism should 
include increasing the possibility of reading, and hearing comment 
upon, major episodes in the historical sequence of events that led 
to Soviet communism or the development of Soviet communism. In 
reading some of the literature on national dissent, Ellison noted that 
the writers were really interested in what Lenin had to say about the 
national question. They were interested in those who had disagreed 
with the nationality policies that were adopted. If more Soviets can 
be given access to this literature, and many have gained access, it will 
positively affect cultural attitudes. 

Ellison agreed with Lipset that many Soviet academics are dis-
appointed with their poor intellectual training in the social sciences. 
For example, an Africanist had complained to Ellison that instead 
of doing fieldwork in Africa, he had to do it in Siberia. Later Ellison 
had the experience of having a Soviet Africanist present a paper to a 
group of university Africanists in the U.S. The presentation sug-
gested that instead of doing fieldwork Soviet Africanists were scaveng-
ing what they could from Western literature, and were using even 
this badly. Ellison thought that there was a clue here. Perhaps a 
radio commentary that talked about Soviet scholarship in such areas, 
and of Western perceptions on its quality would be useful. Such 
programs would speak directly to a limited but very important academic 
audience in the Soviet Union that is aware that objective scholarship 
is still very tenuous in the Soviet Union, especially in the social sciences, 
and is eager to know more about Western perceptions of what they 
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are doing. Soviet scholarship has made tremendous strides in the post-
Stalin years. The weakening of samizdat and the emigration of a 
number of dissidents does not destroy this gain. The base still remains, 
inquiring attitudes remain, whatever the reimposition of control struc-
tures. Perhaps we could serve the further evolution of this scholarly 
community. 

Bociurkiw wished to confirm Sargeant's observation that one needed 
to treat Soviet society as highly heterogeneous and complex. It has 
distinct political subcultures. As mentioned before, in the western 
fringe of the Soviet Union that has been annexed since 1939-40, the 
multiparty system makes sense; in fact, samizdat from the Baltic states 
argues for this system. In certain areas of the older USSR, for example, 
Armenia and Georgia, the level of civic culture is much more sup-
portive of multiparty institutions than neighboring Azerbaijan or Cen-
tral Asia. Soviet society is also very heterogeneous in terms of the 
social make-up of the society. For example, even if there is not neces-
sarily sympathy in all groups of intelligentsia for a multiparty system, 
at least they have exposure either through samizdat or travel to the 
operation of the system, whereas other less mobilized strata would 
hardly know what a multiparty system means. But these strata may 
want other institutional changes that would eventuate in multiparty rule. 

An institution such as a multiparty system is an end product or a 
consequence of a great many other things. And if one were to try to 
influence Soviet society, one has to start with the pieces, with the 
attitudes or value orientations of Soviet citizens. Eventually the other 
things will come. 

Among the concerns of ordinary people that should be emphasized 
privacy is highly valued, especially by those who have insufficient 
housing, who live on collective farms or in workers' quarters, or are 
in the lower ranks of the intelligentsia. Dignity, individual dignity, is 
very highly valued. Equality and legality should be emphasized. The 
Soviet system exhibits conspicuous class inequality, and there is a 
deep desire for more equality in treatment. Few Soviets actually 
desire illegality, except perhaps some members of the police and party. 
Among political prisoners there is concern for legality. The value of 
tolerance should be stressed, both in relation to religion and, by exten-
sion, to dissident views and other social values. Many people, such as 
workers, students, believers, or even disabled veterans would like to 
form voluntary associations without interference from the government. 
We should also speak to the developing socioeconomic aspirations of 
the Soviet citizenry, an area largely ignored. The only recent case in 
the Soviet Union in which there were large-scale disorders requiring 
significant use of troops and subsequent massive reprisals was at 
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Novocherkask in 1962 when meat and butter prices were raised by 
Khrushchev. Unfortunately this is an area that is poorly reported in 
samizdat. 

In terms of social alternatives, the slogan of Kronstadt, of "soviets 
without the commissars," of the separation of the party from the state, 
or of a state truly governed by soviets of peoples deputies seems widely 
appreciated, especially among the lower strata of the population. Many 
want socialist democracy without the party, not a multiparty system, 
but a nonparty system. Whoever said that one party is bad enough, but 
two parties or three parties are even worse, would probably hold this 
view. These are the present values and wants on which eventually a 
civic culture can be built that would evolve into a multiparty system. 
Such systems cannot be built directly on the shambles of civic culture 
that the Soviet system has produced. 

Bociurkiw agreed with Feuer's conclusion that there is a widespread 
sense of political inefficacy among the dissidents, a widespread doubt 
has overtaken some of the best minds in the dissident movement 
among the prisoners. A study of Ukrainian political prisoners now 
in the camps suggests that the majority of the intellectual vanguard of 
prisoners has renounced Soviet citizenship and decided that they 
want to leave. They argue that "there is no hope in the system. We 
are finished. If we survive the camps, they will find other ways to 
repress us. We cannot live under this regime any more in the Soviet 
Union." It is a very sad, tragic phenomenon; it will weaken and it 
does weaken the movement of the dissidents. On the other hand, 
General Grigorenko claims that there are other people coming up, 
younger people with even less fear of authority than those now in 
the camps. These tend not to be intellectuals. 

Samizdat is a many-splendored thing. It tends now to be predomi-
nantly copies of written materials documenting persecution. Literary 
activity has become less important, perhaps because of the emigration 
of so many writers. Bociurkiw emphasized the need to study samizdat 
seriously. 

Bociurkiw said that although the Radio Liberty collection of samizdat 
in Munich was the best, they did not have adequate resources to 
analyze it properly or even prepare a subject index. He has developed 
a small project on the Ukrainian materials, but an attempt to establish 
a larger center for samizdat research has just fallen through for lack 
of funds. Sussman briefly discussed the center being developed at 
Freedom House for the collection, translation, and dissemination of 
samizdat literature. Much of the material would be coming from Radio 
Liberty. 

Since so much emphasis had been placed by the conference on 
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the role of Radio Liberty, Sussman thought it well to warn the group 
of the danger posed to Radio Liberty and Radio Free Europe by the 
World Administrative Radio Conference (WARC) of the International 
Telecommunications Union to be held in 1979. The conference will 
reassess the domestic and international radio spectrum, and include 
regulations for satellite communications. Resulting assignments and 
regulations will apply for the next twenty years. The Soviet Union has 
continued to try to block out our transmissions to communist states. 
In a small WARC last year they obtained the agreement of most 
countries that the principle of "prior consent" should apply to all 
transmissions that cross national borders. We have not yet signed 
this agreement. 

At the 1979 WARC the complete group of issues will be raised. For 
the first time the Third World countries have formed a unified front to 
gain more of the transmission spectrum. Since the United States and 
the USSR together control a major share of the spectrum, we will have 
some common interests with the Soviets on this issue. However, Ameri-
can spokesmen must defend a wide variety of both governmental and 
commercial interests. Since we lack a large domestic constituency for 
Radio Liberty and Radio Free Europe, all of us should try to raise 
our voices to meet this challenge. 

Relating his broad experiences in academic, intelligence, and national 
security planning to the issues before the conference, Kintner thought 
it useful to remember the long history of attempts such as we were 
undertaking. In particular, the National Security Council's memo-
randum Number 68 published in 1950 emphasized essentially three 
themes: containment of the Soviet Union along the lines proposed by 
Kennan; the enhancement of our military position; and the necessity to 
liberalize the Soviet Union if we were to build a peaceful world, a 
position similar to that taken by the Gastil paper. Because of the 
Korean War, the United States was able to build up its military poten-
tial. Perhaps in the 1950's we were relatively stronger than we have 
been since. Kintner felt that by now we should see that containment 
had not worked well; it had broken down on several fronts. He did 
not think our efforts to liberalize the Soviet Union had been very 
successful. 

A major reason for our inability to effect the liberalization of the 
USSR has been our unwillingness to aggressively engage in ideological 
conflict. From the very beginning of the Cold War American decision-
makers, including many in the State Department, were inclined to de-
emphasize ideology because they simply believed we had no ideology. 
Ideological offensives were regularly blocked. The proposal in the 
early 1950's that we distribute worldwide a realistic biography of 
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Stalin was vetoed because it would be thought offensive. A detailed 
program to exploit cleavages in Soviet society after the death of Stalin 
was developed. But when Stalin died, the program was ignored. When 
the Soviets lost control of East Germany for two days in June 1953 
the United States did nothing to exploit the situation. The open skies 
proposal was more successful. While the proposal was partly for intel-
ligence, it was also meant as a way of more generally opening up the 
closed society. 

The cultural exchange program was developed but little exploited. 
What Kintner and others had desired was a massive program. For 
example, twenty thousand young Americans would go to. the USSR and 
twenty thousand Soviet youth come here. The Soviets could not police 
such a program effectively. But the State Department opposed the 
proposal on their standard ground that they did not want to propose 
anything unless they believed in advance that the Soviets would accept 
it. The result is that the Soviets have largely dictated the nature of the 
programs. The typical person they send is middle-aged, with a wife 
and children in Moscow. The likelihood of defection or other trouble 
is further reduced by the selection of fully committed supporters with 
a relatively powerful position and comfortable way of life back home. 

Now we find ourselves in a slipping military relationship in which 
the Soviets are becoming increasingly arrogant. The Gastil paper 
pointed out that if we can't improve the military situation perhaps 
we can exploit the societal vulnerabilities of the USSR. This is true, 
but the chances of doing it are minimal unless changes in U.S. gov-
ernment policy are made. Private organizations can do a great deal, 
but without government backing using the psychological element of 
our relationship to the USSR to strengthen our security relationship 
has little chance. 

Cottam's discussion of the tactical and strategic issues involved in 
trying to liberalize the Soviet Union drew heavily on his work on 
international bargaining relationships and on analogies between attempts 
to liberalize the Soviet Union and the problems of liberalizing Iran. 
His point of departure for this analysis differed from that of most 
participants in that Cottam does not regard the present Soviet system 
as a threat to world peace or American values. He believes, how-
ever, that continued repression in the USSR is a sufficient reason for 
Americans to be interested in Soviet liberalization. 

Cottam advanced the view that making human rights a central 
concern in American foreign policy pronouncements has been a mis-
take. It is a mistake, first, because most of those who make decisions 
in large bureaucracies are going to have little sense of history. There-
fore, when they promote a policy such as human rights they have 
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little sense of what will follow. For example, in Iran and many other 
countries human rights pronouncements predictably had a revolutionary 
impact. Yet this surprised and dismayed many American advocates 
of human rights. 

Secondly, an attempt to make human rights a central aspect of 
foreign policy is inescapably open to the charge of hypocrisy. Foreign 
policy will always represent a variety of internal pressures. This makes 
it impossible to have a sophisticated, single purpose strategy. Policy 
will always be a compound of compromises. In general, since the 
public pressure in support of human rights in any particular country 
is weak, other pressures will determine policy toward that country. 
Therefore, making human rights a central concern of declaratory policy 
unavoidably leads to policy profiles such as we see today where there 
is great concern for human rights in the Soviet Union, but never a 
mention of the problem in China. So it was not surprising to Cottam 
that on a recent visit to Poland academics had seemed to regard 
Carter's human rights initiatives as a cold war throwback to Dulles, 
engineered by the evil spirit of Brzezinski. 

Finally, of all of the instruments of interference in other polities 
that we have the human rights instrument is the bluntest and least 
controllable. For example, once the policy started a process of change 
in Iran a momentum developed that was uncontrollable. The adminis-
tration found the result dangerous to its other concerns, but it could 
do little except simply stop talking about human rights. 

A human rights policy that our government follows in response 
to internal pressures is quite a different matter. For example, if a 
significant part of the Senate should oppose sending arms to a 
particular country until the human rights situation improves, then 
the country buying the arms will understand the need of the U.S. 
administration to be provided evidence of improvement in human 
rights conditions. This puts the administration in an excellent bar-
gaining position. Such popular or congressional pressure also greatly 
enhances the bargaining leverage within the U.S. administration of 
those giving priority to human rights. 

The group had convinced Cottam of the prospects for destabilization 
in the USSR. Referring to the Iranian analogy again, Cottam pointed 
out that the Shah had used two means for maintaining his stability: 
coercion and the satisfaction of material wants. What the Shah lacked 
was legitimacy. To Cottam a government has legitimacy when in a 
crisis it is able to manipulate symbols in such a way that it can gain 
popular support. Most governments need this control device. Usually 
it is based on an ability to manipulate national and religious symbols 
effectively. In Iran the Shah lacked an ability to appeal to national 
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symbols because politically conscious Iranians saw the present Shah 
coming to power as a result of American support, just as Reza Shah 
had established the regime in the previous generation on the basis 
of British support. The Shah had, in addition, needlessly thrown away 
his ability to manipulate Islamic symbols. 

Similarly, the hollow ring of communist ideology among educated 
Soviets today implies that if liberalization occurs in the USSR, that 
is, if the government reduces its reliance on coercive control, then 
the Soviets must rely primarily on material rewards to maintain 
support. Obviously such reliance makes a society vulnerable to material 
crises. For example, the Shah was undermined in Iran by inflation 
that damaged the standard of living of many people. A similar material 
setback in the USSR could be very destabilizing. 

Given this analysis, a crisis in the Soviet Union, however it occurs, 
is likely to force a return to emphasis on the Russian Orthodox 
Church and Russian nationalism, as it did in World War II. The 
foreign policy implications of such a change are probably negative. 
Therefore, in strategic terms we should be humble about what we 
are doing to international stability by underwriting destabilization in 
the USSR. 

Assuming that there are relatively liberal or at least moderate 
elements in the Soviet elite and that external and internal events affect 
their bargaining power within the system, Cottam would make a 
guiding principle of a liberalization policy the strengthening of the 
position of these elements. In deciding on how to strengthen the 
position of liberal elements the foreign policy analysis that one adopts 
is critical. Cottam contrasted the policies one would adopt if he 
assumed the Soviet Union followed an aggressive policy with those 
one would adopt if he assumed, as Cottam did, that the Soviet Union 
was a status quo power that appears aggressive when it is in fact 
only fearful. Taking the example of "playing the China card" (which 
the administration played shortly after the conference), if the former 
analysis is correct, playing the card will weaken belligerent forces in 
the USSR. It will show that the U.S. has the will to stand up to 
them, to counter their every move. If belligerence is not paying 
off, the Soviet elite will select leaders favoring alternative policies. 
If on the other hand, the Soviet Union today is a fearful status quo 
power, playing the China card will weaken Soviet liberals, for it 
will reinforce the argument that the United States is a fundamentally 
hostile power bent on the destruction of the Soviet system. Since the 
official American response to the USSR is by all odds the most 
important in producing liberalization, a nonromantic analysis of Soviet 
foreign policy is critical. 



1 8 8 SUPPORTING LIBERALIZATION IN THE SOVIET U N I O N 

Our central purpose must be to change perceptions in the USSR, 
to confirm those of people moving the way we desire and to dis-
confirm the perceptions of others. In this Radio Liberty is important 
but government is more important. 

Private organizations should think in terms of making it profitable 
for the Soviet Union to liberalize and unprofitable for them not to. 
Cottam advocated tying further development of trade to evidence 
of liberalization, the policy that has been advocated, for example, by 
Senator Jackson. This policy must be built up from below, by 
developing public and congressional pressure. Coming directly from 
the administration the bargaining potential of tying human rights to 
trade would be low; it would appear more as a plot. 

Under questioning, Cottam agreed that in the short run such a 
policy might increase pressure on the dissidents. They would appear 
as the cause of the trade problem and be increasingly repressed. 
Such a U.S. policy would, after all, directly threaten those in power. 
However, in the longer term, such a policy should lead to a replace-
ment of those in power by liberal elements anxious both for trade 
and a more liberal polity. There will undoubtedly be people hurt 
by the initiation of a policy as strong as that of linking trade with 
human rights. As Kintner has said (above) consciousness of these 
risks has led to a very hesitant policy in the past. But with hesitant 
policies we will accomplish little. 

Cottam reaffirmed the importance of a supportive outside milieu 
for human rights. When Soviets visit the U.S. they should hear what 
we think of their system, and not hear only polite remarks. As and 
if we develop increasingly friendly contacts with the USSR the prob-
lem of Americans ignoring the human rights situation in the USSR 
will be exacerbated. For example, as soon as American businessmen 
see trade possibilities expanding they will become the champions of 
a more positive view of Soviet society. Much the same will be true 
of academics. Cottam reminded the academics in the room that they 
had had the good fortune of studying the society of a repressive 
enemy. From his own experience it was much harder to study a 
repressive ally. When an allied regime denies access to its American 
critics, these critics find few friends at home. Indeed, most of the 
critic's fellow scholars in the U.S. will for various reasons be strong 
in their praise of the repressive regime. Human rights organizations 
should recognize and try to deal with this problem worldwide. 

The work of private organizations in the U.S. in defense of human 
rights will not be effective if they appear self-serving, as they often 
do. A human rights group that allows itself to be identified with 
either the right or left is dysfunctional. The concern of Jewish groups 
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for Jews in the Soviet Union is clearly self-serving, as is true of 
the human rights activities of many other nationality and emigre 
groups.* 

Finally, a private human rights strategy should emphasize institu-
tional development. The idea of international political party involve-
ment is a good one. For example, there is a good deal of interest in 
the Middle East in the treatment of Muslims in the USSR. In Europe 
there are other constituencies, for example, Eurocommunists that 
want to bring pressure on particular issues. If different peoples could 
place pressures on their governments on those issues that have internal 
constituency support, then the cumulative effect on the USSR would 
be significant. It would in turn improve the bargaining position of 
those Soviet leaders who want to liberalize the USSR. 

In response to Cottam Alexander agreed on the danger of over-
emphasizing human rights in American foreign policy, but he felt 
human rights should be an important element of policy. Except under 
Kennedy and Carter, in Latin America U.S. foreign policy has suffered 
from a lack of interest in human rights. Without human rights America 
seemed at times to have no policy, to simply respond to whatever 
special interest (such as business, labor, or military) was dominant 
in a particular situation. The result created many resentments. Now 
if someone wants to support a particular project, party, or invest-
ment in Latin America he often has to prove his case in the face 
of human rights considerations, and this is not always possible. Since 
Carter, violations of the human rights of many people have been 
curtailed. Pinochet in Chile has freed almost all his political prisoners; 
Stroessner's Paraguay has freed most of its political prisoners; rights 
have improved in Brazil. In Nicaragua if we do not do more explicitly 
in human rights terms we may have an international war on our 
hands, and then we will really have lost out. Our best friends in 
Latin America are those who want democracy; they are our true 
ideological allies; we must at least give them moral support. 

Ellison supported Alexander's reply to Cottam. In particular, he 
doubted if consideration of a variety of other values in policy meant 
that it was necessarily hypocritical to emphasize human rights. It 

* However, it may be that such self-serving groups are the only way 
to enlist major popular support for human rights causes. Cottam himself 
suggests in the next paragraph employing the Middle Eastern interest in 
the oppression of Muslims in the USSR in a general campaign of human 
rights pressure on the Soviet regime. See also Rakowska-Harmstone's dis-
cussion (above) of the importance of getting American ethnic communities 
of Soviet background to attempt to influence public and Congressional 
opinion. 
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was true human rights was not very controllable—advocating freedom 
had the same problem—but within a context of rational policies we 
needed to have principles and hold to them. 

In response to Alexander Cottam suggested that human rights 
policy succeeds in Latin America because it is not an important 
region of confrontation. When it is applied rhetorically to an area 
of confrontation the question of hypocrisy becomes very important. 
It cheapens human rights and destroys its vitality everywhere. 

Bociurkiw added that his conclusion as to America's human rights 
policy was that it was better to have an imperfectly applied uni-
versalistic formula than to be denuded of legitimizing formulas in 
foreign policy. In the Soviet bloc the Carter policy has had a tre-
mendous impact, an impact increased by a seeming American willing-
ness to admit making mistakes. The announcement of the Carter 
policy came at a very critical time for the dissidents; it served to draw 
them together without antagonizing any of them. 

The human rights policy has served as a kind of moral rearmament 
for American policy. Of course, any policy includes a good deal of 
cynicism. Cynicism and self-interest may in fact be the only intel-
lectually honest positions. But a nation does not win supporters 
by appealing only to its own national self-interest. In Iran today 
Bociurkiw judged that America was reaping a harvest of techno-
logical, value-free, political thinking. 

Bociurkiw did not see liberals in the Soviet government. He thought 
rather that talk of liberals was a game Soviet leaders played with 
us. He felt that although elites should be targeted the liberalization 
effort must be directed to the whole society, for the significant 
changes must come from within that society. The liberalization effort 
must place potential brakes on the ability of the Soviets to divert 
major resources to armaments or to become increasingly aggressive. 
This requires a certain delegitimization of Soviet authoritarianism. 
To promote this we need to assist the development of several trends. 
First is the trend toward supporting the values and concerns of the 
ordinary people, as Bociurkiw had mentioned previously. Of course, 
this also requires support for civil rights, national aspirations, and 
religious rights. The second direction of change that we should assist 
is the development of autonomous groups, or intermediate structures. 
These cannot help but restrict the arbitrary actions of government, 
and, as they develop, to lay the basis for the future evolution of an 
alternative kind of system. Third, we should try to make an impact 
on the elites of the Republics—the only link between the ruling elites 
and the masses is in national aspirations. 

Dzyuba and others in the national dissent movement have stressed 
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the inferior, second-class nation status imposed on Ukrainians, Belo-
russians, Baltic peoples, and others. Bociurkiw suggested that this 
kind of criticism hurt the Ukrainian party elite, and suspected this 
was true in many Republics. Samizdat documents from the Ukraine 
ask, for example, why the Rumanians who fought against the USSR 
should have separate statehood and the Ukrainians should not. Mem-
bers of the Soviet nationalities also notice the many small countries 
in the U.N. and ask why they cannot be equally independent. They 
may not be interested in dissolving the USSR but in transforming it 
into a confederation or loose federation promised by the Soviet 
Constitution. The United States might aid this evolution by pointing 
out that the only affected U.N. members that did not take part in 
Helsinki and similar conferences are the Ukraine and Belorussia. 
Perhaps the United States could even urge their invitation to future 
conferences, including the 1980 Madrid Conference of the Helsinki 
signatories. 

Experience gained from the observation of Soviet-American ex-
changes led another participant to the conclusion that our goal in 
influencing the USSR must be liberalization rather than revolution. 
Liberalization means supporting the kind of program that has occurred 
in Poland since 1957 rather than events in Hungary in 1956 or 
Czechoslovakia in 1968.* To achieve our goals we need to have 
ideals such as pluralism or majority rule, but we cannot directly 
pursue these goals. We must develop indirect means to achieve them. 
The source of change must be found in internal forces. As Kintner 
pointed out, we tried to use external means, but these were simply 
not supported. 

The focus of the liberalization campaign should be on the elites, 
the new elites, the national elites, and the religious elites. The masses 
are heavily controlled, and there is little we can do to affect them. 
Most important are the current party elites or "liberal influentials." 
We must concentrate on trying to strengthen the bargaining position 
of the liberals within the elite. The dissidents are important, perhaps 
even growing in importance, but should not be our main focus. 

The elites or potential elites can be split into three generations. 
The older generation is now in power or retired. World War II and 
Stalinism are the great experiences of their lives; still fearful, their 
highest value is stability. The younger generation, in their twenties 

* Unrest and riots have, however, played an important role in sustaining 
or instigating liberalizing change in Poland; the Hungarian Revolution of 
1956 may be one reason for subsequent liberalization there. (Rakowska-
Harmstone) 
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and thirties, know little of the war or Stalinism. They are often 
materialistic, cynical, without ideals, interested in clothes and cars. 
In between, the generation now in its forties is pessimistic and techno-
cratic, they want a more rational, enlightened society, yet they also 
worry about the lack of control and the nihilistic values of the young. 
Thus, this generation suffers acutely from a general schizophrenia, 
exhibited, for example, in a tendency of Soviets in conversation one 
day to docilely repeat what they are supposed to say, and the next 
day to suddenly begin to ridicule the system. 

Since this middle generation will be the next elite, we must know 
how to deal with them. Threatening their position is dangerous. 
Psychologists tell us schizophrenics react to threats belligerently. It 
is true that revolution often occurs when a leadership group loses 
confidence. But gradual change such as we are talking about can 
perhaps occur only when leaders feel some self-confidence, at least 
enough to make them willing to experiment. 

Tactically, a liberalization program should first provide hope to 
dissidents. It would include giving increased access to information 
to a variety of people with a variety of needs. Soviet Africanists, for 
example, might be given access to increased educational opportunities. 

In our interactions with Soviets, Americans should strive more 
to be themselves, do what they want, be innovative, tell what they 
think. This does not necessarily mean being dogmatic or assertive. 
Accustomed to a highly pluralistic society it goes against the grain 
of many Americans to say, "This is what we feel." We feel that 
people have different points of view, that is what we really feel. This 
looks weak, but the message gets through. Soviets come to under-
stand that Americans can respect different points of view and still 
hold together. Homogeneity is not necessary for strength. 

In foreign policy Americans should make their positions clear, be 
consistent, and firmly hold the line. Only holding the line will allow 
the internal ferment to do its work. We might make a practice of 
answering more directly the continual ideological attacks that Soviet 
leaders make upon us. We might revitalize Lodge's "twenty-four hour 
rule" of the 1950's: no verbal attack from the Soviets should remain 
unanswered for twenty-four hours. This might deter Soviet leaders 
from casually launching their persistent verbal attacks. 

We should also emphasize conference tactics. For example, the 
Soviets often do something that Americans intending to attend a 
conference do not like. The Americans can choose one of five 
responses: stay home and keep quiet; stay home but publicize the 
reason; attend and stay quiet; attend and discuss their concerns; 
attend and aggressively develop their position (distribute books, en-
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gage in sit-ins, etc.). The best choice is for Americans to attend the 
conference but make clear their objections. The Soviets need informa-
tion and contact. Many Soviets suspect a deep gap between ideology 
and reality, and they crave more information to fill in what they 
do not know. 



Summary and Conclusions 

Conferences of this kind are as valuable as the information and 
analysis that they produce. Consensus is a valuable but by no 

means necessary result. In this conference there were several areas 
in which significant disagreement was apparent. Those interested in 
supporting Soviet liberalization will find some of the most useful 
suggestions for further action emerge from this disagreement. 

Most of the group believed that the Soviet Union was carefully 
but persistently pursuing the ideological goal of bringing the world 
under both Soviet and communist domination. Fear that an illiberal 
Soviet Union will continue toward this goal was one of the main 
reasons that Freedom House sponsored the conference. However, some 
participants doubted that communist ideology was more than a con-
venient smokescreen for the pursuit of Russian national interest. 
One member felt that Soviet foreign policy was status quo oriented. 
If he is correct then the American policy most conducive to liberaliza-
tion in the Soviet Union will not be the relatively strong, confrontational 
policy most participants favored. 

An analogous cleavage developed between those who viewed the 
Soviet Union today as largely denuded of ideological conviction and 
those who viewed the Communist Party of the Soviet Union as still 
in active pursuit of the revolutionary and Utopian goals mapped 
out years ago in Marxist-Leninist terms. Those who believed the 
Soviet Union was becoming a conventional authoritarian state with 
a communist glaze were more likely to see the current governing 
elite reaching accommodations internally with religious and nationalist 
dissidents. Such compromise would appear more difficult to those who 
believed ideology was still an active component of Soviet official 
life, and who saw reform coming only out of an extended struggle 
of ideas. 

Several participants believed that America's public and private 
actions should be directed toward supporting the position of relatively 
liberal, less aggressive, elements within the governing Soviet elite. 
The evolution of their position would be sustained by increasing the 
availability of information from the outside world as well as by 
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adopting U.S. foreign policy strategies that strengthen the credibility 
of liberal Soviet interpretations of the world. However, several expert 
participants doubted the reality of this distinction, believing that a 
markedly liberal governing Soviet elite does not exist. 

This difference of opinion was closely related to two others. First, 
some felt that the efforts of outsiders must be directed primarily at 
changing the information, attitudes, and relative strength of a variety 
of elites, including the intellectual elites, dissident and passive. They 
felt that average people in the Soviet Union were highly controlled 
and essentially conservative. Others felt that much more attention 
should be directed toward nonelite groups. They pointed out that 
average Soviet citizens have a wide variety of increasingly strong 
interests in privacy, dignity, political equality, national identity, reli-
gious freedom, and organizational independence. Secondly, most partici-
pants felt that outsiders should direct major attention to support of 
the national ambitions of the peoples of the Soviet Republics. National 
feelings in the Soviet Union have large constituencies, reaching even 
into the ruling elites of the Republics. It was conceivable that the 
next generation would see a general loosening up of the Soviet Union 
in which the Republics attained a status similar to that of the satellites. 
This group saw increased respect for the nationalities as being in-
separable from the general goal of liberalizing Soviet society. However, 
a minority of the participants believed that national aspirations, both 
Russian and, reciprocally, those of other nationalities, were more than 
likely to lead to a repressive and illiberal Soviet Union. 

Many felt that the dissident movement was a very important force 
in Soviet history, and that its preservation and strengthening could 
lead to the progressive liberalization of the USSR. By continually 
questioning the legitimacy of the regime the dissidents focus the 
innumerable discontents of the population as a whole, eventually 
forcing governing elites to develop new bases of legitimacy more in 
accord with the democratic standards acceptable in the modern world. 
Some participants, however, preferred to emphasize the fact that 
the dissident effort remained remarkably weak and fragmented, espe-
cially when compared with that in prerevolutionary times. To them 
the Soviet population seemed conservative and passive. From this 
perspective the purpose of supporting dissidents became not so much 
to suport tendencies toward liberalization coming from many sources 
in Soviet society as it was to keep alive a critical minority that might 
help to prevent the ever-present danger that the Soviet Union would 
slide back into Stalinism. 

There were, of course, many tactical differences. Some proposed 
relatively aggressive tactics, such as American activists distributing 
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dissident literature or staging sit-ins in Moscow. Other strong ap-
proaches included an American foreign policy that tied trade or 
technology transfer to human rights improvements, or that encouraged 
repeated reference to the constitutional rights to secession of the 
Republics, or attempted to develop direct relations with them. Many 
participants would emphasize that such tactics should be used with 
great care, if at all. The probability of negative Soviet reactions, at 
least in the short run, loomed larger to them. They believed there 
were other approaches that had as good a chance of achieving liberal-
izing objectives, such as emphasis on improving communication, 
increasing information available to the Soviets, marshalling world 
opinion against human rights violations, and remaining steadfast in 
the external confrontation. 

There was general consensus on several important questions. All 
participants believed in continued support for the dissidents and the 
dissemination of samizdat literature. All believed that opening up 
the Soviet Union to more information about the world, to more 
contact with outsiders, was desirable. The role of communications 
media such as Radio Liberty was viewed as particularly important. 
These means should be strengthened if possible, and upcoming 
threats to their continued operation through international agreement 
resolutely opposed. The idea was generally accepted that there should 
be more research on the nature, extent, and varieties of dissent in 
the USSR. 

Most participants accepted, with varying degrees of enthusiasm, 
the "principle of proximate criticism," the idea that the liberalizing 
ideas most likely to be accepted by any Soviet audience were those 
not too far from the assumptions of the socialist world. Thus, it is 
more useful to disseminate the writings and concepts of the liberal 
early Marxists such as Bukharin, of the Eurocommunists today, of 
the Czechs of 1968, or of the Yugoslavs, than it is to try to convince 
most Soviets of the value of a multiparty state or a free market. 
On the other hand, it was obvious to all that there were significant 
variations among both the geographical areas and social strata of 
Soviet society as to their receptivity to ideological alternatives. The 
people of the Baltic states, for example, would be immediately inter-
ested in multiparty. Western democracy. 

All participants believed that support of religious dissidents was 
desirable and productive. Relatively numerous and from many classes, 
they form a means of contact between the very small group of 
intellectual dissidents, who have Western contacts, and the general 
population of the Soviet Union. Religion was also an area in which 
the Soviet government appeared particularly vulnerable both externally 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 1 9 7 

and internally. Moreover, emphasis on religious oppression was an 
avenue by which relatively large numbers of Americans, Europeans, 
Middle Easterners, and others could become more than intellectually 
concerned with Soviet oppression. 

Most participants accepted President Carter's placing of human 
rights among the major concerns of American foreign policy. Even 
those who disagreed with this emphasis, in general terms, did not 
deny that the administration's human rights policy had had a positive 
effect on dissidence in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Carter's 
policy helped to reinforce the legalistic case of many dissidents that 
depend on reference to the Helsinki accords and the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights for their legitimization. 

There was a consensus that our goal could not be more than the 
gradual liberalization of the Soviet Union. At the same time there 
was a consensus that change often came in response to crisis situations, 
brought about by the failure of either the external or internal policies 
of rulers, or simply by problems of transition from one set of rulers 
to another. A strategy for liberalizing the Soviet Union must strive 
both to develop the internal forces within the USSR that can take 
positive advantage of such critical periods and to develop new con-
cepts of the role that the United States and its allies might most 
usefully play in such periods. 

All agreed that private individuals and organizations could make 
a contribution to Soviet liberalization. But most thought that their 
contribution would be relatively ineffective without the active support 
of the American government and the American public. The develop-
ment of the international activities of Western political parties may 
become a useful alternative means to influence the process. In any 
event, the task of a private organization is as much that of developing 
public support for liberalization and devising publicly acceptable 
strategies that the government could adopt in support of liberalization, 
as it is directly promoting liberalization through the use of its own 
limited resources. 



PART IV 

Country Summaries 



Introduction 

The following country descriptions summarize the evidence that 
lies behind our ratings for each country. They first bring together 

for each country most of the tabular material of Part I. Then, political 
rights are considered in terms of the extent to which a country is ruled 
by a government elected by the majority at the national level, the 
division of power among levels of government, and the possible denial 
of self-determination to major subnationalities, if any. While decentrali-
zation and the denial of group rights are deemphasized in our rating 
system, these questions should not be ignored. The summaries also 
contain consideration of civil liberties, especially as these include 
freedom of the media and other forms of political expression, freedom 
from political imprisonment, torture, and other forms of government 
reprisal, and freedom from interference in nonpublic group or personal 
life. Equality of access to politically relevant expression is also con-
sidered. In some cases the summaries will touch on the relative degree 
of freedom from oppression outside of the government arena, for 
example, through slavery, labor bosses, capitalist exploitation, or private 
terrorism; this area of analysis is little developed at present. 

At the beginning of each summary statement the country is char-
acterized by the forms of its economy and polity. The meanings of 
the terms used in this classification may be found in Part I, "The 
Relation of Political-Economic Systems to Freedom," and its accom-
panying Table 7. The classification is highly simplified, but it serves 
our concern with the developmental forms and biases that affect political 
controls. The terms employed in Part I and Table 7 differ from those 
used in the following summaries only in that the capitalist-socialist 
term in the former discussion is divided into two classes in the sum-
maries. Mixed capitalist systems, such as those in Israel, the Nether-
lands, or Sweden, provide social services on a large scale through 
governmental or other nonprofit institutions with the result that private 
control over property is sacrificed to egalitarian purposes. These nations 
still see capitalism as legitimate, but its legitimacy is accepted grudgingly 
by many in government. Mixed socialist states such as Iraq or Poland 
proclaim themselves to be socialist but in fact allow rather large 

2 0 1 



2 0 2 COUNTRY SUMMARIES 

portions of the economy to remain in the private domain. As in 
Table 7 the terms inclusive and noninclusive are used to distinguish 
between societies in which the economic activities of most people are 
organized in accordance with the dominant system and those dual 
societies in which they remain largely outside. The system should 
be assumed to be inclusive unless otherwise indicated. 

Each state is categorized according to the political positions of 
the national or ethnic groups it contains. Since the modern political 
form is the "nation-state," it is not surprising that many states have a 
relatively homogeneous population. The overwhelming majority in 
these states belong to roughly the same ethnic group; people from 
this group naturally form the dominant group in the state. In relatively 
homogeneous states there is no large subnationality (that is, with 
more than one million people or twenty percent of the population) 
residing in a defined territory within the country: Austria, Costa Rica, 
Somalia, and West Germany are good examples. States in this cate-
gory may be ethnically diverse (for example, Cuba or Colombia), 
but there are no sharp ethnic lines between major groups. These 
states should be distinguished from ethnically complex states, such as 
Guyana or Singapore, that have several ethnic groups, but no major 
group that has its historic homeland in a particular part of the country. 
Complex states may have large minorities that have suffered social, 
political, or economic discrimination in the recent past, but today 
governments in such states treat all peoples as equals as a matter 
of policy. In this regard complex states are distinguishable from 
ethnic states with major nonterritorial subnationalities, for the govern-
ments of such states have a deliberate policy of giving preference to 
the dominant ethnic group at the expense of other major groups. 
Examples are Burundi or China (Taiwan). 

Another large category of states is labeled ethnic states with (a) 
major territorial subnationalities (y). As in the homogeneous states 
there is a definite ruling people (or Staatsvolk) residing on its historic 
national territory within the state. But the state also incorporates 
other territories with other historic peoples that are now either without 
a state, or the state dominated by their people lies beyond the new 
border. As explained in Freedom in the World 1978 (pp. 180-218), 
to be considered a subnationality a territorial minority must have 
enough cohesion and publicity that their right to nationhood is 
acknowledged in some quarters. Events have forged a quasi unity 
among groups only recently quite distinct—as among rebels in the 
Southern Sudan. Typical countries in this category are Burma and 
the USSR; more marginally states such as Peru or Laos are also 
included. Ethnic states with major potential territorial subnationalities 
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fall into a closely related category. In such states—for example, Morocco 
or Bolivia—many individuals in the ethnic group have merged, with 
little overt hostility, with the dominant ethnic strain. The assimilation 
process has gone on for centuries. Yet in these countries the new 
consciousness that accompanies the diffusion of nationalistic ideas 
through education may reverse the process of assimilation in the 
future, especially where the potential subnationality has preserved a 
more or less definable territorial base. 

There are a few truly multinational states in which ethnic groups 
with territorial bases coexist in one state without a clearly definable 
ruling people or Staatsvolk. In such states the several "nations" each 
have autonomous political rights, although these do not in law generally 
include the right to secession. India and Nigeria are examples. One 
trinational and a few binational states complete the categories of those 
states in which several nations coexist. 

The distinction between truly multinational states and ethnic states 
with territorial subnationalities may be made by comparing two 
major states that lie close to the margin between the categories—the 
ethnic Russian USSR and multinational India. In the USSR, Russian 
is in every way the dominant language. By contrast, in India Hindi 
speakers have not achieved dominance. English remains a unifying 
lingua franca, the languages of the several states have not been forced 
to change their script to accord with Hindi forms, and Hindi itself 
is not the distinctive language of a "ruling people"—it is a nationalized 
version of the popular language of a portion of the population of 
northern India. (The pre-British ruling class used a closely related 
language with Arabic, Persian, and Turkish infusions; it was generally 
written in Persian-Arabic script.) Unlike Russians in the non-Russian 
Soviet Republics, Hindi speakers from northern India do not have 
a special standing in their own eyes or those of other Indians. Calcutta, 
Bombay, and Madras are non-Hindi speaking cities, and their pride 
in their identities and culture is an important aspect of Indian culture. 
By contrast, many Soviet Republics are dominated by Russian speakers, 
a situation developing even in Kiev, the largest non-Russian city. 

Finally, transethnic heterogeneous states, primarily in Africa, are 
those in which independence found a large number of ethnically distinct 
peoples grouped more or less artificially within one political frame-
work. The usual solution was for those taking over the reins of 
government to adopt the colonial approach of formally treating all 
local peoples as equal, but with the new objective of integrating all 
equally into a new national framework (and new national identity) 
as and when this would be possible. Rulers of states such as Senegal 
or Zaire often come from relatively small tribes, and it is in their 
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interest to deemphasize tribalism. In some cases the tribes are so 
scattered and localistic that there is no short-term likelihood of seces-
sion resulting from tribalism. However, in other cases portions of 
the country have histories of separate nationhood making the trans-
ethnic solution hard to implement. In a few countries recent events 
have placed certain ethnic groups in opposition to one another or to 
ruling circles in such a way that the transethnic state remains only 
the formal principle of rule, replaced in practice by an ethnic hierarchy, 
as in Uganda or perhaps Sierra Leone. 

The descriptive paragraphs for political and civil rights are largely 
self-explanatory. Subnationalities are generally discussed under a 
subheading for political rights, although the subject has obvious civil 
liberties aspects. Discussion of the existence or nonexistence of political 
parties may be arbitrarily placed in one or the other section. These 
paragraphs only touch on a few relevant issues, especially in the 
civil liberties discussion. An issue may be omitted for lack of in-
formation, because it does not seem important for the country 
addressed, or because a particular condition can be inferred from 
the general statement of a pattern. It should be noted that we have 
tried to incorporate the distinction between a broad definition of 
political prisoners (including those detained for violent political crimes) 
and a narrow definition that includes those arrested only for nonviolent 
actions—often labeled "prisoners of conscience." At the end of each 
country summary we have included an overall comparative statement 
that places the country's ratings in relation to those of others. Countries 
chosen for comparison are often neighboring or similar ones, but 
juxtaposing very different countries is also necessary for tying together 
the system. 

The following summaries take little account of the oppressions that 
occur within the social units of a society, such as family and religious 
groups, or that reflect variations in the nonpolitical aspects of culture. 
In particular, the reader will note few references in the following 
summaries to the relative freedom of women. This may be a serious 
gap in the Survey, but with limited resources we felt that it was better 
to omit this range of issues than to only tangentially include it. We 
suspect that including the freedom of women would not affect the 
ratings a great deal. Democracies today have almost universally opened 
political and civic participation to women on at least a formal basis 
of equality, while most nondemocratic societies that deny these equal 
rights to women also deny effective participation to most men. In 
such societies granting equal rights may have limited meaning. It is 
little gain for political and most civil rights when women are granted 
equal participation in a totalitarian society. 
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A F G H A N I S T A N 
Economy: noninclusive socialist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 18,000,000* 

Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 

An ethnic state with major territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights: Afghanistan is now ruled by a single party pro-
claiming communist goals. The government's control in rural areas 
is contested; revolts in some provinces were reported late in the year. 
Soviet officials have a great deal of influence on the government and 
Soviet officers may command military units. 

Subnationalities. The largest minority is the Tadzhik (thirty percent), 
the dominant people of the cities and the western part of the country. 
Essentially lowland Persians, their language remains the lingua franca 
of the country, although it has been government policy to require 
equal use of the language of the Pathan majority, especially in the 
bureaucracy. About ten percent of the population belong to Uzbek 
and other Turkish groups in the north. 

Civil Liberties. The press is government owned and under rigid 
censorship. Antigovernment organization or expression is forbidden. 
Conversation is guarded and travel is restricted. The continuing strength 
of Islam in law and society mitigates the absolutism of the central 
government. There are perhaps thousands of political prisoners; there 
have been political executions. The objectives of the state appear 
totalitarian, but the degree of their achievement, especially outside 
of the cities, is unclear. 

Comparatively: Afghanistan is as free as Vietnam, less free than Iran. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Albania has been a communist dictatorship under 
essentially one-man rule since 1944. While there are a number of 
elected bodies, including an assembly, the parallel government of the 
communist party (three percent of the people) is decisive at all levels; 
elections offer only one list of candidates. Candidates are officially 

* Population estimates for all countries are generally derived from the 1978 
World Population Data Sheet of the Population Reference Bureau, Washing-
ton, D.C. 

A L B A N I A 
Economy: socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 2,600,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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designated by the Democratic Front, to which all Albanians are sup-
posed to belong. In the 1970's several extensive purges within the 
party have apparently been designed to maintain the power of the 
top leaders. 

Civil Liberties. Press, radio, and television are completely under 
government or party control, and communication with the outside 
world is minimal. Media are characterized by incessant propaganda, 
and open expression of opinion in private conversation is rare. Political 
imprisonment is common; torture is frequently reported. All religious 
institutions were abolished in 1967; religion is outlawed; priests are 
regularly imprisoned. Apparently there are no private organizations 
independent of government or party. Economic disparities are com-
paratively small: all people must work one month of each year in 
factories or on farms, and there are no private cars. Private economic 
choice is minimal. 

Comparatively: Albania is as free as Kampuchea, less free than 
Yugoslavia. 

An ethnic state with a potential subnationality 

Political Rights. Algeria has combined military dictatorship with one-
party socialist rule. Elections at both local and national levels are 
managed by the party; they allow no real opposition to the system, 
although individual representatives and specific policies may be criti-
cized. Recent elections resulted in highly questionable percentages 
(over ninety-nine percent). (In some areas these results appear to 
have been simply fabricated.) However, the pragmatic, puritanical, 
military rulers are probably supported by a fairly broad consensus. 
Subnationalities: About twenty percent of the people are Berbers: 
revolt in their areas in the Kabylia (1963-64) suggests continuing 
desire to run their own affairs. 

Civil Liberties. All media are government controlled; no opposition 
voice is allowed. Private conversation appears relatively open. Although 
not independent, the regular judiciary is unlikely to be capricious. 
There are political prisoners, and no appeal from the decisions of 
the special Revolutionary Courts for crimes against the state; there are 
reports of torture. Land reform has transformed former French planta-
tions into collectives. Although government goals are clearly socialist, 

A L G E R I A 
Economy: socialist 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 18,400,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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many small farms and businesses remain. Eighty percent of the people 
are illiterate; many are still very poor, but extremes of wealth have been 
reduced. Islam's continued strength provides a counterweight to govern-
mental absolutism; there is little religious freedom beyond Islam. 

Comparatively: Algeria is as free as Mauritania, freer than Iraq, less 
free than Morocco. 

A N G O L A 
Economy: noninclusive socialist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 6,400,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state with major subnationalities 

Political Rights. Angola is ruled by a communist-style socialist party 
in which military commanders may wield considerable power. The 
ruling party has relied heavily on Soviet equipment and Cuban troops 
to win the recent civil war and to stay in power. In 1977 a serious 
revolt within the top level of the ruling party decimated its leader-
ship. Subnationalities: The party is not tribalist, but is opposed by 
groups relying on particular tribes or regions—especially in Cabinda, 
the northeast, and the south central areas. The UNITA movement 
among the Ovimbundu people actively controls much of the south 
and east of the country. 

Civil Liberties. There is no constitution; the nation remains in a 
state of war, with power arbitrarily exercised, particularly in the 
countryside. The media in controlled areas are government owned and 
do not deviate from its line. Political imprisonment and repression 
of religious activity are reported. Private medical care has been 
abolished, as has much private property—especially in the modern 
sectors. Agricultural production is held down by peasant opposition 
to socialization. 

Comparatively: Angola is as free as Vietnam, less free than Zambia. 

A R G E N T I N A 
Economy: capitalist-statist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 26,400,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Ruled today by a military junta, Argentina oscillates 
between democracy and authoritarianism. The military's last inter-
vention probably had initial popular support because of the high 
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level of both right- and left-wing terrorism, and the corrupt and 
ineffective regime it replaced. But the continued use of violence by 
the regime and its supporters to silence opposition has eroded this 
support. The regions are now under direct junta control. The govern-
ment has only limited control over its security forces. 

Civil Liberties. Private newspapers and private broadcasting stations 
operate; they report unfavorable events and criticize the government. 
Yet both self-censorship and newspaper closings are common. Censor-
ship of media and private expression also occurs informally through 
the threat of terrorist attacks from radical leftist or rightist groups 
(with the latter apparently supported by, or associated with, elements 
of the military and police). The universities are closely controlled. 
While courts retain some independence, arbitrary arrest, torture, and 
execution occur. The church and trade unions continue to play a 
strong opposition role, although there is frequent pressure on the 
unions. For non-Catholics religious freedom is curtailed. 

Comparatively: Argentina is as free as Chile, freer than Uruguay, 
less free than Brazil. 

A relatively homogeneous population with small aboriginal groups 

Political Rights. Australia is a federal parliamentary democracy with 
strong powers retained by its component states. With equal repre-
sentation from each state, the Senate provides a counterbalance to 
the nationally representative House of Representatives. There have 
been recent changes in government, with the Labour Party gaining 
control in 1972 only to lose it again in 1975. As shown by recent 
events, the British appointed Governor General retains some power 
in constitutional deadlocks. Trade unions (separately and through 
the Labour Party) and foreign investors have great economic weight. 
The states have separate parliaments and premiers, but appointed 
governors. The relative power of rural peoples and aborigines has 
recently been strengthened, particularly through the establishment of 
the new Northern Territory. 

Civil Liberties. All the newspapers and most radio and television 
stations are privately owned. The Australian Broadcasting Commission 
operates government radio and television stations on a basis similar 
to BBC. Although Australia lacks many formal guarantees of civil 

A U S T R A L I A 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: decentralized multiparty 
Population: 14,300,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 1 
Status of Freedom: free 
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liberties, the degree of protection of these liberties in the common 
law is similar to that in Britain and Canada. Freedom of choice in 
education, travel, occupation, property, and private association are 
perhaps as complete as anywhere in the world. Relatively low taxes 
enhance this freedom. 

Comparatively: Australia is as free as the United Kingdom, freer 
than Italy. 

A U S T R I A 
Economy: mixed capitalist Political Rights: 1 

Polity: (centralized) multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 7,500,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Austria's parliamentary system has a directly elected 
lower house and an upper (and less powerful) house elected by the 
provincial assemblies. The president is directly elected, but the chan-
cellor (representing the majority party in parliament) is the center 
of political power. The two major parties have alternated control 
since the 1950's but the government often seeks broad consensus. 
The referendum is used. Provincial legislatures and governors are 
elective. Subnationalities: Fifty thousand Slovenes in the southern 
part of the country have been granted rights to their own schools at 
Yugoslav insistence. 

Civil Liberties. The press in Austria is free and varied, while radio 
and television are under a state-owned corporation that by law is 
supposed to be free of political control. Its geographical position and 
neutral status by treaty places its media and government in a position 
analogous to Finland, but the Soviets have put less pressure on Austria 
to conform to Soviet wishes than on Finland. The rule of law is 
secure, and there are no political prisoners. Banks and heavy industry 
are largely nationalized. 

Comparatively: Austria is as free as Belgium, freer than Greece. 

B A H A M A S 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 

Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 225,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. The Bahamas have a parliamentary system with a 
largely ceremonial British Governor General. The ruling party has a 
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large majority, but there is an opposition in parliament (receiving 
about forty-five percent of the vote). Most islands are administered 
by centrally appointed commissioners. There is a strong independence 
movement in Abaco Island, one of the more important islands in 
the group. 

Civil Liberties. There are independent newspapers, but through 
restricting income and preventing hiring or keeping desired employees, 
the government has exerted pressure on the opposition press. Radio 
is government owned and is not completely free of government control. 
In other respects Bahamas' freedoms seem reasonably secure. 

Comparatively: Bahamas is as free as Venezuela, freer than Grenada, 
less free than Barbados. 

B A H R A I N 
Economy: mixed capitalist-statist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 280,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

The citizenry is relatively homogeneous 

Political Rights. Bahrain is a traditional shaikhdom with a modern-
ized administration. At present the legislature is dissolved, but powerful 
merchant and religious families place a check on royal power. There 
are local councils. Subnationalities: The primary ethnic problem has 
been the struggle between the Iranians who once ruled and the Arabs 
who rule now. This resolved, the opposition of the ruling Sunni and 
majority Shi'ite Muslim sects remains. 

Civil Liberties. The weak press is both government and private. 
Radio and television are government owned. In general freedom of 
expression and assembly are cautiously expressed. A climate of fear 
does not exist. The legal and educational systems are a mixture of 
traditional Islamic and British. Short-term arrest is used to discourage 
dissent, but there are a few long-term political prisoners. In security 
cases involving violence fair and quick trials are delayed and torture 
occurs. Rights to travel, property, and religious choice are secured. 
There is a long record of disturbances by workers groups, although 
union organization is restricted. Many free social services are pro-
vided. Citizenship is very hard to obtain and there is antipathy to 
foreign workers (but unlike neighboring shaikhdoms most people in 
the country are citizens). 

Comparatively: Bahrain is as free as Kuwait, freer than Saudi 
Arabia, less free than Turkey. 
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B A N G L A D E S H 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 4 

statist Civil Liberties: 4 
Polity: centralized multiparty Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 85,000,000 

A relatively homogeneous population with Hindu and Bihari minorities 

Political Rights. Bangladesh returned to elective government in 1978. 
At the head of a broad coalition the incumbent military ruler received 
75 percent of the vote for president against an organized opposition. 
Previous experience suggests some validity to opposition criticism of 
the process. There is presently no parliament but there are elective 
local positions. (Subsequent parliamentary elections in 1979 appear 
to raise the rating of Bangladesh.) Subnationalities: Fighting with 
minor tribal groups along the border continues; the Bihari minority 
suffers discrimination. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private, government, and party. Official 
censorship was removed by the end of the year, although self-censorship 
remained. Radio and television are government controlled. The ex-
istence of a broad spectrum of political parties allows for the organiza-
tion of dissent. There have been numerous arrests and executions 
following coup attempts during recent years, and torture is reported. 
It appeared that by the end of 1978 there were few prisoners of 
conscience. Evidence suggests the courts decide against the govern-
ment in many cases. In spite of considerable communal antipathy, 
religious freedom exists. Travel is generally unrestricted; labor unions 
are active but do not have the right to strike. 

Comparatively: Bangladesh is as free as Brazil, freer than Burma, 
less free than India. 

B A R B A D O S 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 250,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Barbados is governed by a parliamentary system, 
with a ceremonial British Governor General. Power alternates between 
the two major parties. Local governments are also elected. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are private and free of government 
control. There are both private and government radio stations, but 
the government-controlled radio station also controls the only television 



2 1 2 COUNTRY SUMMARIES 

station. There is an independent judiciary, and general freedom from 
arbitrary government action. In spite of both major parties relying 
on the support of labor, private property is fully accepted. 

Comparatively: Barbados is as free as the United Kingdom, freer 
than Jamaica. 

B E L G I U M 

Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: decentralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 9,900,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A binational state 

Political Rights. Belgium is a constitutional monarchy with a bi-
cameral parliament. Elections lead to coalition governments, generally 
of the center. Linguistic divisions have produced considerable in-
stability. Subnationalities: The rise of nationalism among the two 
major peoples—Flemish and Walloon—has led to increasing transfer 
of control over cultural affairs to the communal groups. However, 
pfovincial governors are appointed by the national government. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are free and uncensored. Radio and 
television are government owned, but the director of each station is 
solely responsible for programming. The full spectrum of private rights 
is respected. 

Comparatively: Belgium is as free as Switzerland, freer than France. 

B E N I N 

Economy: noninclusive socialist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 3,400,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Benin is a military dictatorship. Although theoreti-
cally a one-party socialist state, it is doubtful that party organization 
is very substantial. Regional and tribal loyalties may be stronger than 
national. Elections and parliament do not exist nationally. There are 
controlled local assemblies. 

Civil Liberties. All media are rigidly censored; most are owned by 
the government. Opposition is not tolerated; criticism of the govern-
ment often leads to a few days of reeducation in military camps. The 
rule of law is very weak. Private schools have been closed, Jehovah's 
Witnesses are banned, independent labor unions forbidden. Potential 
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dissidents are not allowed to leave the country. Economically, the 
government's interventions have been in cash crops and internal trade, 
and industries have been nationalized; control over the largely sub-
sistence and small entrepreneur economy remains incomplete. 

Comparatively: Benin is as free as Congo, less free than Nigeria. 

B H U T A N 
Economy: preindustrial Political Rights: 5 

Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 1,300,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnic state with a significant subnationality 

Political Rights. Bhutan is a hereditary monarchy in which the king 
rules with the aid of a council and the indirectly elected National 
Assembly. There are no legal political parties and the Assembly does 
little more than approve government actions. Villages are traditionally 
ruled by their own headmen, but districts are directly ruled from the 
center. The Buddhist hierarchy is still very important in the affairs 
of the country. In foreign policy and defense Bhutan is largely de-
pendent upon India. Subnationalities: The main political party operates 
outside the country, agitating in favor of the Nepalese minority (about 
250,000) and a more open system. 

Civil Liberties: The primary newspaper is government owned and 
radio broadcasting is hardly developed. The legal structure exhibits 
a mixture of traditional and British forms. Traditional agriculture, 
crafts, and trade dominate the economy. 

Comparatively: Bhutan is as free as Maldives, freer than Burma, 
less free than India. 

B O L I V I A 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 5 

capitalist Civil Liberties: 3 
Polity: military nonparty Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 5,000,000 

An ethnic state with major potential subnationalities 

Political Rights. Bolivia is ruled as a military dictatorship with some 
party support. In 1978 a disputed presidential election was fol-
lowed by two military coups. The resulting government appears 
more responsive to popular protest and political parties; an election 
is planned in 1979. Provincial and local government is controlled from 
the center, but there are strong labor, peasant, and religious organiza-
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tions in many areas that exert quasi-governmental power. Subnationali-
ties: Over sixty percent of the people are Indians speaking Aymara 
or Quechua; these languages have recently been given official status 
alongside Spanish. These peoples remain, however, more potential 
than active nationalities. 

Civil Liberties. The press and most radio and television stations are 
private. Although the government sometimes interferes, and self-
censorship is practiced, there is general freedom of the press. An 
organized private group fights human rights violations. Freedom is 
also restricted by the climate of violence, both governmental and non-
governmental. Normal legal protections have often been denied during 
frequent states of siege, but it is possible to win against the govern-
ment in the courts. By mid-1978 there were no known prisoners 
of conscience. There are now no travel restrictions. Peasant and union 
organizations are powerful. The people are overwhelmingly post-land-
reform, subsistence agriculturists. The major mines are nationalized; 
the workers have a generous social welfare program, given the coun-
try's poverty. 

Comparatively: Bolivia is as free as Nigeria, freer than Paraguay, 
less free than Colombia. 

B O T S W A N A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: decentralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 3 
Population, 750,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. The republican system of Botswana combines tra-
ditional and modern principles. The assembly is elected for a fixed 
term and appoints the president who rules. There is also an advisory 
House of Chiefs. There are nine districts, led either by chiefs or 
elected leaders, with independent power of taxation, as well as tradi-
tional power over land and agriculture. Elections continue to be won 
overwhelmingly by the ruling party as they were even before inde-
pendence, yet there are opposition members in parliament, and electoral 
processes appear reasonably fair. There is economic and political 
pressure from both black African and white neighbors. Subnationalities: 
The country is divided among several major tribes belonging to the 
Batswana people, as well as minor or refuge peoples on the margins. The 
latter include a few hundred comparatively wealthy white farmers. 

Civil Liberties. The radio and most newspapers are government 
owned; however, there is no censorship, and South African media 
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present an available alternative. Rights of assembly and expression are 
respected. Judicially, civil liberties appear to be guaranteed, although 
on the local scale the individual tribesman may have considerably 
less freedom. 

Comparatively: Botswana is as free as Colombia, freer than Zambia, 
less free than Fiji. 

B R A Z I L 
Economy: capitalist-statist Political Rights: 4 
Polity: decentralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 4 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 115,000,000 

A complex but relatively homogeneous population with many small 
territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. Brazil has been governed by a president, essentially 
elected by the military, and a popularly elected but weak assembly. 
Legislative elections in 1978 gave a majority to the opposition, although 
the opposition did not gain legislative majorities. Party organization 
is controlled, but the opposition party is authentic; serious opposition 
also exists within the ruling party itself. There are independently 
organized elected governments at both state and local levels, though 
the army has interfered a good deal at these levels in recent years. 
Subnationalities: The many small Indian groups of the interior are 
under both private and public pressure. Some still fight back in the 
face of loss of land, lives, and culture. 

Civil Liberties. The media are private, except for a few broadcasting 
stations. The powerful press is now largely free of censorship. Leading 
newspapers have won censorship cases in the courts. Although political 
imprisonment and torture occurred in 1978, the atmosphere of terror 
had largely dissipated. At the end of the year the special powers 
of repression of the central government were officially abrogated. 
Private violence against criminals and suspected communists may 
continue outside the law. Opposition voices are regularly heard— 
including parliamentarians, journalists, and officials of the church. 
Strikes occur. There is considerable large-scale government industry, 
but rights to own property, to religious freedom, to travel, and educa-
tion of one's choice are generally respected. 

Comparatively: Brazil is as free as Mexico, freer than Uruguay, less 
free than Jamaica. 
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B U L G A R I A 

Economy: socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 8,820,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Bulgaria is governed by its communist party, al-
though the facade of a parallel government and independent candidates 
is maintained. The same man has essentially ruled over the system 
since 1954; elections at both national and local levels have little 
meaning. Both economically and politically the country is subservient 
to the Soviet Union. Subnationalities: The Muslim Turkish minority 
of about one million is persecuted in several ways. 

Civil Liberties. All media are controlled by the government or its 
party branches. Citizens have few if any rights against the state. 
There are thousands of prisoners of conscience, many living under 
severe conditions. The detained may also be banished to villages, 
denied their occupations, or confined in psychiatric hospitals. The 
most common political crimes are illegally trying to leave the country, 
criticism of the government, and illegal contacts with foreigners. 

Comparatively: Bulgaria is as free as Mongolia, less free than 
Hungary. 

Population: 32,200,000 

An ethnic state with major territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. Burma is a one-party socialist, military dictatorship. 
The government's dependence on the army makes its strengths and 
weaknesses more those of a military dictatorship than those of a 
communist regime. Elections are held at both national and local levels; 
the only candidates likely to win are those nominated by the single 
party. Subnationalities: The government represents essentially the 
Burmese people that live in the heartland of the country. The Burmese 
are surrounded by millions of non-Burmese living in continuing dis-
affection or active revolt. Among the minorities in the periphery are 
the Karens, Shan, Kachins, Mon, and Chin. 

Civil Liberties. All media are government owned, with alternative 
opinions expressed obliquely if at all; both domestic and foreign publi-

B U R M A 
Economy: noninclusive mixed 

socialist 
Polity: socialist one-party 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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cations are censored. Organized dissent is forbidden; in part, this policy 
is explained by the almost continuous warfare the government has had 
to wage since independence against both rebellious subnationalities and 
two separate communist armies. This state of war has been augmented 
since the 1960's by the attempts of civilian politicians to regain power 
by armed force or antigovernment demonstration, as well as recent 
plots within the army itself. There are probably thousands of political 
prisoners. The regular court structure has been replaced by "people's 
courts." Religion is free; union activity is not; emigration is difficult. 
Although the eventual goal of the government is complete socialization 
and there are to be steady moves toward agricultural collectivization, 
an official announcement in 1977 temporarily reserved significant por-
tions of the economy for private enterprise. 

Comparatively: Burma is as free as Iraq, freer than Kampuchea, 
less free than Thailand. 

B U R U N D I 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: not free 
Population: 4,000,000 

An ethnic state with a majority, nonterritorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Burundi is ruled by a Supreme Revolutionary Coun-
cil led by a military officer, with the assistance of the single party. 
There is now no elected assembly. Subnationalities-. The rulers continue 
to be all from the Tutsi ethnic group (fifteen percent) that has tradi-
tionally ruled; their dominance was reinforced by a massacre of Hutus 
(eighty-five percent) after an attempted revolt in the early 1970's. 

Civil Liberties. There are both government and church newspapers, 
and radio is government controlled. Lack of freedom of political speech 
or assembly is accompanied by political imprisonment and reports of 
brutality. Under current conditions there is little guarantee of indi-
vidual rights, particularly for the Hutu majority. In recent years Hutu 
have been excluded from the army, secondary schools, and the civil 
service. There are no independent unions. Traditional group and 
individual rights no doubt persist on the village level: Burundi is not 
a highly structured modern society. Travel is relatively unrestricted. 
Religion is free, education controlled. Although officially socialist, 
private or traditional economic forms predominate. 

Comparatively: Burundi is as free as Somalia, less free than Kenya. 
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C A M B O D I A 

(See Kampuchea) 

C A M E R O O N 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 8,000,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state with a major subnationality 

Political Rights. Cameroon is a one-party state ruled by the same 
person since independence in 1960. The government has steadily 
centralized power. Referendums and other elections have little mean-
ing; voters are given no alternatives and provide ninety-nine percent 
majorities. Provincial governors are appointed by the central govern-
ment. An attempt has been made to incorporate all elements in a 
government of broad consensus. Subnationalities: The most significant 
opposition has come from those opposing centralization, particularly 
movements supported by the country's largest ethnic group, the Bami-
leke (twenty-six percent). Other ethnic groups are quite small. 

Civil Liberties. The media are government controlled. Although 
newspapers are occasionally outspoken, they must run the hurdles 
of a double censorship. Freedom of speech, assembly, and union 
organization are limited, while freedom of occupation, education, and 
property are respected. There are many prisoners of conscience, often 
ill-treated and detained without trial. Allegations have been made of 
torture. Internal travel and religious choice are relatively free; foreign 
travel may be difficult. The government has supported land reform; 
although still relatively short on capital, private enterprise is en-
couraged wherever possible. 

Comparatively: Cameroon is as free as Gabon, freer than Niger, 
less free than Nigeria. 

C A N A D A 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: decentralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 23,600,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A binational state 

Political Rights. Canada is a parliamentary democracy with alterna-
tion of rule between leading parties. The provinces have their own 
democratic institutions with a higher degree of autonomy than the 
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American states. Subnationalities: In an attempt to prevent the breakup 
of Canada, the government has moved toward granting French lin-
guistic equality; French has become the official language in Quebec. 
In addition, Quebec has been allowed to opt out of some national 
programs and maintains its own representatives abroad. 

Civil Liberties. The media are free, although there is a government-
related radio and television network. The full range of civil liberties is 
generally respected. In Quebec rights to choose education and language 
for many purposes have been infringed. There has been evidence of 
the invasion of privacy by Canadian security forces in recent years, 
much as in the United States. Many judicial and legal structures have 
been borrowed from the United Kingdom or the United States, with 
consequent advantages and disadvantages. 

Comparatively: Canada is as free as the United States of America, 
freer than Italy. 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. The party ruling the Cape Verde Islands also rules 
Guinea-Bissau. Established and originally led by Cape Verdeans, the 
party achieved its major preindependence success on the mainland. Its 
secretary-general is president of the Cape Verde Islands, and a key 
political issue is how soon the two states will merge. Only this party 
has taken part in recent elections; other parties are banned. 

Civil Liberties. Neither private nor government media may criticize 
the government. Prisoners of conscience are frequently detained, often 
without trial; rights to organized opposition, assembly, or political 
expression are not respected. For its region Cape Verde's seventy-five 
percent literacy is very high. The Islands' plantation agriculture has 
been largely nationalized, but endemic unemployment continues to 
lead to emigration. Religion is relatively free, although under political 
pressure; labor unions are government controlled. 

Comparatively: Cape Verde Islands is as free as Tanzania, freer than 
Ethiopia, less free than Seychelles. 

C A P E V E R D E I S L A N D S 
Economy: noninclusive socialist 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 330,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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C E N T R A L A F R I C A N E M P I R E 

Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 1,900,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. The Central African Empire is ruled as a military 
dictatorship, although it has incorporated the single party of the 
previous regime in its political structure. There are at present no 
representative institutions. Prefects are appointed by the central govern-
ment in the French style. The country is heavily dependent on French 
economic and military aid. 

Civil Liberties. All media are government or party controlled; 
there is no legal opposition voice. Freedom of political expression is 
denied even for the use of the mails. Brutal treatment of prisoners and 
arbitrary arrest have been common features of the administration. 
Political trial procedures offer the defendant no protection. Independent 
unions are not allowed. Since there is no state ideology religious freedom 
is generally respected, as are other personal and economic freedoms. 

Comparatively: Central African Empire is as free as Congo, less free 
than Cameroon. 

C H A D 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 4,300,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

An ethnic state with a major territorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Chad is a military dictatorship. Provincial governors 
are centrally appointed. Subnationalities: Ethnic struggle pits the 
ruling southern Negroes (principally the Christian and animist Sara 
tribe) against a variety of northern Muslim groups (principally no-
madic Arabs). As a gesture of conciliation in 1978 a former Muslim 
rebel was appointed premier. (In early 1979 Muslims appeared to 
further increase their power in government.) The government of Chad 
has remained in power with French military help, while the rebels 
have received Libyan support. 

Civil Liberties. The media are controlled by the government. Any-
one writing an article thought to damage Chad's relations with its 
neighbors may be imprisoned. There are many political prisoners; 
most have been directly involved in the civil war. Religious freedom 
is respected. Not an ideological state, traditional law is still influential. 
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Comparatively: Chad is as free as Saudi Arabia, freer than Central 
African Empire, less free than Sudan. 

C H I L E 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 11,000,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Chile is a military dictatorship. However, a plebi-
scite confirming government policy held at the beginning of the year 
allowed an opposition vote of twenty percent. All power is concen-
trated at the center, and there are no elective positions. An appointive 
Council of State is supposed to represent most sectors of society. 

Civil Liberties. All media have both public and private outlets; 
newspapers are primarily private. The media, although censored and 
often threatened with closure, express a considerable range of opinion, 
occasionally including direct criticism of government policy. While 
one can win against the government in the courts, there have in the 
last few years been hundreds of political executions and "disappear-
ances." Many persons have been imprisoned, and torture has been 
commonly employed. Recently there has been less arbitrary arrest 
and ill-treatment. Rights to private property have been greatly strength-
ened both in the country and city, with government control of the 
economy now being limited to copper and petroleum. 

Comparatively: Chile is as free as Yugoslavia, freer than Czecho-
slovakia, less free than Bolivia. 

C H I N A (Mainland) 
Economy: socialist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: communist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 930,000,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

An ethnic state with peripheral subnationalities 

Political Rights. China is ruled as a one-party communist state. At 
the top is the collective leadership of the Politburo. A National 
Peoples Congress is indirectly elected within party guidelines. At its 
nine-day meeting in 1978 it approved a ten-year plan, adopted a new 
constitution, and appointed a new State Council. Actual power is 
diffused among several factions in both the party and the army. 
Subnationalities: The several subnationalities on the periphery, such 
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as the Tibetans, Uighurs, or Mongols, are allowed some separate cul-
tural life. Amounting to not more than five percent of the population, 
non-Chinese ethnic groups have tended to be diluted and obscured by 
Chinese settlement or Sinification. 

Civil Liberties. The media have been rigidly controlled. Still, a 
limited underground literature has developed. The new constitution 
defines civil liberties more clearly, placing an emphasis on legal 
procedures that has been lacking until recently. This seems to herald 
a movement toward socialist legality on the Soviet model. Nevertheless, 
all court cases are explicitly decided in political terms. There remain 
hundreds of thousands or millions of political prisoners or "exiles," 
including those in labor-reform camps. Although the numbers may 
have been reduced, political executions were still reported in 1978. 
Thirty million Chinese may have been systematically discriminated 
against because of "bad class background"; in 1978 these disabilities 
started to be dismantled. Poster campaigns, demonstrations, and 
evidence of private conversation show that pervasive factionalism has 
allowed elements of freedom and consensus into the system, especially 
at the lowest levels. Economic, educational, and cultural freedoms 
have recently become significant. 

Comparatively: China (Mainland) is as free as Tanzania, freer 
than Mongolia, less free than Korea (South). 

Population: 16,900,000 

A quasi-ethnic state with a majority nonterritorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Taiwan is ruled by a single party organized accord-
ing to a communist model (although anticommunist ideologically). 
There is a parliament to which representatives from Taiwan are elected 
in fairly free elections; a few members oppose the regime but no real 
opposition party is tolerated. However, most parliamentarians con-
tinue to be persons elected in 1947 as representatives of districts in 
China where elections could not be held subsequently. The indirect 
presidential election is pro forma, but the election of a Taiwanese 
as vice president in 1978 was significant. Promised elections scheduled 
for December were cancelled and accompanying liberalizations were 
reversed after U.S. recognition of Peking. Important local and regional 
positions are elective, including those in the provincial assembly which 

C H I N A (Taiwan) 
Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: centralized dominant-

party 

Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 



COLOMBIA 2 2 3 

are held by Taiwanese. Subnationalities: The people are eighty-six 
percent native Taiwanese (speaking two Chinese dialects), and an op-
position movement to transfer control from the mainland immigrants 
to the Taiwanese has been repressed. Since nearly all Taiwanese are 
also Chinese, it is difficult to know the extent to which non-Taiwanese 
oppression is felt. 

Civil Liberties. The media include government or party organs, but 
are mostly in private hands. Newspapers and magazines are subject 
to occasional censorship or suspension, and practice self-censorship. 
A major opposition paper was forced to sell out to a government 
supporter in 1978. The year saw a number of new publications and 
new suppressions; in late 1978 major papers began to regularly and 
fairly present opposition views; after U.S. recognition of the People's 
Republic, stricter controls on domestic and foreign publications were 
imposed. Television remained one-sided. Rights to assembly are lim-
ited. There are several hundred political prisoners, but there has been 
only one recent political execution and reports of torture are now rare. 
Union activity is restricted; strikes are forbidden. Private rights to 
property, education, and religion are generally respected; there is no 
right to travel to the mainland. 

Comparatively: China (Taiwan) is as free as Singapore, freer than 
China (Mainland), less free than Malaysia. 

A relatively homogeneous population with scattered minorities 

Political Rights. Colombia is a constitutional democracy. The presi-
dent is directly elected, as are both houses of the legislature. Although 
campaigns are accompanied by both violence and apathy, there is 
little reason to believe they are fraudulent. Members of the two 
principal parties are included in the government and the list of 
departmental governors. Both of the leading parties have well defined 
factions. There is one major third party; among the minor parties 
several are involved in revolutionary activity. The provinces are directly 
administered by the national government. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private, with some papers under party 
control, and quite free. Radio and television include both govern-
ment and private stations. Personal rights are generally respected; 
courts are relatively strong and independent. Riots and guerrilla 

C O L O M B I A 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 25,800,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 3 
Status of Freedom: free 
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activity have led to periodic states of siege in which these rights are 
limited. Assemblies are often banned from fear of riots. In these 
conditions the security forces have violently infringed personal rights, 
especially those of peasants or Amerindians in rural areas. Although 
many persons are rounded up in antiguerrilla or antiterrorist cam-
paigns, people are not imprisoned simply for their nonviolent ex-
pression of political opinion. Torture occurs. The government en-
courages private enterprise where possible. 

Comparatively: Colombia is as free as Turkey, freer than Ecuador, 
less free than Venezuela. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. The Comoran government came to power by armed 
attack in 1978. Subsequently, the voters approved a new constitution 
and president. The majority probably support the new system—the 
previous ruler had become very oppressive and the new president 
was prime minister in the recent past. However, the ninety-nine plus 
percentages in both elections make them unacceptable tests of informed 
popular choice. (Late 1978 contested parliamentary elections will raise 
the Survey rating.) The new constitution grants each island an 
elected governor and council. (The island of Mayotte is formally a 
part of the Comoros, but it has chosen to be a French dependency.) 

Civil Liberties. Radio is government owned; there is no press. Dis-
cussion appears to be free. There are political prisoners resulting from 
the recent coup. Religious freedom has been restored along with most 
private civil liberties. The poor population depends almost entirely 
on subsistence agriculture and emigration. 

Comparatively: Comoro Islands appears to be as free as Kenya, 
freer than Seychelles, less free than Mauritius. 

C O M O R O I S L A N D S 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist 
Polity: decentralized nonparty 
Population: 300,000 

Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 4 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

C O N G O 

Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: not free 
Population: 1,500,000 
A formally transethnic heterogeneous state 
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Political Rights. Congo is ruled as a one-party military dictatorship. 
After the assassination of the president a ruling military committee 
suppressed the previous constitution, including the assembly and re-
gional government. Subnationalities: Historically the country was estab-
lished out of a maze of ethnic groups, without the domination of some 
by others. However, the army that now rules is said to come from 
tribes with not more than fifteen percent of the population. 

Civil Liberties. The news media are heavily censored. Executions 
and imprisonment of political opponents are common; trials exhibit 
little interest in justice. Only one union is allowed; it is not allowed 
to strike. Religious groups are limited. At the local and small entre-
preneur level private property is generally respected; many larger 
industries have been nationalized. 

Comparatively: Congo is as free as Benin, less free than Cameroon. 

C O S T A R I C A 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 

Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 2,100,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. A parliamentary democracy, Costa Rica has a directly 
elected president and several important parties. This structure is 
supplemented by an independent tribunal for the overseeing of elec-
tions. Elections are fair; in 1978 they brought the opposition to power. 
Provinces are under the direction of the central government. 

Civil Liberties. The media are notably free, private, and varied; they 
serve a society ninety percent literate. The courts are fair, and private 
rights, such as those to movement, occupation, education, religion, 
and union organization are respected. 

Comparatively: Costa Rica is as free as Ireland, freer than Colombia. 

C U B A 
Economy: socialist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: communist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 9,700,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A complex but relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Cuba is a one-party communist state on the Soviet 
model. Real power lies, however, more in the person of Fidel Castro 
and in the Russian leaders upon whom he depends than is the case 
in other noncontiguous states adopting this model. Popular election 
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at the municipal level has recently been introduced. Provincial and 
national assemblies are elected by municipalities but can be recalled 
by popular vote. The whole system is, however, largely a show: 
Political opponents are excluded from nomination by law, many others 
are simply disqualified by party fiat; no debate is allowed on issues; 
and once elected there is no evidence the assemblies oppose party 
decisions. 

Civil Liberties. The media are state controlled and publish only as 
the state directs. In 1978 the government began to release its thousands 
of political prisoners, but mostly into exile. Torture has been reported 
only in the past, and hundreds who have refused to recant are held 
in difficult conditions. There are hundreds of thousands of others who 
are formally discriminated against as opponents of the system. There 
appears to be some freedom to criticize informally. Freedom to choose 
work, education, or residence is greatly restricted; the practice of 
religion is discouraged by the government. 

Comparatively: Cuba is as free as Tanzania, freer than Czechoslo-
vakia, less free than Mexico. 

A binational state (no central government) 

Political Rights. At present Cyprus is one state only in theory. Both 
the Greek and the Turkish sectors are parliamentary democracies, 
although the Turkish sector is in effect a protectorate of Turkey. 
Elections have seemed reasonably fair in both sectors, but in the 
violent atmosphere pressure has been applied to all nonconforming 
groups or individuals. Nationalities: Greeks and Turks now live almost 
exclusively in their own sectors. Eighty percent of the population is 
Greek, sixty percent of the land is in the Greek sector. 

Civil Liberties. The newspapers are free and varied in both sectors, 
with the constraints mentioned above. Radio and television are under 
the respective governments or semigovernmental bodies. The usual 
rights of free peoples are respected in each sector, including occupation, 
labor organization, and religion. Because of communal strife and 
invasion, property has often been taken from members of one group 
by force (or abandoned from fear of force) and given to the other. 
Under these conditions rights to choose one's sector of residence or 
to travel between sectors are denied. 

C Y P R U S 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: decentralized multiparty 
Population: 650,000 

Political Rights: 3 
Civil Liberties: 4 
Status of Freedom: partly free 
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Comparatively: Cyprus is as free as Malaysia, freer than Syria, less 
free than Turkey. 

C Z E C H O S L O V A K I A 
Economy: socialist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: communist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 15,200,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A binational state 

Political Rights. Czechoslovakia is a Soviet-style one-party commu-
nist state, reinforced by the presence of Soviet troops. Elections are 
noncompetitive and there is essentially no legislative debate. Sub-
nationalities: The division of the state into separate Czech and Slovak 
socialist republics has only slight meaning since the Czechoslovak Com-
munist Party continues to run the country (under the guidance of the 
Soviet Communist Party). Although less numerous and poorer than 
the Czech people, the Slovaks are probably granted their rightful share 
of power within this framework. 

Civil Liberties. Media are government or party owned and rigidly 
censored. However, some private and literary expression occurs that 
is relatively free. Rights to travel, occupation, and private property 
are restricted. Heavy pressures are placed on religious activities, espe-
cially through holding ministerial incomes at a very low level and the 
curtailing of religious education. There are a number of political 
prisoners; exclusion of individuals from their chosen occupation is a 
more common sanction. The beating of political suspects is common. 
Those accused of political crimes are invariably convicted. 

Comparatively: Czechoslovakia is as free as Rumania, freer than 
Bulgaria, less free than Poland. 

D E N M A R K 

Economy: mixed capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 5,100,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Denmark is a constitutional monarchy with a uni-
cameral parliament. Elections are fair. Since a wide variety of parties 
achieve success, resulting governments are based on coalitions. Dis-
tricts have governors appointed from the center and elected councils; 
local officials are under local control. 
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Civil Liberties. The press is free (and more conservative politically 
than the electorate). Radio and television are government owned but 
relatively free. All other rights are guaranteed, although the very high 
tax level constitutes more than usual constraint on private property 
in a capitalist state. Religion is free but state supported. 

Comparatively: Denmark is as free as Norway, freer than Finland. 

D J I B O U T I 

Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 3 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 115,000 Status of Freedom: free 

Independence led initially to a Somali majority ruling over a territorial 
Afar minority 

Political Rights. Djibouti is a parliamentary democracy under French 
protection. In the elections of 1977, only one list of parliamentary 
candidates was presented, a list dominated by the majority Somali 
people. The opposition (Afar) party encouraged the casting of blank 
ballots. Resulting governments have included representatives of all 
political parties and ethnic groups and appear to be broadly repre-
sentative. 

Civil Liberties. Law is based on French codes and modified over-
seas French practice. The media are mostly government owned and 
apparently apolitical. There is no censorship. Continuing violence be-
tween Somali and Afar has led to many arrests, accusations of police 
brutality, and the banning of a radical Afar party. Not all of those 
arrested have been violent. 

Comparatively: Djibouti is as free as Guatemala, freer than Somalia, 
less free than Israel. 

D O M I N I C A 

Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 3 
Population: 75,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population with a minority enclave 

Political Rights. Dominica is a parliamentary democracy with com-
peting political parties. The ruling party has, however, been in for 
several years and questions have been raised over electoral and cam-
paign fairness. The rights of the native Caribs are said not to be fully 
respected. 
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Civil Liberties. Press is private and the radio public. Pressures 
against the press are said to exist although it is generally free and 
critical. Law and order legislation and practice has been strict in the 
past, but there is a rule of law and no cases of simple political 
imprisonment. 

Comparatively: Dominica is as free as Colombia, freer than Guyana, 
less free than Barbados. 

D O M I N I C A N R E P U B L I C 

Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 5,100,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A complex but relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. The Dominican Republic is a presidential democ-
racy on the American model. Fairly contested elections in 1978 were 
won by the opposition. The ensuing regime has greatly reduced mil-
itary influence. Provinces are under national control, municipalities 
under local. 

Civil Liberties. The media are privately owned and free. Public 
expression is generally free; the spokesmen of a wide range of parties 
openly express their opinions. The communist party was recently legal-
ized, but in some rural areas opposition meetings have been harassed. 
In the recent past guerrilla activity has led to government violence in 
which rights have not been respected. Torture and beatings in the 
prison system and semigovernmental death squads have been reported. 
However, such events have not happened recently. There are few, if 
any, prisoners of conscience. Labor unions operate under constraint. 

Comparatively: Dominican Republic is as free as Italy, freer than 
Guatemala, less free than Barbados. 

E C U A D O R 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 7,800,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnic state with a potential subnationality 

Political Rights. Ecuador is governed by a military junta tempo-
rarily accepted by a number of the political parties. The legislature 
has been dissolved for many years, and the provinces are under military 
governors. Multiparty elections in 1978 produced no clear victor; 
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a run-off will be held in 1979. There were limited restraints on can-
didacy. Subnationalities: Perhaps forty percent of the population is 
Indian and many of these speak Quechua. However, this population 
does not at present form a conscious subnationality in a distinctive 
homeland. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are under private or party control and 
quite outspoken, although there is some self-censorship. Radio and 
television are mostly under private control. Although often repressed, 
unions remain powerful and independent. Leaders of a broad range 
of parties continue their publications and indoor meetings; they 
hold outdoor rallies, though not in the streets. Such freedoms are best 
guaranteed in the cities and may at times be inconsistently denied. 
There are few if any prisoners of conscience. The court system is not 
strongly independent, and imprisonment for belief can be expected 
to recur. Accusations of torture have been made in the past. Al-
though there are state firms, particularly in major industries, Ecuador 
is essentially a capitalist and traditionalist state. 

Comparatively: Ecuador is as free as Peru, freer than Argentina, 
less free than Mexico. 

E G Y P T 
Economy: mixed socialist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: centralized dominant- Civil Liberties: 5 

party Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 39,600,000 

A relatively homogeneous population with a communal religious 
minority 

Political Rights. Egypt is a controlled democracy. Within limits 
political parties may organize: communist and religious extremist par-
ties are forbidden, and pressure forced the dissolution of an important 
moderate party that emerged during the year. The recent presidential 
election was an uncontested referendum, but parliamentary elections 
were contested by competing lists. In 1977 parliament expelled a mem-
ber for criticizing the president, with the vote 281 to 28; again a 
level of contest unknown in one-party states. Yet a 1978 referendum to 
allow greater suppression of critics received an unlikely ninety-eight 
percent majority. Subnationalities: Perhaps two million Coptic Chris-
tians live a distinct communal life. 

Civil Liberties. The Egyptian press is mostly government owned. 
After a short period of relative freedom, 1978 saw the suppression of 
a major opposition paper and increasing pressure on all papers. Radio 



EL SALVADOR 2 3 1 

and television are under government control. A fairly broad range of 
literary publications has recently developed. There is limited freedom 
of assembly. Severe riot laws have led to large-scale imprisonment, 
but the independence of the courts has been strengthened recently. 
Many prisoners of conscience have been arrested in the last few years; 
few were still in detention at the end of 1978. In both agriculture 
and industry considerable diversity and choice exists, although within 
a loose socialist framework. Unions have developed some independence 
of the government. Travel and other private rights are generally free. 

Comparatively: Egypt is as free as Panama, freer than Saudi Arabia, 
less free than Cyprus. 

E L S A L V A D O R 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 5 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 4,400,000 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Formally, El Salvador is a constitutional democracy 
on the American model, with a directly elected president. Although 
there are several parties, in the 1970's the government has blatantly 
interfered in elections; the boycott by the major opposition party of 
the 1978 elections seemed justified. As a result there is now no effec-
tive parliamentary opposition. In rural areas a bloody struggle has 
developed between pro- and anti-government peasant organizations. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers and radio are largely in private hands. 
Except during a state of siege, the media have been free of formal 
censorship, but under strong pressures. There are major opposition 
papers. The rule of law weakens with distance from the capital; gov-
ernment detention and probable murder of opponents has affected all 
groups. Political imprisonment and torture occur. Violence accom-
panying election disturbances and rural guerrilla war reduces the 
security of law. Right-wing terror against peasants, priests, and labor 
leaders reduces effective civil liberties. Although still a heavily agri-
cultural country, rural people are to a large extent involved in the 
wage and market economy. 

Comparatively: El Salvador is as free as Maldives, freer than Haiti, 
less free than Guatemala. 
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E Q U A T O R I A L G U I N E A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 7 

statist Civil Liberties: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Status of Freedom: not free 
Population: 300,000 

An ethnic state with a territorial minority 

Political Rights. Equatorial Guinea is a dictatorship with control 
organized along one-party lines. By the end of 1977 this ostensibly 
Marxist regime was backed by Cuban, Russian, and Chinese advisors. 
Before his usurpation of power the dictator was elected president in 
the late 1960's. Subnationalities: Regional autonomy has been abol-
ished, further reducing the self-determination of the island Bubi people 
vis-a-vis the ruling Fang. 

Civil Liberties. The media are very weak and largely government 
owned. There is no freedom of speech or press; judges serve at the 
whim of the president. Executions, massacres, imprisonment, torture, 
and forced labor are common, leading perhaps one-third of the popu-
lation to flee the country. The main established religion, Catholicism, 
has been prohibited. The country is to a considerable extent dependent 
on plantation agriculture. 

Comparatively: Equatorial Guinea is as free as Uganda, less free 
than Gabon. 

E T H I O P I A 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 7 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 30,000,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

An ethnic state with major territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. Ethiopia is ruled by a military committee (the 
Dergue) that has successively slaughtered the leaders of the ancien 
regime, and then many of its own leaders. Several "parties" have 
been formed, but they are more accurately described as revolutionary 
factions with rapidly shifting, leftist ideologies. Popular control in 
the villages may be significant. By the end of 1978 the government 
had succeeded with the aid of Cuban and other communist forces 
in bringing most of the country under control of the central government. 

Subnationalities: The heartland of Ethiopia is occupied by the tra-
ditionally dominant Amhara and acculturated portions of the diffuse 
Galla people. In the late nineteenth century Ethiopian rulers united 
what had been warring fragments of a former empire in the heart-
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land, and proceeded to incorporate some entirely new areas. At this 
time the Somali of the south came under Ethiopian rule; Eritrea was 
incorporated as the result of a UN decision in 1952. Today Ethiopia 
is crosscut by linguistic and religious divisions: most important is 
separatism due to historic allegiances to ancient provinces (especially 
Tigre), to different experiences (Eritrea), and to the population of a 
foreign nation (Somalia). 

Civil Liberties. Personal rights as we know them are unprotected 
under conditions of despotism and anarchy. Political imprisonment, 
forced confession, execution, and torture are common—by the govern-
ment, its supporters, and, no doubt, some of its opponents. Many 
thousands have been killed aside from those dying in civil war. What 
independence there was under the Ethiopian monarchy (of churches, 
the media, and unions) has been largely lost, but lack of centralized 
control has led to some pluralistic freedom in expression and to 
increased local control, benefits supported in some degree by the 
land reform that the revolution has accomplished. The words and 
actions of the regime indicate little if any respect for private rights in 
property. 

Comparatively: Ethiopia is as free as Kampuchea, less free than 
Sudan. 

F I J I 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 600,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A binational state 

Political Rights. Fiji has a complex political structure designed to 
protect the interests of both the original Fiji people and the Indian 
people, who now form a slight majority. The Lower House is directly 
elected on the basis of both communal and national rolls. The Upper 
House is indirectly elected by a variety of electors (including the 
council of chiefs, the prime minister, and the opposition leader). Local 
government is organized both by the central government and by a Fijian 
administration headed by the council of chiefs. In 1977 the opposition 
won its first election, but was unable to hold together a majority that 
could rule. This inability led to its decisive defeat in a subsequent 
election later in the year. 

Civil Liberties. The press is free and private, but radio is under 
government control. The full protection of the rule of law is supple-
mented by an ombudsman to investigate complaints against the govern-
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ment. Right to property is limited by special rights of inalienability 
that are granted to the Fijians and cover most of the country. The nation 
may be about evenly divided between a subsistence economy based on 
agriculture and fishing and a modern market economy. 

Comparatively: Fiji is as free as Gambia, freer than Tonga, less 
free than New Zealand. 

F I N L A N D 
Economy: mixed capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 4,800,000 Status of Freedom: free 

An ethnic state with a small territorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Finland has a parliamentary system with a strong, 
directly elected president. Since there are a large number of relatively 
strong parties, government is almost always by coalition. Elections 
have resulted in shifts in coalition membership. Soviet pressure has 
influenced the maintenance of the current president in office for over 
twenty years; by treaty foreign policy cannot be anti-Soviet. The 
provinces have centrally appointed governors. Subnationalities: The 
rural Swedish minority (seven percent) has its own political party 
and strong cultural ties to Sweden. The Swedish-speaking Aland 
Islands have local autonomy and other special rights. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private. Most of the radio service is 
government controlled, but there is an important commercial television 
station. Discussion in the media is controlled by a political consensus 
that criticisms of the Soviet Union should be highly circumspect. 
Those who cross the line are often admonished by the government to 
practice self-censorship. There is a complete rule of law. 

Comparatively: Finland is as free as Greece, freer than Turkey, less 
free than Sweden. 

F R A N C E 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 

Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 53,400,000 Status of Freedom: free 

An ethnic state with major territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. France is a parliamentary democracy. However, the 
directly elected president is more powerful than the premier and as-
sembly. There is also a constitutional council that oversees elections 
and passes on the constitutionality of assembly or executive actions 
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on the model of the United States Supreme Court. The multiparty 
system ensures that governments are generally coalitions. Subnational-
ities: Territorial subnationalities continue to have few rights as ethnic 
units and have little power under a rigidly centralized provincial 
administration. However, the recent election of a Paris mayor for the 
first time in a century and hesitant steps toward regionalization has 
slightly improved the situation. At present the Alsatian minority seems 
well satisfied, but there is a demand for greater autonomy among many 
Bretons, Corsicans, and Basques. 

Civil Liberties. The French press is free, although often party-
related. The news agency is private; radio and television are divided 
among a variety of theoretically independent companies under indirect 
government control. In spite of recent changes there is still an authori-
tarian attitude in government-citizen relations, publications may be 
banned at the behest of foreign governments, and arrest without 
explanation still occurs, particularly of members of subnationalities. 
Among other nationalistic restrictions is that forbidding Bretons the use 
of the Breton language in family or given names. France is, of course, 
under the rule of law, and rights to occupation, residence, religion, and 
property are secured. Nevertheless, both through extensive social pro-
grams and the creation of state enterprises France is quite far from 
a pure capitalist form. 

Comparatively: France is as free as Germany (West), freer than 
Spain, less free than the United Kingdom. 

G A B O N 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 535,000 Status of Freedom: not free 
A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Gabon is a moderate dictatorship operating in the 
guise of a one-party state, with noncompetitive elections characteristic 
of this form. Candidates must be party approved. Major cities have 
elected local governments; provinces are administered from the center. 

Civil Liberties. All media are government controlled, and no legiti-
mate opposition voices are raised. There is no right of political assem-
bly, and political opponents may be imprisoned. Only one labor union 
is sanctioned. The authoritarian government generally does not care 
to interfere in private lives, and respects religious freedom and private 
property. 

Comparatively: Gabon is as free as Jordan, freer than Angola, less 
free than Ghana. 
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G A M B I A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist 
Polity:- centralized multiparty 
Population: 600,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 2 
Status of Freedom: free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. There appears to be a fully functioning parlia-
mentary democracy, although the same party and leader have been 
in power since independence in 1965. In the last election (1977) the 
ruling party won twenty-five seats and the opposition parties seven, 
an increasing but still very small share. Yet there is no evidence of 
serious irregularities. There is local, mostly traditional, autonomy, but 
not regional self-rule. (The maintenance of the system may be partly 
explained by the small size of the government and the lack of an army.) 

Civil Liberties. The private and public newspapers and radio sta-
tions provide generally free media. An independent judiciary maintains 
the rule of law. Labor unions are strong and independent. The agricul-
tural economy is largely dependent on peanuts, but remains tradition-
ally organized. The illiteracy rate is very high. 

Comparatively: Gambia is as free as Papua New Guinea, freer than 
Senegal, less free than Barbados. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. East Germany is a one-party communist dictator-
ship. Elections allow slight choice; no competition is allowed that 
involves policy questions. In addition, the presence of Soviet troops 
and direction from the Communist Party of the Soviet Union signifi-
cantly reduces the sovereignty (or group freedom) of the East Germans. 

Civil Liberties. Media are government owned and controlled. Dissi-
dents are repressed by imprisonment and exclusion; the publication 
of opposing views is forbidden. Among the thousands of political 
prisoners, the most common offense is trying to leave the country 
illegally (or in some cases even seeking permission to leave), or 
propaganda against the state. Political reeducation may be a condition 
of release. The average person is not allowed freedom of occupation 
or residence. Once defined as an enemy of the state, a person may 
be barred from his occupation and his children denied higher educa-

G E R M A N Y , E A S T 
Economy: socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 16,700,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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tion. Particularly revealing has been the use of the "buying out scheme" 
by which West Germany has been able to obtain the release of 
prisoners in the East through cash payments and delivering goods such 
as bananas and coffee. There is considerable religious freedom, with 
the Catholic and Protestant hierarchies possessing some independence. 
Freedom also exists within the family. 

Comparatively: Germany (East) is as free as Rumania, less free than 
Poland. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. West Germany is a parliamentary democracy with 
an indirectly elected and largely ceremonial president. Both major 
parties have ruled since the war. The weak Senate is elected by the 
assemblies of the constituent states and loyally defends states' rights. 
Successive national governments have been based on changing party 
balances in the powerful lower house. The states have their own 
elected assemblies; they control education, internal security, and culture. 

Civil Liberties. The papers are independent and free, with little 
governmental interference by European standards. Radio and television 
are organized in public corporations under direction of the state govern-
ments. Generally the rule of law has been carefully observed, and 
the full spectrum of private freedoms is available. Recently jobs have 
been denied to many with radical leftist connections; terrorist activi-
ties have led to tighter security regulations, invasions of privacy, 
and less acceptance of nonconformity. Arrests have been made for 
handling or producing inflammatory literature, or for calling in question 
the fairness of the courts. Government participation in the economy 
is largely regulatory; in addition, complex social programs and worker 
participation in management have limited certain private freedoms while 
possibly expanding others. 

Comparatively: Germany (West) is as free as France, freer than 
Italy, less free than the United States of America. 

G E R M A N Y , W E S T 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: decentralized multiparty 
Population: 61,300,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 2 
Status of Freedom: free 
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G H A N A 

Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: military nonparty 
Population: 10,900,000 

Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 4 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state with subnationalities 

Political Rights. While Ghana is currently ruled by a moderate mil-
itary junta, return to civilian democracy is planned for 1979. A con-
siderable degree of consensus appears to underlie political actions; 
when this broke down in mid-1978, the leader of the junta was 
replaced. On the local level traditional sources of power are still 
significant. The first district council elections in twenty-six years were 
held in 1978. 

Subnationalities: The country is composed of a variety of peoples, 
with those in the south most self-conscious. The latter are the descen-
dants of a number of traditional kingdoms, of which the Ashanti was 
the most important. A north-south, Muslim-Christian opposition ex-
ists but is weakly developed, because of the economic and numerical 
weakness and the incomplete hold of Islam in the north. In the south 
and center of the country a sense of Akan identity is developing among 
the Ashanti, Fanti, and others; since they include forty-five percent 
of the people, this amounts to strengthening the ethnic core of the 
nation. The leaders of the one million Ewe in the southeast (a people 
divided between Ghana and Togo) have on occasion asked for separa-
tion or enhanced self-determination. 

Civil Liberties. The critical press is both government and private; 
there is a degree of autonomy to the government-owned radio and 
television systems. Journalists have continually struggled against cen-
sorship or closures; in late 1978 they were winning. Private opinion is 
freely expressed on most matters, and freedom of assembly has been 
honored in the latter part of the year. In 1978 most if not all prisoners 
of conscience were released and exiles asked to return. Private busi-
nesses and independent organizations such as churches and labor 
unions thrive. There has been a great deal of government control in 
some areas—especially in cocoa production, on which the economy 
depends, and in modern capital-intensive industry. Like Senegal, 
Ghana has a relatively highly developed industry and its agriculture 
is dependent on world markets. 

Comparatively: Ghana is as free as Peru, freer than Togo, less free 
than Gambia. 
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G R E E C E 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 9,300,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 2 
Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. Greece is a parliamentary democracy with a theo-
retically strong, but indirectly elected, president The stabilization of 
free institutions is proceeding rapidly: recent elections have been com-
petitive and open to a wide spectrum of parties. Provincial administra-
tion is centrally controlled; there is local self-government. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are private and the judiciary is inde-
pendent. Because of the recent revolutionary situation all views are 
not freely expressed (a situation similar to that in post-fascist Portugal). 
One can be imprisoned for insulting the authorities. Private rights 
are respected. 

Comparatively: Greece is as free as India, freer than Turkey, less 
free than France. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Grenada is ruled as a parliamentary democracy 
within the British Commonwealth. In recent elections the opposition 
significantly increased its power; the electoral process seemed to func-
tion acceptably. (In early 1979 the opposition came to power through 
a coup.) 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are largely private, but radio is govern-
ment controlled. In the recent past, pressures have been brought 
against the press, magistrates have been dismissed for opposing the 
government, and a progovernment "goon squad" has been allowed to 
beat up and otherwise terrorize the opposition. Today the judiciary 
seems relatively independent; the use of violence against opponents 
continues sporadically. 

Comparatively: Grenada is as free as Turkey, freer than Guyana, 
less free than Bahamas. 

G R E N A D A 

Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 100,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 3 
Status of Freedom: free 
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G U A T E M A L A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 3 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 6,600,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnic state with a major potential territorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Guatemala is a constitutional democracy on the 
American model. In recent elections not all parties were allowed to 
participate nationally, and there was significant organized abstention. 
The 1974 presidential election results were apparently altered in favor 
of the ruling coalition's candidate; in 1978 counting irregularities and 
resulting challenges were resolved in favor of a candidate less clearly 
identified with the government. Congressional seats went to a variety 
of parties. The provinces are centrally administered. Subnationalities: 
Various groups of Mayan and other Indians make up half the popula-
tion; they do not yet have a subnationalist sense of unity. 

Civil Liberties. The press and a large portion of radio and tele-
vision are privately controlled. The press is generally free, although 
rural journalists have been harassed by the police. In the cities, at 
least, opposition political acitivity is open. However, the continuing 
operation of death squads on both the right and left inhibits discus-
sion and expression. The struggle against rural guerrillas has led to 
frequent denial of rights in rural areas by security forces. The judiciary 
is not entirely free of governmental pressures in political or subversive 
cases, but some members of rightist death squads have been tried. 
Official political imprisonment and torture occur, but the main prob-
lem is that illegal armed groups, often associated with the government, 
are responsible for thousands of deaths. Unions are often intimidated, 
but other private rights seem fairly well respected by the government. 
Largely an agricultural country, fifty percent of those in agriculture 
own their own farms. 

Comparatively: Guatemala is as free as Malaysia, freer than Nica-
ragua, less free than Jamaica. 

G U I N E A 
Economy: preindustrial socialist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 

Population: 4,800,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Guinea is a one-party socialist dictatorship. Elec-
tions for president and parliament are uncontested. Provincial and 
local governments are highly centralized. 



GUINEA-BISSAU 2 4 1 

Civil Liberties. All media are government or party owned and cen-
sorship is rigid. Ideological purity is demanded in all areas except 
religion. There are 1,000-4,000 prisoners of conscience; torture has 
been common and execution frequent. Everyone must participate 
in guided political activity. There are few recognized private rights, 
such as those to organize unions, develop property, or choose one's 
education. Private lawyers are not permitted. Movement within the 
country or over the border has been restricted. In 1977 in an 
attempt to encourage the more capable among the million people 
who have fled the country since independence to return, the govern-
ment granted them special tax exemptions, and reintroduced capitalism 
in small industries, agriculture, and many services. This policy is very 
much in flux, and fundamental change is unlikely. 

Comparatively: Guinea is as free as Ethiopia, less free than Liberia. 

G U I N E A - B I S S A U 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 600,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Guinea-Bissau is administered by one party; all 
other parties are illegal. Constitutionally the secretariat of the party 
is the highest organ of the state; the party is recognized as the ex-
pression of the "sovereign will" of the people. There is apparently 
limited local freedom to reject candidates; the national assembly is 
indirectly elected. Local economic control under party guidance is 
emphasized. 

Civil Liberties. The media are government controlled, and criticism 
of the system is forbidden. There are prisoners of conscience. Union 
activity is government directed. All land has been nationalized; rights 
of private property are- minimal. As the system develops, many other 
personal rights are likely to be sacrificed, but whether an attempt will 
be made to adhere strictly to a communist model is unclear. 

Comparatively: Guinea-Bissau is as free as Tanzania, freer than 
Guinea, less free than Senegal. 

G U Y A N A 
Economy: mixed socialist Political Rights: 4 

Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 820,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnically complex state 
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Political Rights. Guyana is a parliamentary democracy. However, 
in the last three elections the government has been responsibly charged 
with irregularities that resulted in its victory. The 1978 referendum 
was criticized for the way it was presented, for campaign restriction, 
and for the inflation of participation figures. The ruling party has 
been co-opting the position of the opposition communist party and 
may be headed toward a one-party state as it moves to the left. 
Administration is generally centralized but there are some elected 
local officials. 

Civil Liberties. The media are both public and private (including 
party). Several opposition newspapers have been nationalized; the 
ability of the remainder to publish is restricted. There is a right of 
assembly, but harassment occurs. All private schools have recently 
been nationalized, and the government has interfered with university 
appointments. It is possible to win against the government in court; 
there are no prisoners of conscience. Art and music are under con-
siderable government control. Unions retain independent power. 
Private property (as distinct from personal property) is no longer 
considered legitimate. 

Comparatively: Guyana is as free as Mexico, freer than Panama, less 
free than Surinam. 

H A I T I 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 5,000,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Haiti is a dictatorship with an ephemeral ruling 
party. Elections allow no opposition; the assembly has been merely 
for show. (Early 1979 assembly elections indicated improvement.) 

Civil Liberties. The media are both private and public. During 1978 
a critical press and radio emerged for several months due to outside 
pressure, but was subsequently silenced. Political gatherings are not 
permitted. A government sponsored militia has suppressed opposition; 
political murders, imprisonment without trial, exile, and torture have 
characterized the system, but were much less common in 1978. An 
acceptable rule of law has been in abeyance during a prolonged "state 
of siege." Many people attempt to flee the country illegally every 
year. Union activity is restricted. 

Comparatively: Haiti is as free as Togo, freer than Benin, less free 
than Panama. 
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H O N D U R A S 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 3 
Population: 3,000,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Although the government is a military dictatorship, 
there is continued political party activity, and halting progress toward 
an election in 1980. Advisory councils involving several political 
parties and pressure groups assist the government. Provincial govern-
ment is centrally administered. 

Civil Liberties. The media are largely private and free of prior cen-
sorship. Journalists have been imprisoned. Militant peasant organiza-
tions and political parties continue to function outside government 
control. Partisan political demonstrations are not allowed, but other 
forms of party activity are. The previous government imprisoned some 
of the peasants' most violent oppressors. Most private rights are 
respected—insofar as government power reaches. Labor unions are rela-
tively strong, especially in plantation areas. There is freedom of 
religion and movement. 

Comparatively: Honduras is as free as Peru, freer than Cuba, less 
free than Mexico. 

H U N G A R Y 

Economy: socialist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: communist one-party Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 10,700,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Hungary is ruled as a one-party communist dic-
tatorship. Although there is an elective national assembly as well as 
local assemblies, all candidates must be approved by the party, and 
the decisions of the politburo are decisive. Within this framework 
recent elections have allowed at least a restricted choice among candi-
dates. The group rights of the Hungarian people are diminished by 
the government's official acceptance of the right of the Soviet govern-
ment to interfere in the domestic affairs of Hungary by force. 

Civil Liberties. Media are under government or party control. Some 
scope for criticism is allowed, especially through papers, plays, books, 
and the importation of foreign productions. Prisoners of conscience 
continue to be detained. Control over religious affairs is more relaxed 
than in most communist states. Although private rights are not guar-
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anteed, in practice there is considerable private property, and per-
mission to travel into and out of the country is easier to obtain than 
in most of Eastern Europe. (In January 1979 the border with Austria 
became essentially open.) 

Comparatively: Hungary is as free as Yugoslavia, freer than Czech-
oslovakia, less free than Egypt. 

I C E L A N D 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 223,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Iceland is governed by a parliamentary democracy. 
Recent years have seen important shifts in voter sentiment, resulting 
successively in right- and left-wing coalitions. Although a small country 
Iceland has pursued a highly independent foreign policy. Provinces 
are ruled by central government appointees. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private or party and free of censorship. 
There are no political prisoners and the judiciary is independent. Private 
rights are respected; few are poor or illiterate. 

Comparatively: Iceland is as free as Norway, freer than Portugal. 

I N D I A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 2 

statist Civil Liberties: 2 
Polity: decentralized multiparty Status of Freedom: free 
Population: 635,000,000 

A multinational and complex state 

Political Rights. India is a parliamentary democracy. The strong 
powers retained by its component states have been compromised in 
recent years by the central government's frequent imposition of direct 
rule. After several years of decline Indian democracy was reinstitu-
tionalized both at the regional and federal level by the 1977 success 
of the Janata party in winning the first opposition victory since inde-
pendence. The depth of mass interest in democracy was established by 
the victory, although the doubtful legality of calling immediate elections 
in the states where the Janata party appeared assured of victory, and 
an understandable mood of reprisal against those who misused power in 
the previous administration may have set dangerous precedents. In 



INDIA 2 4 5 

1978 there was continued political instability and a recovery of 
opposition prospects through success in by-elections. 

Subnationalities: India contains a diverse collection of mostly terri-
torially distinct peoples united by historical experience and the predomi-
nance of Hinduism. India's dominant peoples are those of the north 
central area who speak as a first language either the official language, 
Hindi (Hindustani), or a very closely related dialect of Sanskrit origin. 
The other major subnational peoples of India may be divided into 
several groups: (1) peoples with separate states that are linguistically 
and historically only marginally distinct from the dominant Hindi 
speakers (for example, the Marathi, Gujerati, or Oriya); (2) peoples 
with separate states that are of Sanskrit background linguistically, 
but have a relatively strong sense of separate identity (for example, 
Bengalis or Kashmiris); (3) peoples with separate states that are 
linguistically and to some extent racially quite distinct (for example, 
Telegu or Malayalam); and (4) peoples that do not have states of 
their own and are often survivors of India's pre-Aryan peoples (for 
example, Santali, Bhuti-Lapcha, or Mizo). With the exception of 
the last group, the Indian federal system accords a fair amount of 
democratic rights to all peoples. Several peoples from groups (2 ) , 
(3) , and (4) have shown through legal (especially votes) and illegal 
means a strong desire by a significant part of the population for 
independence or greater autonomy (notably Kashmiris, Nagas, and 
Mizos). This accounting leaves out many nonterritorial religious and 
caste minorities, although, here again, the system has granted relatively 
broad rights to such groups to reasonable self-determination. 

Civil Liberties. Recent events have shown the surprising strength of 
Indian attachment to civil liberties. The Indian press is strong and 
independent. The fact that radio and television are not independent 
in this largely illiterate country is disquieting. Although there have 
been illegal arrests and reports of torture in the recent past, in general 
the police and judiciary are now thought to be responsive, fair, and 
independent. There are few, if any, prisoners of conscience, but there 
are hundreds imprisoned for political violence, and demonstrations 
may lead to large-scale jailings. Due to the decentralized political 
structure there is a great deal of regional variation in the operation 
of security laws. Kashmir has especially repressive security policies 
in relation to the press and political detention; Sikkim is treated as 
an Indian colony, and the same might be said for other border areas. 
Indians enjoy freedom to travel, to worship as they please, and to 
organize for mutual benefit, especially in unions. Lack of education, 
extreme poverty, and surviving traditional controls certainly reduce 
the meaning of such liberties for large numbers of Indians. 



2 4 6 COUNTRY SUMMARIES 

Comparatively: India is as free as Portugal, freer than Malaysia, 
less free than Japan. 

I N D O N E S I A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 5 

statist Civil Liberties: 5 
Polity: centralized dominant-party Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 140,000,000 

A transethnic heterogeneous state with active and potential sub-
nationalities 

Political Rights. Indonesia is a controlled parliamentary democracy 
under military direction. Recent parliamentary elections showed the 
ability of the rather tame opposition parties to gain ground at the 
expense of the governing party, but the government's majority is still 
overwhelming. The number and character of opposition parties is 
carefully controlled, parties must refrain from criticizing one another, 
candidates of both government and opposition require government 
approval, and opposition activities in rural areas are restricted. In any 
event parliament does not have a great deal of power. Provincial 
governors are indirectly elected from centrally approved lists. Local 
assemblies are elected. 

Subnationalities: Indonesia includes a variety of ethnic groups and 
is divided by crosscutting island identities. Although the island of 
Java is numerically dominant, the national language is not Javanese, 
and most groups or islands do not appear to have strong subnational 
identifications. Both civilian and military elites generally attempt to 
maintain religious, ethnic, and regional balance. Groups demanding 
independence exist in Sulawesi, the Moluccas, Timor, West Irian, and 
northern Sumatra, and continue to mount revolts against the govern-
ment. 

Civil Liberties: Most newspapers are private. All are subject to 
fairly close government supervision; criticism of the system is muted 
by periodic suppressions. Radio and television are government con-
trolled. Freedom of assembly is restricted, but citizens are not com-
pelled to attend meetings. There are over ten thousand political prisoners 
in Indonesia. Although there have been many releases of long-term 
prisoners lately, new imprisonments occurred in 1977 and 1978. In 
this area the army rather than the civilian judiciary is dominant. 
Torture appears to be infrequent recently, but the army has been 
responsible for many thousands of unnecessary deaths in its recent 
suppression of revolt in East Timor. Union activity is closely regu-
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lated; movement, especially to the cities, is restricted; other private 
rights are generally respected. The Indonesian bureaucracy has an 
unenviable reputation for arbitrariness and corruption, practices that 
must reduce the effective expression of human rights. 

Comparatively: Indonesia is as free as Nicaragua, freer than Burma, 
less free than Bangladesh. 

Population: 35,500,000 

An ethnic state with major territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. The year saw the erosion of Iran's monarchical 
one-party system. Many parties reemerged, but by the end of the 
year the monarchy remained, sharing power only with the military 
and a populist religious movement that fought for the control of 
the streets. The political and economic life of the country was at a 
standstill. (Subsequently, a revolutionary regime was established amidst 
turmoil; it was unclear whether Iran would end 1979 with an authentic 
democracy.) Subnationalities: Among the most important non-Persian 
peoples are the Kurds, the Azerbaijani Turks, the Baluch, and a 
variety of other (primarily Turkish) tribes. Many of these have striven 
for independence in the recent past when the opportunity arose. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are private. Their freedoms expanded 
during the year until an attempted imposition of renewed censorship 
under martial law led their staffs to suspend publication (resumed 
without official censorship in January, 1979). Other media are largely 
government owned but became relatively free by the end of the year. 
The right of assembly was largely reclaimed, although not when there 
was a real threat of violence. Many prisoners were released, but 
other political prisoners taken. Anarchy led to vigilante groups com-
peting with the official security system. 

Comparatively: Iran was as free as Poland, freer than Iraq, less free 
than Bangladesh. 

I R A N 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 5 

statist 
Polity: transitional nonparty 

Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

Economy: noninclusive socialist 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 12,200,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 

An ethnic state with a major territorial subnationality 

I R A Q 
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Political Rights. Iraq is governed by the ruling party and its military 
leaders. The communist party is officially recognized as a part of 
the ruling front, but because of the present lack of elective and 
legislative mechanisms it appears to operate more as a faction than a 
political party. Several communists were executed in 1978 for over-
stepping these limits. Provinces are governed from the center. Sub-
nationalities: The Kurds have been repeatedly denied self-determination, 
most recently through reoccupation of their lands and some attempt 
to disperse them about the country. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are largely public or party and are 
closely controlled by the government. However, publication of a 
variety of socialist and religious points of view is allowed. Radio and 
television are government monopolies. Political imprisonment, execu-
tion, and torture are common, particularly for the Kurdish minority. 
The families of suspects are often imprisoned. Rights are largely de 
facto or those deriving from traditional religious law. Iraq has a dual 
economy, with a large preindustrial sector. The government has taken 
over much of the modern petroleum-based economy and, through 
land reform leading to collectives and state farms, has increasingly 
limited private economic choice. 

Comparatively: Iraq is as free as Mali, freer than Mozambique, 
less free than Syria. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Ireland is a parliamentary democracy which suc-
cessfully shifts national power among parties. The bicameral legislature 
has an appointive upper house with powers only of delay. Local govern-
ment is not powerful, but is elective rather than appointive. 

Civil Liberties. The press is free and private, and radio and tele-
vision are under an autonomous corporation. Strong censorship has 
always been exercised over both publishers and the press, but since 
this is of social rather than political content, it lies within that sphere 
of control permitted a majority in a free democracy.* The rule of law 
is firmly established and private rights are guaranteed, although in 

I R E L A N D 

Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 3,200,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 1 
Status of Freedom: free 

* For further discussion of this distinction see Freedom in the World 1978, 
pp. 111-26, and the references cited. 
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connection with a recent antiterrorism campaign suspects have been 
roughly handled and their rights curtailed. 

Comparatively: Ireland is as free as Canada, freer than France. 

I S R A E L 
Economy: mixed capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 3,700,000 Status of Freedom: free 

An ethnic state with microterritorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. Israel is governed under a parliamentary system. 
Recent elections have resulted in major shifts of power among the 
many political parties. Provinces are ruled from the center, although 
there are important local elective offices in the cities. Subnationalities: 
National elections do not involve the Arabs jn the occupied territories; 
Arabs in Israel proper participate in Israeli elections as a minority. 
Arabs both in Israel and the occupied territories must live in their 
homeland under the cultural and political domination of twentieth-
century immigrants. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are private or party, and free of censor-
ship except for restrictions relating to the always precarious national 
security. Radio and television are government owned. In general the 
rule of law is observed, although Arabs in Israel are not accorded 
the full rights of citizens, and the Orthodox Jewish faith holds a special 
position in the country's religious, customary, and legal life. Because 
of the war, the socialist-cooperative ideology of its founders, and 
dependence on outside support, the role of private enterprise in the 
economy has been less than in most of Euro-America. Arabs are not 
allowed to buy land from Jews, and Arab land has been expropriated 
for Jewish settlement. Freedom House's rating of Israel is based on 
its judgment of the situation in Israel proper and not that in the 
occupied territories. 

Comparatively: Israel is as free as Portugal, freer than Egypt, less 
free than France. 

I T A L Y 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 56,700,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population with small territorial sub-
nationalities 
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Political Rights. Italy is a bicameral parliamentary democracy. Elec-
tions are generally free, but the political process is not free of cor-
ruption on both right and left. Since the 1940's governments have 
been dominated by the Christian Democrats, with coalitions shifting 
between dependence on minor parties of the left or right. The fascist 
party is banned. Referendums are used to supplement parliamentary 
rule. Opposition parties gain local political power, but regional and 
local power are generally quite limited. 

Civil Liberties. Italian newspapers are free and cover a broad spec-
trum. Radio and television are both public and private and provide 
unusually diverse programming. Freedom of speech is inhibited in 
some areas and for many individuals by the violence of both right- and 
left-wing extremist groups. Since the bureaucracy does not promptly 
respond to citizen desires, it represents, as in many countries, an 
additional impediment to the full expression of the rule of law. 
Detention may last for years without trial. Since major industries are 
managed by the government, and the government has undertaken major 
reallocations of land, Italy is only marginally a capitalist state. 

Comparatively: Italy is as free as Greece, freer than Morocco, less 
free than France. 

I V O R Y C O A S T 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 7,200,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Ivory Coast is ruled by a one-party, capitalist, 
dictatorship. Under these constraints presidential and assembly elec-
tions have little meaning; in the most recent election there was no 
choice and the president received ninety-nine percent of the vote. 
Organized in the 1940's, the ruling party incorporates a variety of 
interests and forces, and there may be democratic elements at the 
local level in the selection of assembly candidates. Provinces are ruled 
directly from the center. Contested mayoralty elections have occurred 
recently. 

Civil Liberties. Although the press is mostly party or government 
controlled, it presents at least a limited spectrum of opinion. Foreign 
publications are widely available. While opposition is discouraged, 
there is no ideological conformity. Radio and television are govern-
ment controlled. There has been evidence of political imprisonment 
and police brutality in the recent past; today there may be no prisoners 



JAMAICA 2 5 1 

of conscience. Unions are controlled by the party. Travel and religion 
are generally free. There is a limited right to strike and organize unions. 
Economically the country depends on small private farms; in the 
modern sector private enterprise is encouraged. 

Comparatively: Ivory Coast is as free as Poland, freer than Niger, 
less free than Kenya. 

J A M A I C A 
Economy: mixed capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 3 
Population: 2,100,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Jamaica is a parliamentary democracy in which 
power changes from one party to another. However, political life has 
become increasingly violent: the last election was accompanied by 
murders, a state of siege, bans on political rallies, and government 
supervision of publicity. Regardless of who is to blame, and both 
sides may be, this degrades the meaning of political rights. The 
opposition refused to participate in by-elections in 1978 because of 
violence and poor electoral procedures. Regional and local adminis-
trations do not have independent power. 

Civil Liberties. The free press is endangered by nationalization, 
government attacks, and court actions. The government has recently 
eliminated private ownership from radio and television in an ominous 
move apparently meant to counter the influence of an antisocialist 
newspaper. Freedom of assembly has been curtailed. The rule of law 
and respect for rights remain, yet in many districts a climate of fear 
inhibits their expression. The military intelligence unit has also been 
used to hinder the opposition. Aside from the media, nationalization 
of the economy has emphasized so far the takeover of foreign companies. 

Comparatively: Jamaica is as free as Colombia, freer than Panama, 
less free than Surinam. 

J A P A N 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 114,400,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Japan is a bicameral, constitutional monarchy with 
a relatively weak upper house. The conservative-to-centrist Liberal 
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Democratic Party ruled with solid majorities from independence in 
the early 1950's until the mid-1970's. Although the Liberal Democrats 
have lost considerable support in recent elections, through coalitions 
with independents they have maintained control at the national level, 
and have recently showed increased strength at the local level. Con-
centrated business interests have played a strong role in maintaining 
Liberal party hegemony through the use of their money, influence, 
and prestige. In addition, a heavy weighting of representation in favor 
of rural areas tends to maintain the Liberal Party position! Opposition 
parties are fragmented. They have local control in some areas, but 
the power of local and regional assemblies and officials is limited. 
Since electoral and parliamentary procedures are democratic, we as-
sume that Japan's system would freely allow a transfer of national 
power to an opposition group should the majority desire it, but as in 
Italy this is not yet proven by events. Democracy within the liberal 
party is increasing. 

Civil Liberties. News media are generally private and free, although 
many radio and television stations are served by a public broadcasting 
corporation. Television is excellent and quite free. Courts of law are 
not as important in Japanese society as in Europe and America; both 
the courts and police appear to be relatively fair. Travel and change 
of residence are unrestricted. The public expressions and actions of 
many people are more restricted than in most modern democracies 
by traditional controls and Japanese style collectivism that leads to 
strong social pressures, especially psychological pressures, in many 
spheres (unions, corporations, or religious-political groups, such as 
Soka Gakkai). 

Comparatively: Japan is as free as West Germany, freer than Italy, 
less free than the United Kingdom. 

J O R D A N 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 2,900,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Tordan is an absolute monarchy in the guise of a 
constitutional monarchy. There are no parties; parliament provides 
no check on the king's broad powers, since it has not met since 1967. 
In 1978 an appointive National Consultative Council was established. 
Provinces are ruled from the center and local governments have very 
limited autonomy. The king is regularly petitioned by his subjects. 
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Civil Liberties. Papers are private but self-censored and occasion-
ally suspended. Television and radio are government controlled. Under 
continuing emergency laws normal legal guarantees for political sus-
pects are suspended, and organized opposition is not permitted. There 
have been long-term political prisoners and instances of torture. 
Private rights such as those to property, travel, or religion appear to 
be respected. 

Comparatively: Jordan is as free as Saudi Arabia, freer than South 
Yemen, less free than Syria. 

K A M P U C H E A (Cambodia) 
Economy: socialist Political Rights: 7 

Polity: communist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 8,000,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Kampuchea was a one-party communist dictator-
ship in 1978. (Kampuchea was conquered early in 1979 by Vietnamese 
forces; these forces, and their Kampuchean client government, con-
tinued to struggle against the forces of the former regime when this 
went to press.) All power was in the hands of the party leaders. The 
tightly knit nature of the small communist elite was suggested by the 
fact that wives of top leaders also served as government ministers. 

Civil Liberties. The media were completely controlled by the gov-
ernment. Revolutionary law offered little security to life or property; 
party objectives determined private residence or occupation more 
than private desire. Political executions were a common function of 
government. Since 1974 hundreds of thousands or even millions were 
killed as the result of brutal government policy, especially in relocation. 
The extreme application of ideology led to communal kitchens in 
villages, work teams that divided population by sex and age, and the 
abolition of wages. In 1978 Kampuchea was perhaps the world's 
most complete tyranny. 

Comparatively: Kampuchea was as free as Ethiopia, less free than 
Thailand. 

K E N Y A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 14,800,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A formally transethnic heterogeneous state with active and potential 
subnationalities 
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Political Rights. Kenya is a one-party capitalist state. Although the 
party is dominated by the Kikuyu tribe, it contains an amalgam of 
different tribal groups. Only the ruling party competes in elections. A 
few individuals are elected within this format that are publicly critical 
of the government. Selection of top party and national leaders is by 
consensus or acclamation. The administration is generally centralized, 
but elements of tribal and communal government continue at the 
periphery. Subnationalities: Comprising twenty percent of the popula-
tion, the Kikuyu are the largest tribal group. In a very heterogeneous 
society, the Luo are the second most important subnationality. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private. It is not censored but under 
government pressure to avoid criticism. Radio and television are under 
government control. Rights of assembly are limited. In spite of these 
limitations the government's critics and opponents speak out. The 
courts have considerable independence. All prisoners of conscience 
were released in late 1978. Unions are active, and private rights are 
generally respected. Land is gradually coming under private rather 
than tribal control. 

Comparatively: Kenya is as free as Ghana, freer than Tanzania, less 
free than Mauritius. 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. North Korea is a hard-line communist dictatorship 
in which the organs and assemblies of government are merely a facade 
for party rule. National elections allow no choice. The politburo is 
under one-man rule; the dictator's son was his expected successor until 
recently. Military officers are very strong in top positions. 

Civil Liberties. The media are all government controlled, with 
glorification of the leader a major responsibility. No private or public 
rights appear to be inviolable. There are political prisoners, and torture 
may be assumed to be common. However, the severity of its controls 
offers a considerable propaganda advantage. How little unauthorized 
news finds its way out of the country may be indicated by quoting in 
full Amnesty International's 1977 report: 

Amnesty International has carefully monitored all available informa-
tion f rom North Korea and can only report that it contains no detailed 
evidence whatsoever regarding arrests, trials and imprisonment in that 

K O R E A , N O R T H 
Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 

Economy: socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 17,100,000 
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country. Furthermore, there appears to be a complete censorship of 
news relating to human rights violations. Despite its efforts Amnesty 
International has not been able to trace any information, even positive, 
on the subject of such rights in North Korea.* 

Comparatively: North Korea is as free as Albania, less free than 
South Korea. 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. South Korea has a strong presidential system. The 
president is indirectly elected by a special elective body, and he 
appoints one-third of the assembly. 1978 assembly elections gave a 
plurality to the opposition party; however appointive members and 
the large number of independents prevented its gaining control. Prov-
inces are headed by national governmental appointees. 

Civil Liberties. Most newspapers are private, as are many radio 
stations and one television station. Because of government pressure, 
self-censorship is the rule. Special laws against criticizing the constitu-
tion, the government, or its policies have resulted in many prisoners 
of conscience; torture is used. The resulting climate of fear in activist 
circles is sharpened by extralegal harassment of those who are not 
imprisoned, and the inability of the courts to effectively protect the 
rights of political suspects or prisoners. Yet demonstrations and ex-
pressions of open dissent continu^. Several important dissident prisoners 
were released at the end of 1978; they immediately resumed their 
attack on the government. Outside this arena private rights are generally 
respected. Unions are free to organize, but not to strike. Religious 
freedom and freedom of movement within the country are respected. 
Rapid, capitalistic economic growth has been combined with a rela-
tively egalitarian income distribution. 

Comparatively: South Korea is as free as Ecuador, freer than China 
(Mainland), less free than Bangladesh. 

K O R E A , S O U T H 
Political Rights: 4 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 37,100,000 

* Amnesty International Report: 1977 (London: Amnesty International Publi-
cations, 1977), p. 192. Amnesty International Report: 1978, p. 170, has an 
equivalent statement. 



2 5 6 COUNTRY SUMMARIES 

K U W A I T 
Economy: mixed capitalist- Political Rights: 6 

statist Civil Liberties: 4 
Polity: traditional nonparty Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 1,100,000 

The citizenry is relatively homogeneous 

Political Rights. Kuwait is a traditional monarchy in retreat from 
an experiment in constitutional monarchy. The recent monarchical 
succession was uneventful. More than half the population are immi-
grants; their political, economic, and social rights are much inferior 
to those of natives. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private. Self-censorship is enforced by 
periodic suspensions. Radio and television are government controlled. 
Freedom of assembly is curtailed. However, private discussion is open 
and few, if any, political prisoners are held. Private freedoms are 
respected, although foreign travel may be restricted. There is a wide 
variety of enabling government activity in fields such as education, 
housing, and medicine that is not based on reducing choice through 
taxation. 

Comparatively: Kuwait is as free as Bahrain, freer than Saudi 
Arabia, less free than Lebanon. 

L A O S 
Economy: noninclusive socialist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: communist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 3,600,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

An ethnic state with active or potential subnationalities 

Political Rights. Laos has established a traditional communist party 
dictatorship in which the party is superior to the external government 
at all levels. There is continuing subservience to the desires of the 
North Vietnamese party and army, upon which the present leaders 
must depend. There is continued resistance in rural areas. Subnationali-
ties: Pressure on the Meo hill people has caused the majority of them 
to flee the country. 

Civil Liberties. The media are all government controlled. There are 
many political prisoners; large numbers have been subjected to re-
education camps of varying severity and length. There are few accepted 
private rights. It is probable that the precommunist way of life is 
preserved in some parts of the country. 

Comparatively: Laos is as free as Vietnam, less free than China 
(Mainland). 



LEBANON 2 5 7 

L E B A N O N 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 4 

Polity: decentralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 2,800,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A complex, multinational, microterritorial state 

Political Rights. In theory Lebanon is a parliamentary democracy 
with a strong but indirectly elected president. In spite of the calamities 
of the last few years the constitutional system still functions to a 
degree under the protection of the Syrian army. Parliament meets 
sporadically. Subnationalities: Leading administrative and parliamentary 
officials are allocated among the several religious or communal groups 
by complicated formulas. These groups have for years pursued semi-
autonomous lives within the state, although their territories are often 
intermixed. 

Civil Liberties. The private and party press was formerly renowned 
for its independence. Some papers were suspended under Syrian con-
trol, but censorship is now confined to relatively few subjects. Radio 
is government owned; television has been in private hands. Widespread 
killing in recent years has inhibited the nationwide expression of most 
freedoms and tightened communal controls on individuals. Few if any 
prisoners of conscience are detained by the Lebanese government. 

Comparatively: Lebanon is as free as Mexico, freer than Syria, 
less free than Turkey. 

L E S O T H O 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: partially centralized multi- Civil Liberties: 5 

party Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 1,300,000 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Lesotho is a constitutional monarchy essentially 
under the one-man rule of the leader of the ruling political party who 
suspended the constitution to avoid being defeated in 1970. Opposition 
parties as well as the king have been repressed, yet major elements 
of the traditional system (chiefs) remain, and members of other 
parties have been introduced into the government. Although there are 
frequent expressions of national independence, Lesotho remains under 
considerable South African economic and political pressure. Lesotho 
is populated almost exclusively by Basotho people, and the land has 
never been alienated. However, a large percentage of the male citizenry 
works in South Africa. 
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Civil Liberties. Radio is government and church controlled, as are 
most papers. There are, however, opposition publications and South 
African media offer a readily available alternative. Freedom of assembly 
is restricted. The judiciary seems to preserve considerable independence 
vis-a-vis the government. There were nine prisoners of conscience in 
1978. Limited union activity is permitted. Internal travel is unrestricted, 
as are most private rights. 

Comparatively: Lesotho is as free as Indonesia, freer than South 
Africa, less free than Botswana. 

L I B E R I A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 1,780,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A formally transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Liberian government is formally modeled on that 
of the United States. However, there is no independent provincial 
power and there is only one significant party. Elections are characterized 
by lack of opposition and the easy election of the party's candidates. 
Although attempts are made to increase the participation of the native 
population, the country is still ruled by the very small Americo-
Liberian community. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private but consists primarily of the 
organs of the ruling party. Radio and television are partially govern-
ment controlled. Pressure is brought against those who become too 
critical either through the media or other channels. The government 
generally acts under special "emergency powers" suspending many 
constitutional guarantees, yet there are few, if any, political prisoners. 
Travel and other private rights are generally respected. Only blacks 
can become citizens. Union organization is partly free. 

Comparatively: Liberia is as free as Ivory Coast, freer than Gabon, 
less free than Senegal. 

L I B Y A 
Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: socialist one-party 

(military dominated) 
Population: 2,800,000 
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Political Rights. Libya is a military and party dictatorship apparently 
effectively under the control of one person. The place of a legislature 
is taken by the direct democracy of large congresses. Whatever the 
form, no opposition is allowed on the larger questions of society. 
Institutional self-management has been widely introduced in schools, 
hospitals, and factories. Sometimes the system works well enough to 
provide a meaningful degree of decentralized self-determination. 

Civil Liberties. The media are government controlled. There are many 
political prisoners; the use of military and people's courts for political 
cases suggest little respect for the rule of law. Torture and mistreat-
ment are alleged. Oil and oil-related industry is the major government 
enterprise. Although ideologically socialist, even some of the press 
remains in private hands. However, the year ended with a threat to 
eliminate the merchant class as exploitative. Respect for Islam pro-
vides a check on arbitrary government. 

Comparatively: Libya is as free as China (Mainland), freer than 
Iraq, less free than Egypt. 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. Luxembourg is a constitutional monarchy on the 
Belgian model, in which the monarchy is somewhat more powerful 
than in the United Kingdom or Scandinavia. The legislature is bi-
cameral with the appointive upper house having only a delaying 
function. Recent votes have resulted in important shifts in the nature 
of the dominant coalition. 

Civil Liberties. The media are private and free. The rule of law is 
thoroughly accepted in both public and private realms. 

Comparatively: Luxembourg is as free as Iceland, freer than France. 

L U X E M B O U R G 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 350,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 1 
Status of Freedom: free 

M A D A G A S C A R 
Economy: noninclusive mixed 

socialist 
Polity: nationalist one-party 

(military dominated) 
Population: 8,000,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 
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Political Rights. Madagascar is a military dictatorship with a very 
weak legislature. In 1977 the parliamentary election was restricted 
to candidates selected by parties grouped in a "national front," a 
government sponsored coalition. However formed, the parliament ap-
peared to play very little role in government in 1978. Anarchical condi-
tions also called into question the extent to which the people are 
willing to grant the regime legitimacy. Emphasis has been put on 
developing the autonomy of local Malagasy governmental institutions, 
but the restriction of local elections to approved front candidates 
belies this emphasis. 

Civil Liberties. There is a private press, but papers are carefully 
censored and may be suspended. Broadcasting is government controlled. 
Movie theatres have been nationalized. The government replaced the 
national news agency with one which will "disregard information likely 
to be harmful to the government's socialist development policies." 
There is no right of assembly; one must be careful of public speech. 
There are few political prisoners but short-term political detentions 
are common. Labor unions and the judiciary are not strong, but 
religion is free and most private rights respected. Public security is 
very weak. Overseas travel is restricted. While still encouraging private 
investment, most businesses and large farms are nationalized. 

Comparatively: Madagascar is as free as Tanzania, freer than Mo-
zambique, less free than Egypt. 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Malawi is a one-man dictatorship with party and 
parliamentary forms. A 1978 election allowed some choice among 
individuals for the first time. Administration is centralized, although 
the paramount chiefs retain power locally through control over land. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private or religious but under strict 
government control. The semicommercial radio service is also not 
free. Private criticism of the administration remains dangerous. Foreign 
publications are carefully screened. The country has been notable for 
the persecution of Jehovah's Witnesses (including a demand they join 
the ruling party), treason trials, expulsion of Asian groups, the deten-
tion of journalists, torture and brutality, and even an open invitation 
to the people to kill anyone who opposes the government. Fortunately 

M A L A W I 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist 
Polity: nationalist one-party 
Population: 5,400,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 



MALAYSIA 2 6 1 

in 1977 most political prisoners were released and pressures were 
relaxed on Jehovah's Witnesses. Traditional courts offer some pro-
tection against arbitrary rule, as do the comparatively limited interests 
of the government. Foreign travel and union activity are closely 
controlled. 

Comparatively: Malawi is as free as South Yemen, freer than Uganda, 
less free than Zambia. 

M A L A Y S I A 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: decentralized multiparty 
Population: 13,000,000 

Political Rights: 3 
Civil Liberties: 4 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnic state with major nonterritorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. Malaysia is a parliamentary democracy with a 
weak, indirectly elected and appointed senate and a powerful lower 
house. The relatively powerless head of state is an elective monarch, 
rotating among the traditional monarchs of the constituent states. A 
multinational front has dominated electoral and parliamentary politics. 
By such devices as imprisonment or the banning of demonstrations 
the opposition is not given an equal opportunity to compete in elections. 
The states of Malaysia have their own rulers, parliaments, and institu-
tions, but it is doubtful if any of them any longer have the power 
to leave the federation. Subnationalities: Political, economic, linguis-
tic, and educational policies have favored the Malays (forty-four 
percent) over the Chinese (thirty-six percent), Indians (ten percent), 
and others. Traditionally the Chinese had been the wealthier and 
better educated people. Although there are Chinese in the ruling front, 
they are not allowed to question the policy of communal preference. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and highly varied. However, 
nothing that might influence communal relations can be printed, and 
editors are constrained by the need to renew their publishing licenses 
annually. Foreign journalists are closely controlled. Radio is mostly 
government owned, television entirely so. Universities have been put 
under government pressure and foreign professors encouraged to leave. 
There have been several reports of the development of an atmosphere 
of fear in both academic and opposition political circles, as well as 
widespread discrimination against non-Malays. In 1978 an attempt 
to establish a private university for Chinese language students was 
blocked. 1,500-3,000 political suspects are detained indefinitely, gen-
erally on suspicion of communist activity. Nevertheless, significant 
criticism appears in the media, and in parliament campaigns are 
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mounted against government decisions. Unions are partly free and 
have the right to strike. Economic activity is free, except for govern-
ment favoritism to the Malays. 

Comparatively: Malaysia is as free as Morocco, freer than Indo-
nesia, less free than Sri Lanka. 

M A L D I V E S 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 140,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. The Maldives have a parliamentary government in 
which a president (elected by parliament and confirmed by the people) 
is the real ruler. Regional leaders are presidentially appointed. Both 
economic and political power are concentrated in the hands of a very 
small, wealthy elite. Islam places a check on absolutism. 

Civil Liberties. An apolitical daily newspaper is published inter-
mittently; the radio station is owned by the government. Foreign 
publications are received; political discussion is limited. "Imprison-
ment" of political prisoners often involves internal exile; all political 
prisoners were released in 1978. Law is traditional Islamic law; most 
of the people rely on a traditional subsistence economy; the small 
elite has developed commercial fishing and tourism. 

Comparatively: Maldives is as free as Qatar, freer than Seychelles, 
less free than Mauritius. 

M A L I 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 7 

socialist Civil Liberties: 6 
Polity: nationalist one-party Status of Freedom: not free 

(military dominated) 
Population: 6,300,000 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Mali is a military dictatorship with a recently con-
structed political party to lend support. The regime appears to function 
without broad popular consensus. Subnationalities: Although the gov-
ernment is ostensibly above ethnic rivalries, severe repression of the 
northern peoples has been reported. 

Civil Liberties. The media are all government controlled. Anti-
government demonstrations are forbidden. Private conversation is rela-
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tively free. Political imprisonment occurred in 1978, although many 
prisoners from previous years were released. Religion is free. Unions 
are controlled; travelers must submit to frequent police checks. Private 
economic rights in the modern sector are minimal, but collectivization 
has recently been deemphasized for subsistence agriculturists, the 
majority of the people. 

Comparatively: Mali is as free as Togo, freer than Somalia, less 
free than Liberia. 

M A L T A 
Economy: mixed capitalist-statist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 322,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Malta is a parliamentary democracy in which power 
has shifted between the major parties. The most recent election, main-
taining the governing party in its position, was marked by violence. 
The government also altered the composition of a constitutional court 
in the middle of a case concerning alleged coercion of voters in a 
particular district. 

Civil Liberties. The press is free. Broadcasting is under a licensed 
body; Italian media are also available. The government has concen-
trated a great deal of the economy in its hands, and social equalization 
programs have been emphasized. 

Comparatively: Malta is as free as Italy, freer than Turkey, less 
free than the United Kingdom. 

M A U R I T A N I A 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 6 

capitalist Civil Liberties: 6 

Polity: military nonparty Status of Freedom: not free 
Population: 1,500,000 

An ethnic state with minor territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. Mauritania is ruled by a military committee 
pledged to the restoration of democracy. Subnationalities: There are 
important subnational movements in the portion of the Western 
Sahara that has been recently incorporated and in the non-Arab, 
southern part of the country. 

Civil Liberties. The media are government owned, but foreign pub-
lications and broadcasts are freely available. Members of the previous 
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government remain in jail. Conversation is free and no ideology is 
imposed. Travel is generally unrestricted. Union activity is government 
controlled. There is religious freedom. The government controls much 
of industry and mining, as well as wholesale trade, but the new regime 
has moved to reduce government involvement. 

Comparatively: Mauritania is as free as Tanzania, freer than Iraq, 
less free than Morocco. 

M A U R I T I U S 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 900,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnically complex state 

Political Rights. Mauritius is a parliamentary democracy. The last 
election showed an important gain for the opposition, but the govern-
ment managed to retain power through coalition (and amidst contro-
versy). A variety of different racial and religious communities are 
active in politics, although they are not territorially based. There 
are a number of semi-autonomous local governing bodies. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private or party and without censorship. 
Broadcasting is under a single corporation, presumably private in 
form. Freedom of assembly is restricted: most opposition members 
of parliament were imprisoned briefly for illegal demonstration in 1978. 
The labor union movement is quite strong, as are a variety of com-
munal organizations. There is religious and economic freedom; taxes 
can be quite high. 

Comparatively: Mauritius is as free as Western Samoa, freer than 
the Comoro Islands, less free than Barbados. 

M E X I C O 
Economy: capitalist-statist Political Rights: 4 
Polity: decentralized dominant- Civil Liberties: 4 

party Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 66,900,000 

An ethnic state with potential subnationalities 

Political Rights. Mexico is ruled by a governmental system formally 
modeled on that of the United States; in practice the president is 
much stronger and the legislative and judicial branches much weaker. 
The states have independent governors and legislatures. The ruling 
party has had a near monopoly of power on all levels since the 1920's. 



MONGOLIA 2 6 5 

In the last election the president received over ninety-four percent 
of the vote, and the ruling party won all but one seat in the Congress. 
Political competition is largely confined to factional struggles within 
the ruling party—these are not struggles that the general public can 
use its vote to resolve. New laws may foster greater political competi-
tion in the future by increasing the share of representation for parties. 
Voting and campaign irregularities are common, particularly on the 
local level. Subnationalities: There is a large Mayan area in Yucatan 
that has formerly been restive; there are also other smaller Indian areas. 

Civil Liberties. The media are mostly private. Although they have 
operated under a variety of direct and indirect government controls 
(including take-overs), newspapers are generally free of censorship. 
Literature and the arts are free. The judicial system is not strong. 
However, decisions can go against the government; it is possible to 
win a judicial decision that a law is unconstitutional in a particular 
application. The clergy are prohibited from political activity, but 
religion is free. Widespread bribery and lack of control over the 
behavior of security forces greatly limits operative freedom. Disap-
pearances occur, detention is prolonged, torture and brutality have 
been common. Private economic rights are respected; government 
ownership predominates in major industries. 

Comparatively: Mexico is as free as Bangladesh, freer than Nicaragua, 
less free than Colombia. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. A one-party communist dictatorship, for many 
years Mongolia has been firmly under the control of one man. Power 
is organized at all levels through the party apparatus. Those who oppose 
the government cannot run for office. In the 1977 parliamentary elec-
tions, 99.9 percent of eligible voters participated; only two persons 
failed to properly vote for the single list of candidates. Mongolia has 
a subordinate relation to the Soviet Union, which it depends on for 
defense against Chinese claims. It must use the USSR as an outlet 
for nearly all of its trade, and its finances are under close Soviet 
supervision. 

Civil Liberties. All media are government controlled, and apparently 
quite effectively. Religion is greatly restricted, Lamaism having been 

M O N G O L I A 
Economy: socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 1,600,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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nearly wiped out. Freedom of travel, residence, and other civil liberties 
are denied. 

Comparatively: Mongolia is as free as Bulgaria, less free than the 
USSR. 

M O R O C C O 

Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 3 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 18,900,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnic state with a potential Berber subnationality 

Political Rights. Morocco is a constitutional monarchy in which 
the king has retained major executive powers. Recent elections at 
both local and national levels were fair and well contested in most 
localities. Most parties participated (including the communist); inde-
pendents (largely supporters of the king) were the major winners. 
Opposition leaders were included in the subsequent government. The 
autonomy of local and regional elected governments is limited. Sub-
nationalities: Although people in the newly acquired land of the Western 
Sahara participate in the electoral process, it has an important re-
sistance movement. In the rest of the country the large Berber minority 
is a potential subnationality. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are private or party, and quite vigorous. 
Recently there has been no formal censorship, although there are 
other pressures, including the confiscation of particular issues. Both 
public and private broadcasting stations are under government control. 
Political arrests have often followed violent attempts to overthrow 
the government; many of those arrested may not have been personally 
involved in violence. The use of torture has been quite common and 
probably continues; the rule of law has been weakened by the frequent 
use of prolonged detention without trial. There were few political 
arrests in 1978. There are strong labor unions; religious and other 
private rights are respected. 

Comparatively: Morocco is as free as Malaysia, freer than Algeria, 
less free than Spain. 

M O Z A M B I Q U E 

Economy: noninclusive socialist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 9,900,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 
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Political Rights. Mozambique is a one-party communist dictatorship 
in which all power resides in the party leadership. (The Liberation 
Front has now officially been converted into a "vanguard party.") A 
series of elections from village to national assembly levels were held 
in 1977: all candidates were selected by the ruling party at all levels. 
Regional administration is controlled from the center. 

Civil Liberties. The press may not yet all be government owned, 
but broadcasting is; all media are rigidly controlled. No public criticism 
is allowed. There are no private lawyers. Secret police are powerful; 
up to 100,000 people are in reeducation camps. Police brutality is 
common. Independent unions are being replaced. Heavy pressure has 
been put on all religions and especially Jehovah's Witnesses. Villagers 
are being forced into communes, leading to revolts in some areas. The 
emigration of citizens is restricted. 

Comparatively: Mozambique is as free as Angola, less free than 
Tanzania. 

N A U R U 
Economy: capitalist-statist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 8,500 Status of Freedom: free 

An ethnically complex state 

Political Rights. Nauru is a parliamentary democracy with a recent 
change of government by elective and parliamentary means. Realign-
ments have led to considerable political instability. The country is 
under Australian influence. 

Civil Liberties. The media are free of censorship but little developed. 
The island's major industry is controlled by the government, but other-
wise private economic rights are respected. 

Comparatively: Nauru is as free as Fiji, freer than the Maldives, less 
free than New Zealand. 

N E P A L 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 13,400,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnic state with active and potential subnationalities 

Political Rights. Nepal is a constitutional monarchy in which the king 
is dominant. The national parliament is elected indirectly through a 
series of tiers of government in which the lower levels are directly 
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elected. Elected representatives do not have a great deal of power 
except possibly at the village and town levels. The government's move-
ment generally selects those elected; no political parties are allowed, 
but some members of the opposition have joined the government. 
Subnationalities: There are a variety of different peoples, with only 
fifty percent of the people speaking Nepali as a first language. Hinduism 
is a unifying force for the vast majority. The historically powerful 
ruling castes continue to dominate. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are public and private; muted criticism 
is allowed of the government but not the king. Foreign publications 
are often banned; Indian papers remain the main source of news 
about the opposition. Radio is government owned. Private contacts 
are relatively open. Political arrests, banishment from the capital, 
and exile occur. The judiciary is not independent. Religious prosely-
tizing and conversion is prohibited, and the emigration of those with 
valuable skills or education is restricted. The population is nearly all 
engaged in traditional occupations; illiteracy levels are very high. 

Comparatively: Nepal is as free as South Africa, freer than Burma, 
less free than Malaysia. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Netherlands is a constitutional monarchy in which 
nearly all the power is vested in a directly elected legislature. The 
results of elections have periodically transferred power to coalitions 
of the left and right. There is some diffusion of political power below 
this level, but not a great deal. The monarch retains more power than 
in the United Kingdom both through the activity of appointing govern-
ment in frequently stalemated situations, and through the advisory 
Council of State. 

Civil Liberties. The media are free and private, with broadcasting 
more directly supervised by the government. The courts are independent, 
and the full spectrum of private rights guaranteed. The burden of 
exceptionally heavy taxes limits economic choice. 

Comparatively: The Netherlands is as free as Belgium, freer than 
Portugal. 

N E T H E R L A N D S 
Economy: mixed capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 13,900,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 1 
Status of Freedom: free 
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N E W Z E A L A N D 

Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 3,200,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous state with a native subnationality 

Political Rights. New Zealand is a parliamentary democracy in 
which power alternates between the two major parties. There is elected 
local government, but it is not independently powerful. Subnationalities: 
About eight percent of the population are Maori, the original in-
habitants. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and free. Television and most 
radio stations are owned by the government. The rule of law and 
private rights are thoroughly respected. Since taxes (a direct restriction 
on choice) are not exceptionally high, and industry is not government 
owned, we label New Zealand capitalist. Others, emphasizing the gov-
ernment's highly developed social programs and penchant for controlling 
prices, wages, and credit might place New Zealand further toward 
the socialist end of the economic spectrum. 

Comparatively: New Zealand is as free as the United States, freer 
than Japan. 

N I C A R A G U A 

Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: centralized dominant-party Civil Liberties: 5 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 2,400,000 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Since 1928 Nicaragua has been ruled directly or 
indirectly by the Somoza family. The current President Somoza was 
returned to power in 1974 after the constitution had been adapted to 
make that possible. Elections are manipulated in accordance with 
the government's wishes. For example, the latest legislative election 
produced an agreed upon 3 / 2 formula for representation between 
Somoza's ruling Liberal Party and the Conservative Party. Other 
parties exist but they are not recognized. Somoza's election in 1974 
was certainly facilitated by the disqualification or withdrawal of the 
opposition candidates. Somoza control is based on economic power 
and control over the National Guard. 

Civil Liberties. The media are private and often highly critical. 
Recognized and unrecognized opposition groups have the right of 
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assembly. Censorship and violence against the media have been applied 
intermittently during the recent disturbances and civil wars. In the 
last few years large numbers have been detained for political opposi-
tion; torture, widespread killing, and brutality have occurred, espe-
cially in rural areas. The civil war in 1978 cost thousands of lives, 
many killed needlessly by government troops. In common with several 
Central American countries, the independence of the judiciary is not 
well developed, but the government does not always win in the courts. 
Union activity is relatively free and varied. The combination of 
economic and governmental power in the hands of one family reduces 
economic freedoms in a society without as much of the cushion of 
preindustrial forms as its comparative poverty and agricultural base 
might indicate. 

Comparatively: Nicaragua is as free as the Philippines, freer than 
Cuba, less free than Guatemala. 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Niger is a military dictatorship with no elected 
assembly or legal parties. All districts are administered from the 
center. 

Civil Liberties. Niger's very limited media are government owned and 
operated. Dissent is seldom tolerated, although ideological conformity 
is not demanded. A military court has taken the place of a suspended 
Supreme Court, and political prisoners are held. Labor unions are 
closely controlled. Foreign travel is relatively open; outside of politics 
the government does not regulate individual behavior. 

Comparatively: Niger is as free as Togo, freer than Benin, less free 
than Liberia. 

N I G E R 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist 
Polity: military nonparty 
Population: 5,000,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 

N I G E R I A 
Economy: noninclusive 

capitalist-statist 
Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 3 
Status of Freedom: partly free Polity: military nonparty 

Population: 85,000,000* 

A multinational state 

* Popu la t ion m a y be 68 ,000,000-100,000,000. 
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Political Rights. Government in Nigeria remains under military 
control. However, the tradition of decentralized power remains. The 
Constituent Assembly elected in 1977 produced a constitution in 1978 
in accord with democratic practices. Party activity then resumed in 
preparation for 1979 elections. However, only those five major parties 
that could show national constituencies have been authorized—these 
included all the major civilian leaders. There are elected local gov-
ernments. 

Subnationalities: Nigeria is made up of a number of powerful sub-
national groupings. Speaking mainly Hausa, the people of the north 
are Muslim. The highly urbanized southwest is dominated by the 
Yoruba; and the east by the Ibo. Within each of these areas and along 
their borders there are other peoples, some of which are conscious of 
their identity and number more than one million persons. Strong loyal-
ties to traditional political units—lineages or kingdoms—throughout the 
country further complicate the regional picture. With the new constitu-
tion proposing nineteen (or more) states, and independent institutions 
below this level, the present rulers seem dedicated to taking into 
account the demands of this complexity in a new federal structure. 

Civil Liberties. Traditionally, Nigeria's media have been some of 
the freest in Africa. Television and radio are now wholly federal 
or state owned, as are all but two of the major papers, in part as 
the result of a Nigerianization program. However, in spite of occasional 
suppressions, the media continue to preserve considerable editorial 
independence. Political organization, assembly, and publication are 
now freely permitted. The universities, secondary schools, and the 
trade unions have been brought under close government control or 
reorganization in the last few years. Apparently the judiciary remains 
strong and independent, including, in Muslim areas, sharia courts. 
No prisoners of conscience are held; citizens can win in court against 
the government. There is freedom of religion and travel. The country 
is in the process of moving from a subsistence to industrial economy— 
largely on the basis of government-controlled oil and oil-related indus-
try. Government intervention elsewhere in agriculture (cooperatives 
and plantations) and industry has been considerable. Since private 
business and industry are also encouraged, this is still far from a pro-
gram of massive redistribution. General corruption in political and 
economic life has frequently diminished the rule of law. Freedom is 
respected in most other areas of life. 

Comparatively: Nigeria is as free as Bolivia, freer than Ghana, less 
free than Morocco. 
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N O R W A Y 
Economy: mixed capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 4,100,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population with a small Lapp minority 

Political Rights. Norway is a centralized, constitutional monarchy. 
Labor remains the strongest party, but other parties have formed 
several governments since the mid-1960's. There is relatively little 
separation of powers. Regional governments have appointed governors; 
cities and towns their own elected officials. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are privately or party owned; radio and 
television are state monopolies. This is a pluralistic state with inde-
pendent power in the churches and labor unions. Relatively strong 
family structures have also been preserved. Norway is capitalistic, yet 
the extremely high tax burden, perhaps the highest in the noncommunist 
world, the government's control over the new oil resource, and general 
reliance on centralized planning reduce the freedom of economic 
activity. 

Comparatively: Norway is as free as the United Kingdom, freer than 
West Germany. 

O M A N 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 6 

statist Civil Liberties: 6 
Polity: centralized nonparty Status of Freedom: not free 
Population: 500,000 

An ethnic state with a territorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Oman is an absolute monarchy with no political 
parties or elected assemblies. Regional rule is by centrally appointed 
governors, but the remaining tribal structure at the local and regional 
level gives a measure of local autonomy. The government is under 
British influence because of their long record of aid and advice. Sub-
nationalities: Quite different from other Omani, the people of Dhofar 
constitute a small subnationality in periodic revolt. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are public and private, broadcasting is 
government controlled. Except in private, criticism is not generally 
allowed. Although the preservation of traditional institutions provides 
a check on arbitrary action, the right to a fair trial is not guaranteed. 
Freedom of assembly and freedom of public religious expression are 
curtailed. There is freedom of travel; private property is respected. 
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Comparatively: Oman is as free as Saudi Arabia, freer than South 
Yemen, less free than the United Arab Emirates. 

Population: 76,800,000 

A multinational state 

Political Rights. At present Pakistan is under centralized military 
rule. The political parties, religious leaders, provincial leaders, and 
judiciary (and bar association) continue to be factors in a situation 
with many elements of consensus. Some party leaders have been 
brought into the government. (The early spring 1979 execution of the 
ousted prime minister for murder, whether or not justified, could tear 
the country apart.) Ostensibly, the present government sees itself as 
presiding over an interregnum before the reestablishment of an elected 
federal regime. Subnationalities: Millions of Pathans, Baluchis, and 
Sindhis have been represented since the origin of Pakistan as desiring 
greater regional autonomy or independence. Provincial organization 
has sporadically offered a measure of self-determination. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are private and independent; the occa-
sional detention of journalists and the closing of papers lead to 
self-censorship. Radio and television are public and have recently 
been granted more freedom—yet their rights can as easily be with-
drawn. Thousands of members of the opposition have been imprisoned 
or flogged in the violent political climate. Yet there is a high level 
of political activity, and 1978 saw the first legal communist party of 
this generation. Rights of assembly are limited, as are those of travel 
for some political persons. Courts preserve considerable independence. 
Unions organize freely and have the right to strike. A renewed 
emphasis on Islamic conservatism curtails private rights, especially 
freedom of religion. Private property is respected, although many 
basic industries have been nationalized. 

Comparatively: Pakistan is as free as Tunisia, freer than Afghanis-
tan, less free than Bangladesh. 

P A K I S T A N 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 6 

statist 
Polity: military nonparty 

Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 
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P A N A M A 

Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: military nonparty 
Population: 1,800,000 

Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Officially Panama is governed by a president elected 
for a six-year term by the assembly. Assembly members are elected 
from very unequal districts and assembly powers are very limited. 
Although elections are nonparty, organized opposition functions at 
least in major cities and for referendums. The National Guard retains 
major political power. The provinces are administered by presidential 
appointees. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers are directly or indirectly under govern-
ment control. Censorship and self-censorship still exist in practice 
but have become less common in all media since 1977. Political parties 
maintain their opposition role. The judiciary is not independent; the 
rule of law is very weak in both political and nonpolitical areas. 
Although common in the past, political arrest or torture was un-
common or absent in 1978. The government owns major concerns; 
private property is generally respected; labor unions are under some 
restrictions. There is general freedom of religion, although foreign 
priests are not allowed. Travel is generally free. 

Comparatively: Panama is as free as the Philippines, freer than 
Haiti, less free than Guatemala. 

P A P U A N E W G U I N E A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 3,000,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state with subnationalities 

Political Rights. Papua New Guinea is an independent parliamen-
tary democracy, although it remains partially dependent on Australia 
economically, technically, and militarily. Elections appear fair and 
seats are divided among two major and several minor parties—party 
allegiances are still fluid. Because of its dispersed and tribal nature, 
local government is in some ways quite decentralized. Elected pro-
vincial governments with extensive powers have been establishd. Sub-
nationalities: Development of provincial government is meant to contain 
strong secessionist movements in the Solomon Islands, Papua, and 
elsewhere. 
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Civil Liberties. The press is not highly developed but apparently 
free. Radio and television are government controlled; Australian stations 
are also received. The legal system adapted from Australia is opera-
tional, but a large proportion of the population lives in a preindustrial 
world with traditional controls, including violence, that limit freedom 
of speech, travel, occupation, and other private rights. 

Comparatively: Papua New Guinea is as free as Portugal, freer than 
Malaysia, less free than Australia. 

Polity: centralized dominant-party Status of Freedom: partly free 
(military dominated) 

Population: 2,900,000 

A relatively homogeneous state with small Indian groups 

Political Rights. Paraguay has been ruled as a modified dictatorship 
since 1954. In addition to an elected president there is a parliament 
that includes members of opposition parties. Elections are regularly 
held, but they have limited meaning: the ruling party receives eighty 
to ninety percent of the vote, a result guaranteed by direct and indirect 
pressures on the media, massive government pressure on voters, 
especially in the countryside, and interference with opposition party 
organization. The most important regional and local officials are 
appointed by the president. Subnationalities: The population represents 
a mixture of Indian (Guarani) and Spanish peoples; ninety percent 
continue to speak Guarani as well as Spanish. Several small tribes 
of primitive forest peoples are under heavy pressure from both the 
government and the public. 

Civil Liberties. There is a private press, and a combination of pri-
vate, government, and church radio and television. In spite of censor-
ship and periodic suppression of publications, dissenting opinion is 
expressed, especially by the church hierarchy and opposition news-
papers. Opposition political organization continues, as do human rights 
organizations. Torture, imprisonment, and execution of political op-
ponents have been an important part of a sociopolitical situation that 
includes general corruption and anarchy. But reports of these actions 
were uncommon in 1978 and nearly all prisoners of conscience were 
released. Union organization is restricted. The government's brutal 
suppression of the Ache (Guayaki) people has received widespread 
publicity; in 1978 this led to improvement in their position. Recognition 

P A R A G U A Y 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist-

statist 
Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 5 
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of Jehovah's Witnesses was withdrawn in 1978. Beyond the subsistence 
sector, private economic rights are restricted by government inter-
vention and control. Perhaps a majority of peasants now own land, 
partly as a result of government policy. 

Comparatively: Paraguay is as free as Nicaragua, freer than Cuba, 
less free than Brazil. 

P E R U 
Economy: noninclusive mixed 

capitalist 
Polity: military nonparty 
Population: 17,100,000 

An ethnic state with a major territorial subnationality. 

Political Rights. Peru is ruled by a military junta of varying com-
position. The government responds to the pressure of a variety of 
organized groups, such as unions, peasant organizations, and political 
parties. In 1978 a constituent assembly with broad party representation 
was fairly elected. (Illiterates, perhaps twenty percent of the voting 
age population, could not vote.) At least informally its powers went 
beyond those of writing a constitution. Parliamentary elections are 
to be held in 1979. Provincial administration is not independent. Sub-
nationalities: Several million people speak Quechua in the highlands, 
and it has recently become an official language. There are other 
important Indian groups. 

Civil Liberties. The media are largely under government control, 
but journals are free and highly critical. The existence of a variety 
of political parties allows diverse positions to be expressed; the parties 
have limited access to the broadcasting services and have a limited right 
of assembly. Political prisoners are taken and union leaders are fre-
quently detained, in some cases justifiably because of violence or 
threats of violence. Some opposition leaders were briefly exiled during 
the last year, but most returned; by the end of the year all prisoners 
of conscience appeared to be freed. Reports of torture and death 
during interrogation have been publicized in the recent past, and in 
the political arena states of emergencies have frequently weakened 
the rule of law. Rights to religion, travel, and occupation are generally 
respected. Land reform, nationalization, and experiments in compulsory 
worker control of factories or institutions have characterized recent 
years, but private property has regained governmental acceptance. 

Comparatively: Peru is as free as Kenya, freer than Paraguay, less 
free than Guyana. 

Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 4 
Status of Freedom: partly free 
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P H I L I P P I N E S 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: civilian nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 46,300,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state with active and potential sub-
nationalities 

Political Rights. The Philippines is ruled as a plebiscitory family 
dictatorship with- the aid of a docile assembly. The present ruler 
was elected in a fair election, but more recent referendums affirming 
his rule, his constitutional changes, and martial law have not been 
conducted with open competition, free discussion, or acceptable 
voting procedures. Previously legitimate political parties exist, but 
they have no part to play in current political life. Assembly elections 
in 1978 were held with severely restricted opposition activity and 
were boycotted by the major parties. The results were subject to 
questionable tabulations. There is some decentralization of power to 
local assemblies, but provincial and local officials are centrally ap-
pointed. Subnationalities: The Philippines includes a variety of different 
peoples of which the Tagalog speaking are the most important (al-
though a minority). A portion of the Muslim (Moro) subnationality 
is in active revolt along the front of Christian-Muslim opposition. 
There are several major potential subnationalities that may request 
autonomy in the near future on the basis of both territorial and lin-
guistic identity. 

Civil Liberties. Newspapers and broadcasting are largely private 
but under indirect government control. No opposition papers or sta-
tions are allowed; diverse foreign publications are widely available. 
Freedom of assembly for the opposition is restricted. The courts have 
retained some independence although it has been much reduced. 
Prisoners of conscience are held; torture is used but is sporadically 
condemned by the top levels of government—torturers have been brought 
before the courts. Unions have only limited independence, but strikes 
are permitted. The Church still maintains its independence; private 
rights including that to religious choice are generally respected. The 
economy is marginally capitalist, but there has been rapid growth in 
government intervention, favoritism, and direct ownership of industries. 

Comparatively: The Philippines is as free as Singapore, freer than 
Vietnam, less free than Malaysia. 
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P O L A N D 
Economy: mixed socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 35,000,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Poland is a one-party communist dictatorship, with 
noncompetitive, one-list elections. However, a few nonparty persons 
are in the assembly and recent sessions have evidenced more than 
pro forma debate. There are elected councils at provincial levels. The 
party apparatus operating from the top down is in any event the 
locus of power. The Catholic Church, academics, peasants, and workers 
have countervailing power. The Soviet Union's right of interference and 
continual pressure diminishes Poland's independence. 

Civil Liberties. The Polish newspapers are both private and govern-
ment, and broadcasting is government owned. The independent press 
occasionally differs cautiously with the government. Censorship is 
pervasive; yet there are legal anti-Marxist publications with limited 
circulations. There are prisoners of conscience, no right of assembly, 
nor concept of an independent judiciary. Short imprisonment, beating, 
and harassment are now the most common means of restricting op-
position. Illegal attempts to leave Poland frequently lead to arrest, 
but travel is now permitted for most citizens. Strikes and demon-
strations occur, and nongovernmental organizations develop; the Church 
is an especially important alternative institution. Most agriculture and 
considerable commerce remain in private hands. 

Comparatively: Poland is as free as Tunisia, freer than Yugoslavia, 
less free than Egypt. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. At present Portugal is a parliamentary democracy 
with the military command playing a relatively strong role through 
the presidency and the Council of the Revolution. There is vigorous 
party competition over most of the spectrum (except the far right), 
and fair elections. Provincial government is centrally directed. 

Civil Liberties. The most important papers and journals are private 
or party owned, and are now quite free. Radio and television are 

P O R T U G A L 
Economy: mixed capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 9,700,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 2 
Status of Freedom: free 
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government owned except for one Catholic station. The government 
has restored the rule of law. There are probably few prisoners of 
conscience, yet one can be imprisoned for insult to the government 
or military. Long periods of detention without trial occur. Imprison-
ment for "fascist" organization or discussion was promulgated in 1978. 
The Catholic Church, unions, peasant organizations, and military serv-
ices remain alternative institutions of power. The economy has a large 
nationalized sector, but movement is toward capitalism. 

Comparatively: Portugal is as free as Greece, freer than Turkey, 
less free than France. 

Q A T A R 
Economy: capitalist-statist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 250,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous citizenry 

Political Rights. Qatar is a traditional monarchy. The majority of 
the residents are recently arrived foreigners; of the native population 
perhaps one-fourth are members of the ruling family. The role of 
consensus is suggested by the fact that extravagance and lack of 
attention to affairs of state recently led the ruling family to replace 
the monarch. 

Civil Liberties. The weak press is public and private; broadcasting 
is government owned. Self-censorship is practiced, but discussion is 
fairly open and foreign publications are available. This is a traditional 
state still responsive to Islamic and tribal laws that moderate the 
absolutism of government. The family government controls the nation's 
wealth through control over oil, but there are also independently 
powerful merchant and religious classes. Union activity is negligible. 

Comparatively: Qatar is as free as the United Arab Emirates, freer 
than Saudi Arabia, less free than Lebanon. 

R H O D E S I A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist- Political Rights: 5 

statist Civil Liberties: 5 
Polity: centralized multiparty Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 7,000,000 

An ethnic state with a majority nonterritorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Rhodesia is a parliamentary democracy in which 
the overwhelming power has been in the hands of the white minority 
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(four percent). Some black representatives have opposed the whites 
in parliament. In 1978 executive power was partially transferred to 
the leaders of the main black parties within the country and their 
followers. They have three of four positions on an Executive Council 
and are represented in each ministry. This transitional regime has 
drawn up a constitution and planned elections for 1979. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private. It is under pressure to con-
form, but still offers a spectrum of opinion within the white community. 
A major black publication appeared but was later banned in 1978. 
Broadcasting is government controlled. For whites there is a generally 
fair application of the rule of law, freedom of residence and occupation 
(except for conscription). Black parties have general freedom of 
speech, assembly, and organization, as long as they do not support 
the guerrilla movements based outside the country. Laws allowing for 
racial discrimination were greatly modified during the year, especially 
in residence, occupation, and conscription. Much of the country is 
under martial law. The forced movement of large numbers of blacks 
into fortified villages because of the security situation has been resented 
by many. The war and security situation has led to political imprison-
ments. Both agricultural and nonagricultural economic development 
has moved Rhodesia most of the way toward a capitalist society, while 
government restrictions on movement and work of black citizens in 
the recent past have created a form of corporate state economy. 

Comparatively: Rhodesia is as free as the Sudan, freer than Mozam-
bique, less free than Kenya. 

An ethnic state with territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. Rumania is a now-traditional communist state. 
Assemblies at national and regional levels are subservient to the party 
hierarchy. Elections involve only candidates chosen by the party; for 
some assembly positions the party may propose several candidates. 
Soviet influence is relatively slight. Subnationalities: The Magyar and 
German minorities are territorially based. If offered self-determination 
one Magyar area would surely opt for rejoining neighboring Hungary; 
many of the Germans evidently wish to migrate to Germany, and this 
movement has been developing. In Rumania the cultural rights of 
both groups are narrowly limited. 

R U M A N I A 
Economy: socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 21,900,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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Civil Liberties. The media include only government or party organs 
for which self-censorship committees recently replaced centralized cen-
sorship. Dissenters are frequently imprisoned or placed in psychiatric 
institutions. Treatment may be brutal. Many arrests have been made 
for attempting to leave the country or importing foreign literature 
(especially Bibles and material in minority languages). Religious and 
other personal freedoms are quite restricted. Private museums have 
recently been closed. Independent labor and management rights are 
essentially nonexistent. 

Comparatively: Rumania is as free as East Germany, freer than 
Bulgaria, less free than Hungary. 

R W A N D A 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 6 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: not free 
Population: 4,500,000 

An ethnic state with a minority nonterritorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Rwanda is a military dictatorship with an aux-
iliary party organization. A constitutional referendum and plebiscite 
were held in 1978, but not under conditions of freedom. Similar 
conditions are expected for elections to establish an assembly in 1979. 
There is no legislature and districts are administered by the central 
government. There are elected local councils. Subnationalities: The 
former ruling people, the Tutsi, have been persecuted and heavily 
discriminatd against, but the situation has improved. 

Civil Liberties. The weak press is private or governmental; radio 
is government owned. Public criticism is very constrained. Political 
prisoners are held, and beating of prisoners and suspects may be 
common. Considerable religious freedom exists. Travel is restricted 
both within the country and across its borders. Independent labor 
unions were authorized in 1978. There are no great extremes of 
wealth. The government is socialist in intent, but missionary co-
operatives dominate trade, and private business is active in the small 
nonsubsistence sector. Traditional ways of life rather than government 
orders regulate the lives of most. 

Comparatively: Rwanda is as free as Gabon, freer than Burundi, 
less free than Zambia. 
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S A O T O M E A N D P R I N C I P E 
Economy: inclusive socialist 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 85,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Sao Tome and Principe are governed under strong-
man leadership by the revolutionary party that recently led the country 
to independence. The degree of implementation of the post-indepen-
dence constitutional system remains unclear. 

Civil Liberties. The media are government controlled; opposition 
voices are not heard; there is no effective right of political assembly. 
The largely plantation agriculture has been socialized, as has most 
of the economy. Labor unions are not independent. On the other 
hand, there is an operating legal system, freedom of religion, and 
little evidence of brutality, torture, or political imprisonment. 

Comparatively: Sao Tome and Principe appears to be as free as 
Guinea-Bissau, freer than Guinea, less free than Senegal. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Saudi Arabia is a traditional family monarchy ruling 
without assemblies. Political parties are prohibited. The right of 
petition is guaranteed. Regional government is by appointive officers; 
there are some local elective assemblies. 

Civil Liberties. The press is both private and governmental; strict 
self-censorship is expected. Radio and television are mostly govern-
ment owned, although ARAMCO also has stations. Private conver-
sation is relatively free; there is no right of political assembly. Islamic 
law limits arbitrary government, but the rule of law is not fully 
institutionalized. Political prisoners and torture have been reported; 
there appear to be few if any prisoners of conscience. Citizens have 
no freedom of religion—all must be Muslims. Unions are forbidden. 
Private rights in areas such as occupation or residence are generally 
respected, but marriage to a non-Muslim or non-Saudi is closely 
controlled. Women may not marry non-Muslims, and suffer other 
special disabilities, particularly in the right to travel. The economy 

S A U D I A R A B I A 
Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: traditional nonparty 
Population: 7,800,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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is overwhelmingly dominated by petroleum or petroleum-related in-
dustry that is directly or indirectly under government control. 

Comparatively: Saudi Arabia is as free as Algeria, freer than Iraq, 
less free than Syria. 

S E N E G A L 
Economy: mixed capitalist Political Rights: 4 
Polity: centralized dominant-party Civil Liberties: 3 
Population: 5,400,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. After several years under a relatively benevolent 
one-party system, multiparty activities begun in 1977 were expanded 
in 1978. In parliamentary elections during the year eighteen of one 
hundred seats were obtained by an opposition party. Subsequently, 
another important party was recognized. Decentralization is restricted 
to the local level. 

Subnationalities: Ethnically eighty percent are Muslims; the Wolof 
people represent thirty-six percent of the population, including most 
of the elite, the urban population, and the more prosperous farmers. 
However, regional loyalties, both within and outside of this linguistic 
grouping, seem to be at least as important as communal groupings 
in defining potential subnationalities. In addition, rapid assimilation 
of rural migrants in the cities to Wolof culture has reduced the ten-
dency toward ethnic cleavage. The fact that the ruler since independence 
is a member of the second largest ethnic group (Serer) and minority 
religion (Catholic) also retards the development of competing sub-
nationalisms. 

Civil Liberties. The press is independent, but censorship and arrests 
for illegal publications have occurred. Major opposition papers and 
journals now appear. Belonging to illegal associations is still punished. 
Unions have gained increasing independence. Religion, travel, occu-
pation, and other private rights are respected. Although much of 
the land remains tribally owned, government-organized cooperatives 
and dependence on external markets have transformed the preindustrial 
society. 

Comparatively: Senegal is as free as Morocco, freer than Ghana, 
less free than Gambia. 
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S E Y C H E L L E S 
Economy: mixed capitalist 
Polity: nationalist one-party 
Population: 65,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Seychelles is ruled by decree after a coup that 
ousted the majority government. The leader of the former main 
opposition party is in charge of the government. Now officially a 
one-party socialist state, the former ruling party is said to have 
"simply disappeared." There is no local government. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and governmental, and radio 
largely governmental. The courts apparently operate in comparative 
freedom. Discussion is fairly open, but there is little right of "assembly 
and the security services have broad powers of arrest. Opposition 
party activities are banned. Twenty persons were arrested and held 
for several months because of an alleged plot in 1978. Labor and 
government are interconnected. Private rights, including private prop-
erty, are generally respected, despite the extensive government services 
of a largely urban, if impoverished, welfare state. 

Comparatively: Seychelles is as free as Pakistan, freer than Tan-
zania, less free than Maldives. 

S I E R R A L E O N E 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: centralized one-party Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 3,300,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A formally transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. After progressively excluding opposition candidates 
from power by violence, arrest, parliamentary exclusion, or electoral 
malpractice, in 1978 Sierra Leone's rulers used a possibly fraudulent 
referendum to formally establish a one-party state. The new cabinet 
included, however, members of the former opposition. There is little 
independent local government. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and governmental. Radio is 
government controlled. Both are now closely controlled, but there is 
considerable freedom of private speech. The courts do not appear to 
be very powerful or independent. Special emergency powers have 
given the government untrammeled powers of detention, censorship, 
restriction of assembly, and search for the last two years. There may 
have been no prisoners of conscience at the end of 1978. Identity 
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cards have recently been required of all citizens. Labor unions are 
relatively independent and travel is freely permitted. The largely sub-
sistence economy has an essentially capitalist modern sector. Cor-
ruption is pervasive. 

Comparatively: Sierra Leone is as free as Nicaragua, freer than 
Gabon, less free than Senegal. 

Polity: centralized dominant-party Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 2,325,000 

An ethnically complex state 

Political Rights. Singapore is a parliamentary democracy in which 
the ruling party has won all of the legislative seats in recent elections. 
Reasonable grounds exist for believing that economic and other pres-
sures against all opposition groups (exerted in part through control 
of the media) make elections very unfair. After the last election three 
opposition leaders were sentenced to jail terms for such crimes as 
defaming the prime minister during the campaign. The opposition still 
obtains thirty percent of the votes. There is no local government. 

Civil Liberties. The press is nominally private, but owners of shares 
with policy-making power must be officially approved; in some cases 
the government owns the shares. Broadcasting is largely a government 
monopoly. By closing papers and imprisoning editors and reporters, 
the press is kept under close control. University faculties are also 
under considerable pressure to conform. Most opposition is treated 
as a communist threat and, therefore, treasonable. Prisoners of con-
science are held; in internal security cases the protection of the law 
is weak—the prosecution's main task appears to be obtaining forced 
confessions of communist activity. Trade union freedom is inhibited 
by the close association of government and union. Private rights of 
religion, occupation, or property are generally observed, although a 
large and increasing percentage of manufacturing and service com-
panies are government owned. 

Comparatively: Singapore is as free as Sierra Leone, freer than 
Vietnam, less free than Malaysia. 

S I N G A P O R E 
Economy: mixed capitalist-

statist 
Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 5 
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S O L O M O N I S L A N D S 
Economy: preindustrial capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 200,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. The Solomon Islands are a parliamentary democ-
racy under the British monarch. There is some decentralization of 
power at the local level; further decentralization at the provincial 
level is planned. 

Civil Liberties. Media are little developed. The rule of law is 
maintained in the British manner, alongside traditional ideas of justice. 
Immediately after independence, published incitement to inter-island 
conflict led to the banishment of several persons. 

Comparatively: The Solomon Islands are as free as Tuvalu, freer 
than Mauritius, less free than New Zealand. 

S O M A L I A 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 7 

socialist Civil Liberties: 7 
Polity: socialist one-party Status of Freedom: not free 

(military dominated) 
Population: 3,400,000 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. The Somali Republic is under one-man military 
rule combining glorification of the ruler with the adoption of revolu-
tionary socialist legitimization. A one-party state was declared in 
1976, but this does not essentially change the system. Ethnically the 
state is homogeneous, although until the military coup in 1969 the 
six main clan groupings and their subdivisions were the major means 
of organizing loyalty and power. While politics is still understood 
in lineage terms, in its centralizing drive the government has tried 
to eliminate both tribal and religious power. A coup attempt in 1978 
and subsequent opposition by exiles have been based on tribal rivalries. 

Civil Liberties. The media are under strict government control, 
private conversation is controlled, and those who do not follow the 
government are considered to be against it. Many political prisoners 
arrested in the coup have been released, some to government positions; 
others have received life sentences. There have been recent jailings 
for strikes, executions for religious propaganda against equal rights 
for women, and execution of rebels. Travel is restricted. Beyond the 
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dominant subsistence economy, some individual freedoms have been 
curtailed by establishing state farms, state industries, and welfare 
programs. However, a definite private sector of the economy has 
also been staked out. 

Comparatively: Somalia is as free as Ethiopia, less free than Kenya. 

An ethnic state with major territorial and nonterritorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. South Africa is a parliamentary democracy in which 
over eighty percent of the people are excluded from participation in 
the national political process because of race. For the white population 
elections appear fair and open. There is, in addition, a limited scope 
for the nonwhites to influence affairs within their own communities. 
Subnationalities: In the several Bantustans that have not yet separated 
from the country, black leaders have some power and support from 
their people. Most black political parties are banned, but operating 
political parties among Indians and people of mixed blood work for 
the interests of their respective peoples. Regionally, government within 
the white community includes both central government officials and 
elected councils. 

Civil Liberties. The white South African press is private and quite 
outspoken, although pressures have been increasing, especially on 
reporters. (1978 revealed secret government ownership of a news-
paper to present its viewpoint. It is now sold.) Freedom for the 
nonwhite press was restricted but not eliminated in 1977. Broadcasting 
is under government control. The courts are independent, but do 
not effectively control security forces. There are political prisoners 
and torture—especially for black activists, who live in an atmosphere of 
terror. Private rights are generally respected for whites. Rights to 
residence of choice and occupation are quite restricted for nonwhites. 

Comparatively: South Africa is as free as Syria, freer than Tanzania, 
less free than Morocco. 

S O U T H A F R I C A 
Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 24,300,000 

Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

S P A I N 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 36,800,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 2 
Status of Freedom: free 

An ethnic state with major subnationalities 
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Political Rights. Spain has recently established a constitutional 
monarchy in the European manner. The current parliament has been 
fairly elected from a wide range of parties. Recent elections have in 
effect given popular approval to the monarchy and to the prime minis-
ter whose party has received a popular mandate. A 1978 referendum 
overwhelmingly approved the new constitution. In 1978 the prime 
minister remained responsible to the monarch instead of parliament. 
Subnationalities: The Basque and Catalan territorial subnationalities 
have had their rights greatly expanded in the last two years, and 
regional power is being extended to the other parts of the country. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and is now free. The tele-
vision network and some radio stations are government owned. Radio 
is no longer a state monopoly and television is controlled by an all-
party committee. There are few prisoners of conscience; imprisonment 
still threatens those who insult the security services. Police brutality 
and use of torture have been reported until very recently. The rule 
of law has been reestablished and private freedoms are respected. 
Continued terrorism and reaction to terrorism affect some areas. 
Union organization is quite free and independent. 

Comparatively: Spain is as free as Greece, freer than Egypt, less 
free than France. 

An ethnic state with a major subnationality 

Political Rights. Sri Lanka is a parliamentary democracy in which 
power has alternated between the major parties. The constitution was 
changed in 1977-78 to a presidential system along French lines. 
Regional government is centrally controlled, but local government is 
by elected councils. A number of individuals have been barred from 
government for breach of trust. Subnationalities: Receiving a large 
vote in the most recent election, the Tamil minority constitutes an 
important secessionist tendency. Repression or private violence against 
the Tamils occurs; the present government is inclined to meet Tamil 
demands up to but not including that for independence or equal lin-
guistic standing. 

Civil Liberties. The press has been strong, both private and party. 
However, under the previous regime some of the largest papers were 
nationalized; the new government has maintained ownership; editorial 

S R I L A N K A 
Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 14,200,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 3 
Status of Freedom: free 
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policy of these papers appears to be influenced by the government in 
power. Broadcasting is under government control, but differing views 
are presented. The rule of law has often been threatened by communal 
violence. There are few if any prisoners of conscience, but people are 
sometimes still detained for vague, politically related reasons. Private 
rights to movement, residence, religion, and occupation are respected. 
There has been extensive land reform; the State has nationalized a 
number of enterprises in this largely plantation economy. 

Comparatively: Sri Lanka is as free as Turkey, freer than Malaysia, 
less free than the United Kingdom. 

S U D A N 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 5 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 5 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 17,000,000 

An ethnic state with a major but highly diverse subnationality 

Political Rights. Sudan is a military dictatorship with a supportive 
single party and legislature. In 1977-78 there was a general recon-
ciliation of the government and its noncommunist opposition. 1978 
legislative elections allowed the participation and frequent victory of 
individuals from de facto opposition groups. Several cabinet and 
party central committee members were subsequently selected from 
these groups. Subnationalities-. The Southern (Negro) region has been 
given a separate assembly; its former guerrillas form a part of the 
Southern army. A former guerrilla leader is now head of a regional 
government based on an assembly controlled by independents. 

Civil Liberties. The press is weak and nationalized. Radio and tele-
vision are government controlled. Limited criticism is allowed, espe-
cially in private. The university campus maintains a tradition of 
independence, but the courts are not strong. There have been political 
prisoners, reports of torture, and detention without trial. All political 
prisoners were released in 1977-78. Religion is relatively free. Unions 
are government organized but nevertheless lead illegal strikes. Sudan is 
socialist theoretically, but in business and agriculture the private sec-
tor has recently been supported by denationalizations. 

Comparatively: Sudan is as free as Egypt, freer than Ethiopia, less 
free than Kenya. 
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S U R I N A M 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: centralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 460,000 Status of Freedom: free 

An ethnically complex state 

Political Rights. Surinam is a parliamentary democracy with authen-
tic elections. Its two main parties represent separate ethnic groups. 
Although they are not as territorially distinct, negotiation between them 
results in a division of communal rights analogous to that in Belgium 
or Canada. There are no autonomous regional governments. 

Civil Liberties. The press and radio are free and varied. There is 
a rule of law and private rights are respected. 

Comparatively: Surinam is as free as India, freer than Guyana, less 
free than Barbados. 

S W A Z I L A N D 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 500,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Swaziland is ruled directly by the king with the 
aid of his royal advisors. The majority of the people probably support 
the king who is both a religious and political figure and has been 
king since 1900. An indirect election for an advisory legislature was 
held in 1978. South African political and economic influence is 
extensive. 

Civil Liberties. Private media exist alongside governmental; there 
is little criticism, but South African media present available alterna-
tives. Opposition leaders have been repeatedly detained, and partisan 
activity is forbidden. Public assemblies are restricted, unions limited, 
emigration difficult. Religious, economic, and other private rights are 
maintained. The traditional way of life is continued, especially on the 
local level. Several thousand whites in the country and in neighboring 
Transvaal own the most productive land and business. 

Comparatively: Swaziland is as free as Lesotho, freer than South 
Africa, less free than Botswana. 
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S W E D E N 
Economy: mixed capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 8,300,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 1 
Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Sweden is a parliamentary democracy in which 
power has recently passed to an opposition coalition. Although there 
are some representative institutions at regional and local levels, the 
system is relatively centralized. The tendency of modern bureaucracies 
to regard issues as technical rather than political has progressed further 
in Sweden than elsewhere. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private or party; broadcasting is by 
state-licensed monopolies. Although free of censorship, the media are 
accused of presenting a rather narrow range of views. There is the 
rule of law. The defense of those accused by the government may 
not be as spirited as elsewhere, but, on the other hand, the ombudsman 
office gives special means of redress against administrative arbitrariness. 
Most private rights are respected. The national church has a special 
position. In many areas, such as housing, individual choice is restricted 
more than in other capitalist states—as it is of course by the very high 
tax load. 

Comparatively: Sweden is as free as Denmark, freer than West 
Germany. 

A trinational state 

Political Rights. Switzerland is a parliamentary democracy in which 
all major parties are given a role in government determined by the 
size of the vote for each party. Parties that increase their vote above 
a certain level are invited to join the government, although such changes 
in party strength rarely occur. The lack of a decisive shift in power 
from one party to another in the last fifty years is the major limitation 
on the democratic effectiveness of the Swiss system. However, its 
dependence on the grand coalition style of government is a partial 
substitute, and the Swiss grant political rights in other ways that 
compensate for the lack of a transfer of power. Major issues are 
frequently decided by the citizenry through national referendums or 

S W I T Z E R L A N D 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: decentralized multiparty 
Population: 6,200,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 1 
Status of Freedom: free 
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popular initiatives. After referendums, in keeping with the Swiss 
attitude, even the losing side is given part of what it wants if its vote 
is sufficiently large. Subnationalities: The three major linguistic groups 
have separate areas under their partial control. Their regional and local 
elected governments have autonomous rights and determine directly 
much of the country's business. National governments try to balance 
the representatives of the primary linguistic and religious groups; this 
is accomplished in another way by the upper house that directly rep-
resents the cantons (regions) on an equal basis. 

Civil Rights. The high quality press is private and independent. 
Broadcasting is government operated, although with the considerable 
independence of comparable West European systems. The rule of law 
is strongly upheld, although as in Germany it is against the law to 
question the intentions of judges. Private rights are thoroughly respected. 

Comparatively: Switzerland is as free as the United States, freer 
than Italy. 

S Y R I A 
Economy: mixed socialist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: centralized dominant-party Civil Liberties: 6 

(military dominated) Status of Freedom: partly free 
Population: 8,100,000 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Syria is a military dictatorship assisted by an 
elected parliament. The election of the military president is largely 
pro forma, but in recent assembly elections a few opposition candidates 
defeated candidates on the National Front, organized under the leader-
ship of the governing party. The ruling Front includes several ideologi-
cally distinct parties, and cabinets have included representatives of 
a variety of such parties. Some authenticity to the election procedure 
is suggested by the fact that due to apathy and a boycott by dissident 
party factions in 1977 elections, the government had such great difficulty 
achieving the constitutionally required voter participation that it was 
forced to extend the voting period. Because of its position in the 
army the Alawite minority (ten percent) has a very unequal share of 
national power. Provinces have little separate power, but local elections 
are contested. 

Civil Liberties. The media are in the hands of government or party, 
but limited freedom is allowed the press. Broadcasting services are 
government owned. Political parties are able to articulate a variety of 
viewpoints, and individuals feel free to discuss politics. The courts are 
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neither strongly independent nor effective in political cases where 
long-term detention without trial occurs. Political prisoners are often 
arrested following violence (most in 1977 were Palestinians), and there 
are long-term prisoners of conscience. Torture has frequently been 
employed in interrogation. Private rights, such as those of religion, 
occupation, or residence are generally respected, but foreign travel and 
emigation are closely controlled. Syria's economy is a mixture of 
governmental and private enterprise. 

Comparatively: Syria is as free as Seychelles, freer than Iraq, less 
free than Lebanon. 

T A N Z A N I A 
Economy: noninclusive socialist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: socialist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 16,500,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous nation in union with Zanzibar 

Political Rights. Tanzania is a union of the paternalistic socialist 
mainland with the radical socialist Zanzibar. Although the govern-
ments are still not unified except in name, in late 1976 the single 
parties of each state were joined to form one all-Tanzanian party; it 
was announced that this party would have the ultimate direction of 
affairs in both states. Elections offer choice between individuals, but 
no issues are to be discussed in campaigns; all decisions come down 
from above, including the choice of candidates. Subnationalities: 
Ethnically, the country is divided into a large number of peoples 
(none larger than thirteen percent); most are not yet at the sub-
national level. The use of English and Swahili as national languages 
enhances national unity. Since the two subnations (Zanzibar and 
Tanganyika) are in a voluntary union at present, there is no question 
of dominance of one over the other. 

Civil Liberties. Civil liberties are essentially subordinated to the goals 
of the socialist leadership. No contradiction of official policy is allowed 
to appear in the government-owned media. There is no right of 
assembly or organization. Millions of people have been forced into 
communal villages; people from the cities have been abruptly trans-
ported to the countryside. Thousands have been detained for political 
crimes, and torture has occurred. In 1978 there were fewer arrests and 
most prisoners of conscience were believed released. Lack of respect 
for the independence of the judiciary and individual rights is especially 
apparent in Zanzibar. Union activity is government controlled. Neither 
labor nor capital have legally recognized rights—strikes are illegal. 
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Most business and trade and much of agriculture are nationalized. 
Religion is free, at least on the mainland, but overseas travel is 
restricted. 

Comparatively: Tanzania is as free as Algeria, freer than Malawi, 
less free than Zambia. 

T H A I L A N D 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 4 
Population: 45,100,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

An ethnic state with a major territorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Thailand is ruled by a military committee and a 
king. Political parties were officially illegal in 1978, but their leaders 
were well known and served on a constitutional drafting committee. 
By the end of the year they were beginning political activities in prep-
aration for general elections in 1979. Government is highly central-
ized. Subnationalities: There is a Muslim Malay community in the 
far south, and small ethnic enclaves in the north. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private, but periodic suppressions and 
warnings lead to self-censorship. Broadcasting is government or mili-
tary controlled. There are few prisoners of conscience, but in rural 
areas arrest may be on vague charges and treatment brutal. Some 
"reeducation centers" in areas of guerrilla activity have been reported. 
Labor activity became relatively free in 1978, but strikes were still 
illegal. Private rights to property, choice of religion, travel, or resi-
dence are secure. Government enterprise is quite important in the 
basically capitalist modern economy. 

Comparatively: Thailand is as free as Ecuador, freer than Vietnam, 
less free than Bangladesh. 

T O G O 
Economy: noninclusive mixed Political Rights: 7 
Polity: nationalist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 2,400,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Togo is a military dictatorship ruled in the name 
of a one-party state. In this spirit there is a deliberate denial of the 
rights of separate branches of government, including a separate judici-
ary, or even of private groups. Below the national level only the cities 
have a semblance of self-government. Subnationalities: The southern 
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Ewe are culturally dominant and the largest group (twenty percent), 
but militant northerners now rule. 

Civil Liberties. Most of the news media are government owned. 
There is little guarantee of a rule of law: people have been imprisoned 
on many occasions for offenses such as the distribution of leaflets. 
There are, however, few if any long-term prisoners of conscience. 
Religious freedom exists but is threatened. There is occasional restric-
tion of foreign travel. Union organization is closely regulated. In this 
largely subsistence economy the government is heavily involved in 
trade, government enterprise, and the provision of services. All wage 
earners must contribute heavily to the ruling party. 

Comparatively: Togo is as free as Mali, freer than Equatorial Guinea, 
less free than Nigeria. 

T O N G A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 3 
Population: 1.15,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Tonga is a constitutional monarchy in which the 
king and nobles retain power. Only a minority of the members of the 
legislative assembly are elected directly by the people; in any event the 
assembly has little more than veto power. Regional administration is 
centralized. 

Civil Liberties. The main paper is a government weekly and radio is 
under government control. There is a rule of law, but the king's decision 
is still a very important part of the system. Private rights within the 
traditional Tonga context seem guaranteed. 

Comparatively: Tonga is as free as Bolivia, freer than Seychelles, 
less free than Western Samoa. 

T R A N S K E I 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: centralized dominant-party Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 2,200,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights: In form Transkei is a multiparty parliamentary 
democracy; in fact it is under the strong-man rule of a paramount 
chief supported by his party's majority. The meaning of recent elections 
was largely, nullified by governmental interference, including the jailing 
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of opposition leaders. In 1978 the parliamentary opposition was in-
creased by defections from the ruling party. Chiefs remain very 
important in the system, but beyond that there is little decentralization 
of power. South Africa has a great deal of de facto power over the 
state, particularly because of the large number of nationals that work 
in South Africa. However, Transkei is more independent than the 
Soviet satellites; in 1978 it severed relations with South Africa. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private; it supports opposition as well 
as government positions. Broadcasting is government controlled. Many 
members of the opposition have been imprisoned; new retroactive 
laws render it illegal to criticize Transkei or its rulers. Private rights 
are respected within the limits of South African and Transkei custom. 
Capitalist and traditional economic rights are diminished by the 
necessity of a large portion of the labor force to work in South Africa. 

Comparatively: Transkei is as free as Panama, freer than Mozam-
bique, less free than Botswana. 

An ethnically complex state 

Political Rights. Trinidad and Tobago is a parliamentary democracy 
in which one party has managed to retain power since the 1950's. 
Elections have been boycotted in the past but now appear reasonably 
fair. A new opposition party has recently gained almost thirty percent 
of the assembly seats. There is local government. 

Civil Liberties. The private or party press is generally free of restric-
tion; broadcasting is under both government and private control. Op-
position is regularly voiced. There is the full spectrum of private 
rights, although violence and communal feeling reduce the effective-
ness of such rights for many. 

Comparatively: Trinidad and Tobago is as free as Surinam, freer 
than Grenada, less free than Bahamas. 

T R I N I D A D A N D T O B A G O 
Economy: capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 1,100,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 2 
Status of Freedom: free 

T U N I S I A 
Economy: mixed capitalist 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 6,025,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 
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Political Rights. Tunisia is a one-party dictatorship that preserves 
alongside one-man leadership the trappings of parliamentary democ-
racy. Elections to the assembly have been pro forma, but an inde-
pendent contested a seat in 1978. Opposition within the party is now 
muted. Regional and local government are dependent on central 
direction. 

Civil Liberties. The private, party, or government media have been 
heavily controlled. Although frequently banned or fined two major 
opposition papers were published in 1978. Private conversation is 
relatively free, but there is no right of assembly. The courts demon-
strate only a limited independence, but it is possible to win against 
the government. Unions have been relatively independent; however, 
a general strike called in early 1978 led to riots and subsequent large-
scale imprisonments, and closer government controls followed. The 
unemployed young are drafted for government work. Overseas travel 
is occasionally blocked. Most private rights seem to be respected, 
including economic rights since doctrinaire socialism was abandoned. 

Comparatively: Tunisia is as free as Poland, freer than Algeria, less 
free than Egypt. 

An ethnic state with a major territorial subnationality 

Political Rights. Turkey is a parliamentary democracy in which 
power has often shifted between the major parties or their coalitions. 
A marxist party has recently been legalized, but the communist party 
is still prohibited. The democratic system has been strongly supported 
by the military that has intervened against threats to the system from 
both the right and left. This leaves the military in a more powerful 
political position than is traditionally acceptable in a democracy, a 
position symbolized by the fact that the largely ceremonial (except 
in crises) position of the president has come to be occupied by a 
military leader. Although there are elected councils at lower levels, 
power is effectively centralized. Subnationalities: Several million Kurds 
are denied self-determination: it is even illegal to teach or publish 
in Kurdish. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and free; the government con-
trols the broadcasting system directly or indirectly. Although public 
expression and as^mbly cover a wide spectrum, there are laws against 

T U R K E Y 
Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 42,200,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 3 
Status of Freedom: free 
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extremist publications, assembly, and organization that are regarded as 
threats to the democratic order. Together with antigovernment violence 
this has led to frequent political imprisonment (often followed by 
accusations of torture). Government generally observes the law, but 
nongovernmental extremists have been responsible for many deaths. 
Martial law was imposed in some areas after extensive political vio-
lence in late 1978. Private rights are generally respected in other 
areas such as religion. Nearly fifty percent of the people are subsistence 
agriculturists. State enterprises make up more than one-half of Turkey's 
industry. 

Comparatively: Turkey is as free as Colombia, freer than Morocco, 
less free than Portugal. 

T U V A L U 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 2 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 9,000 Status of Freedom: free 

A relatively homogeneous state 

Political Rights. Tuvalu is a parliamentary democracy under the 
British monarch. Each island is represented and seats are contested 
individually. An opposition bloc has been formed in the assembly. 

Civil Liberties. Media are little developed. The rule of law is 
maintained in the British manner, alongside traditional ideas of justice. 

Comparatively: Tuvalu is as free as Malta, freer than Tonga, less 
free than New Zealand. 

U G A N D A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 7 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 7 
Population: 12,500,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A formally transethnic heterogeneous state with major subnationalities 

Political Rights. Uganda is ruled as a military dictatorship essentially 
unchecked by law or tradition. A National Consultative Forum met 
for the first time in 1978, with representation from districts, towns, 
and tribes. Its democratic significance appears slight. Subnationalities: 
The population is divided among a wide variety of peoples, some of 
which are subnationalities based on kingdoms that preceded the present 
state. The most important of these is Buganda, a kingdom with special 
rights within the state, that was suppressed in 1967 (sixteen percent 
of the people are Ganda). The president rules from a very small ethnic 
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base in a Muslim group; his forces include many Muslim soldiers 
hired from across the border in the Sudan. Recent massacres have 
fallen especially heavily on the non-Muslim Acholi and Lango peoples. 

Civil Liberties. The media are completely controlled, although some 
foreign publications were allowed in 1978. Thousands or hundreds of 
thousands have been imprisoned, executed, and tortured—both from 
government policy and lack of control over security forces. Essentially, 
there are no civil rights, with even the formerly powerful church hier-
archies powerless. All small religious denominations have been banned. 
Avowedly the system is capitalist; yet the expropriation of Asian busi-
nesses constituted a major government intervention. Recent anarchical 
conditions greatly reduce the rights of both capitalists and workers in 
what remains a primarily subsistence economy. 

Comparatively: Uganda is as free as Equatorial Guinea, less free 
than Sudan. 

U N I O N O F 
S O V I E T S O C I A L I S T R E P U B L I C S 

Economy: socialist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: communist one-party Civil Liberties: 6 
Population: 261,000,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A complex ethnic state with major territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. The Soviet Union is ruled by parallel party and 
governmental systems: the party system is dominant. Elections are held 
for both systems, but in neither is it possible for the rank and file 
to determine policy. Candidacy and voting are closely controlled and 
the resulting assemblies do not seriously question the policies developed 
by party leaders (varying by time or issue from one individual to 
twenty-five). The Soviet Union is in theory elaborately divided into 
subnational units, but in fact the all-embracing party structure renders 
local power minimal. 

Subnationalities: Russians account for half of the Soviet population. 
The rest belong to a variety of subnational groupings ranging down 
in size from the forty million Ukrainians. Most groups are territorial, 
with a developed sense of subnational identity. The political rights of 
all of these to self-determination, either within the USSR or through 
secession, is effectively denied. In many cases Russians or other non-
native peoples have been settled in a subnational territory in such 
numbers as to make the native people a minority in their own land 
(for example, Kazakhistan). Expression of opinion in favor of in-
creased self-determination is repressed at least as much as anticommu-
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nist opinion. Most of these peoples have had independence movements 
or movements for enhanced self-determination in the years since the 
founding of the USSR. Several movements have been quite strong since 
World War II (for example, in the Ukraine or Lithuania); the block-
age of communication by the Soviet government makes it very difficult 
to estimate either the overt or latent support such movements might 
have. In 1978 popular movements in Georgia and Armenia led to the 
retention of the official status of local languages in the Republics of 
the Caucasus. 

Civil Liberties. The media are totally owned by the government or 
party and are, in addition, regularly censored. Elite publications occa-
sionally present variations from the official line, but significant devia-
tions are generally found only in underground publications. Crimes 
against the state, including insanity (demonstrated by perverse willing-
ness to oppose the state), are broadly defined; as a result political 
prisoners are present in large numbers both in jails and insane asylums. 
It is important (and also frightening) that nearly all imprisonment and 
mistreatment of prisoners in the Soviet Union are now carried out in 
accordance with Soviet security laws—even though these laws conflict 
with other Soviet laws written to accord with international standards. 
Insofar as private rights, such as those to religion, education, or choice 
of occupation, exist, they are de facto rights that may be denied at 
any time. Nearly all private entrepreneurial activity is outside the 
law; there are rights to nonproductive personal property. Other rights 
such as those to organize an independent labor union are strictly 
denied. Literacy is high, few starve, and private oppression is no more. 

Comparatively: The USSR is as free as Cuba, freer than East 
Germany, less free than Hungary. 

U N I T E D A R A B E M I R A T E S 
Economy: capitalist-statist Political Rights: 5 
Polity: decentralized nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 750,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous citizenry 

Political Rights. The UAE is a confederation of seven shaikhdoms 
in which the larger are given the greater power both in the assembly 
and the administrative hierarchy. There is a great deal of consultation 
in the traditional pattern. Below the confederation level there are no 
electoral procedures or parties. Each shaikhdom is relatively auton-
omous in its internal affairs. The majority of the people are recent 
immigrants and noncitizens. 
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Civil Liberties. The press is private or governmental; self-censorship 
allows only limited criticism of government. Broadcasting is under 
UAE control. There are no large political assemblies or labor unions, 
but there are also few, if any, prisoners of conscience. The courts 
dispense a combination of British, tribal, and Islamic law. Private rights 
are generally respected; there is freedom of travel and some religious 
freedom. Many persons may still accept the feudal privileges and re-
straints of their tribal position. The rights of the alien majority are less 
secure. Private economic activity exists alongside the dominance of 
government petroleum and pctrolcum-rclatcd activities. 

Comparatively: United Arab Emirates are as free as Bahrain, freer 
than North Yemen, less free than Tonga. 

An ethnic state with major subnationalities 

Political Rights. The United Kingdom is a parliamentary democracy 
with a symbolic monarch. Fair elections are open to all parties, includ-
ing those advocating secession. There are elected local and regional 
governments, but to date these are primarily concerned with adminis-
tering national laws. The devolution of more substantial powers is 
currently under discussion and development. Subnationalities: Scots, 
Welsh, Ulster Scots, and Ulster Irish are significant and highly self-
conscious territorial minorities. In 1978 parliament approved home 
rule for Scotland and Wales. If approved by a subsequent 1979 refer-
endum this would mark a significant increase in self-determination, 
although still less than an American state or a Canadian province. 
(In 1979 Welsh and apparently Scots voters rejected this opportunity.) 
Northern Ireland's home rule is in abeyance because of an ethnic 
impasse. Ulster Scots and Irish live in intermixed territories in Northern 
Ireland. Both want more self-determination—the majority Ulster Scots 
as an autonomous part of the United Kingdom, the minority Ulster 
Irish as an area within Ireland. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and powerful; broadcasting 
has statutory independence although it is indirectly under government 
control. British media are comparatively restrained because of strict 
libel and national security laws, and a tradition of accepting government 
suggestions for the handling of sensitive news. Union refusal to print 
what they disagree with and union demands for a closed shop have 

U N I T E D K I N G D O M 
Economy: mixed capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 56,920,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 1 
Status of Freedom: free 
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been viewed by some as threats to freedom of the press. In North-
ern Ireland a severe security situation has led to the curtailment of 
private rights, to imprisonment, and on occasion to torture and bru-
tality. However, these conditions have been relatively limited, have 
been thoroughly investigated by the government, and improved as a 
result. Elsewhere the rule of law is entrenched, and private rights 
generally respected. In certain areas, such as medicine, housing, inheri-
tance, and general disposability of income, socialist government policies 
have limited choice for some while expanding the access of others. 

Comparatively: The United Kingdom is as free as the United States, 
freer than West Germany. 

U N I T E D S T A T E S O F A M E R I C A 
Economy: capitalist Political Rights: 1 
Polity: decentralized multiparty Civil Liberties: 1 
Population: 218,400,000 Status of Freedom: free 

An ethnically complex state with minor territorial subnationalities 

Political Rights. The United States is a constitutional democracy 
with three strong but separate centers of power: president, congress, 
and judiciary. Elections are fair and competitive. Parties are remark-
ably weak: in some areas they are little more than temporary means 
of organizing primary elections. States, and to a lesser extent cities, 
have powers in their own rights; they often successfully oppose the 
desires of national administrations. Each state has equal representation 
in the upper house, which in the USA is the more powerful half of 
parliament. 

Subationalities: There are many significant ethnic groups, but the 
only clearly territorial subnationalities are the native peoples. The 
largest Indian tribes, the Navaho and Sioux, number 100,000 or more 
each. About 150,000 Hawaiians still reside on their native islands, 
intermingled with a much larger white and oriental population. Spanish-
speaking Americans number in the millions; except for a few thousand 
residing in an area of northern New Mexico, they are mostly twentieth-
century immigrants living among English-speaking Americans, par-
ticularly in the large cities. Black Americans make up over one-tentth 
of the U.S. population; residing primarily in large cities they have 
no major territorial base. Black and Spanish-speaking Americans are 
of special concern because of their relative poverty, but their ethnic 
status is quite comparable to that of many other groups in America, 
including Chinese, Japanese, Filipinos, Italians, or Jews. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and free; both private and public 
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radio and television are government regulated. There are virtually 
no government controls on the content of the printed media (except 
in nonpolitical areas such as pornography) and few on broadcasting. 
There are no prisoners of conscience or sanctioned uses of torture; 
some regional miscarriages of justice and police brutality have political 
and social overtones. Widespread use of surveillance techniques and 
clandestine interference with radical groups or groups thought to be 
radical has occurred; as a reduction of liberties the threat has re-
mained largely potential; in 1977-78 these security excesses were 
greatly attenuated if not eliminated. Wherever and whenever publicity 
penetrates, the rule of law is generally secure, even against the most 
powerful. The government often loses in the courts. Private rights in 
most spheres are quite secure. Although a relatively capitalistic coun-
try, the combination of tax loads with the decisive government role in 
agriculture, energy, defense, and other industries restricts individual 
choice as it increases majority power. 

Comparatively: The United States is as free as Australia, freer 
than Italy. 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 

Political Rights. Upper Volta has a president and parliament on the 
French model. One individual, a former president, does not have 
political rights. Presidential and parliamentary elections held in 1978 
maintained the previous ruler in power. In spite of opposition accusa-
tions, the elections appeared reasonably fair. Successful M.P.'s repre-
sented a number of parties and the presidential election was only 
decided after a run-off. The resulting government included all major 
parties. There is little official decentralization of power. 

Civil Liberties. Media are both government and private. The major 
opposition paper is regularly critical of the government. There are no 
political prisoners. The rule of law seems fairly well established; within 
traditional limits private rights are respected. Trade unions are impor-
tant. Travel is unrestricted. Essentially the economy remains dependent 
on subsistence agriculture, with the government playing the role of 
regulator and promoter of development. 

Comparatively: Upper Volta is as free as Botswana, freer than 
Ghana, less free than Gambia. 

U P P E R V O L T A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 6,500,000 

Political Rights: 2 
Civil Liberties: 3 
Status of Freedom: free 
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U R U G U A Y 
Economy: mixed capitalist 
Polity: military nonparty 
Population: 2,800,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Uruguay is a military dictatorship supplemented by 
an appointed civilian head of state and appointed advisory council. The 
leading parties are inactive but still exist legally. The state is highly 
centralized. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private, and broadcasting private and 
public. Both are under heavy censorship and threats of confiscation or 
closure, as are book and journal outlets. (Special permission'is required 
to see old newspapers.) The right of assembly is very restricted. The 
independence of the judiciary and the civil service has been drastically 
curtailed. There are about 2,000 political prisoners, many of which are 
prisoners of conscience. Torture has been routinely used; convictions 
are generally based on written confessions. Many parties have been 
banned, but there is still considerable room for political discussion of 
alternatives beyond the limits of the present system. Although restricted, 
nongovernment unions continue to function. Private rights are generally 
respected. The tax load of an overbuilt bureaucracy and emphasis on 
private and government monopolies have also restricted choice in this 
now impoverished welfare state. 

Comparatively: Uruguay is as free as Tanzania, freer than Ethiopia, 
less free than Bolivia. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Venezuela is a parliamentary democracy in which 
power has alternated between major parties in recent years. Campaigns 
and voting appear fair. The opposition presidential victory in 1978 
provided a good example of the power of the average voter. Regional 
and local assemblies are relatively powerful, but governors are cen-
trally appointed. Each state has equal representation in the upper house. 

Civil Liberties. The press is private and free; most broadcasting 
is also in private hands. Censorship occurs only in emergencies. The 
rule of law is generally secured, but in the face of guerrilla actions 

V E N E Z U E L A 
Economy: capitalist-statist 
Polity: centralized multiparty 
Population: 13,100,000 

Political Rights: 1 
Civil Liberties: 2. 
Status of Freedom: free 



V I E T N A M 3 0 5 

the security services have on occasion imprisoned persons, used tor-
ture, and even threatened to press for its antimilitary statements. A 
paper may be confiscated for slandering the president. Many persons 
have been detained for long periods without trial, and on rare occa-
sions members of parliament have been arrested. However, there is 
little evidence that those detained have been prisoners of conscience, 
and the government has taken steps to prevent torture. The court can 
rule against the government. Most private rights are respected; gov-
ernment involvement in the petroleum industry has given it a pre-
dominant economic role. 

Comparatively: Venezuela is as free as France, freer than Italy, 
less free than Costa Rica. 

An ethnic state with subnationalities 

Political Rights. Vietnam is a traditional communist dictatorship 
with the forms of parliamentary democracy. Actual power is in the 
hands of the communist party; this is in turn dominated by a small 
group at the top. Officially there is a ruling national front as in 
several other communist states, but the noncommunist parties are 
essentially meaningless. Administration is highly centralized, with 
provincial boundaries arbitrarily determined by the central govern-
ment. The continued stream of refugees in 1978 provided evidence 
that the present regime is very unpopular, especially in the South 
which is treated as an occupied country. Subnationalities: Continued 
fighting has been reported in the Montagnard areas in the South. 
Combined with new resettlement schemes non-Vietnamese people seem 
under pressure in both North and South Vietnam. Many Chinese 
appeared to be driven out of the country in 1978. 

Civil Liberties. The media are under direct government, party, or 
army control; only the approved line is presented. While the people 
do not suffer the fears and illegalities of anarchy, they have essentially 
no rights against the interests of the state. Severe repression of the 
Buddhist opposition has led to many immolations—pressure on the 
Hoa Hao and Catholics is comparable. In spite of superficial appear-
ances religious freedom is generally denied. Perhaps one-half million 
persons have been put through reeducation camps, hundreds of 
thousands have been forced to move into new areas, or to change 

V I E T N A M 
Economy: socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 49,200,000 

Political Rights: 7 
Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 
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occupations. Hundreds of thousands remain political prisoners. By 
placing a trusted, usually Northern, leader over each group of ten 
families in the South, at least half of the country has been turned 
into a prison camp. 

Comparatively: Vietnam is as free as Korea (North), less free 
than China (Mainland). 

W E S T E R N S A M O A 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 4 
Polity: traditional nonparty Civil Liberties: 2 
Population: 171,000 Status of Freedom: partly free 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. Western Samoa is a constitutional monarchy in which 
the assembly is elected by 9,500 "family heads." There have been 
important shifts of power within the assembly as the result of elections, 
although there are no political parties. Village government has pre-
served traditional forms and considerable autonomy; it is also based 
on rule by "family heads." 

Civil Liberties. The press is private; radio is government owned. 
There is general freedom of expression and rule of law. Private rights 
are respected within the limits set by the traditional system. 

Comparatively: Western Samoa is as free as Mauritius, freer than 
Malaysia, less free than Nauru. 

Y E M E N , N O R T H 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist Political Rights: 6 
Polity: military nonparty Civil Liberties: 5 
Population: 5,800,000 Status of Freedom: not free 

A complex but relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. North Yemen is a collective military dictatorship 
supplemented by an appointive People's Assembly. Leaders are fre-
quently assassinated. The tribal and religious structures still retain 
considerable authority, and the government must rely on a wide 
variety of different groups in an essentially nonideological consensual 
regime. Some local elective institutions have recently been developed. 
Political parties are forbidden. The country is divided between city 
and country, a variety of tribes, and two major religious groupings. 

Civil Liberties. The media are largely government owned, although 
there are apparently some private newspapers and limited freedom 
of expression. Proponents of both royalist and far left persuasions are 
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openly accepted in a society with few known prisoners of conscience. 
Politically active opponents may be encouraged to go into exile. The 
traditional Islamic courts give some protection; private rights such 
as those to religion and property are respected. There is no right to 
strike or to engage in religious proselytizing. Economically the govern-
ment has concentrated on improving the infrastructure of Yemen's 
still overwhelmingly traditional economy. 

Comparatively: North Yemen is as free as Argentina, freer than 
South Yemen, less free that Syria. 

A relatively homogeneous population 

Political Rights. South Yemen considers itself a communist country 
governed according to the communist one-party model. It is doubtful 
that the party retains the tight party discipline of its exemplars; it is 
government by coup and violence. Parliamentary elections in 1978 
followed the one-party model; they allowed some choice among indi-
viduals. Soviet influence in internal and external affairs is powerful. 

Civil Liberties. The media are government owned and controlled; 
even conversation with foreigners is highly restricted. In the political 
and security areas the rule of law hardly applies. Thousands of political 
prisoners, torture, and hundreds of "disappearances" have instilled 
a pervasive fear in those who would speak up. Death sentences against 
protesting farmers have been handed down by people's courts. Inde-
pendent private rights are few, although some traditional law and 
institutions remain. Industry and commerce have been nationalized. 

Comparatively: South Yemen is as free as Malawi, freer than 
Somalia, less free than Oman. 

Y E M E N , S O U T H 
Economy: noninclusive socialist 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 1,900,000 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 7 
Status of Freedom: not free 

Y U G O S L A V I A 
Economy: mixed socialist 
Polity: communist one-party 
Population: 22,000,000 

A multinational state 

Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: not free 

Political Rights. Yugoslavia is governed on the model of the USSR, 
but with the addition of unique elements. These include: the greater 
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role given the governments of the constituent republics; and the greater 
power given the assemblies of the self-managed communities and 
industrial enterprises. The Federal Assembly is elected indirectly by 
those successful in lower level elections. In any event, the country 
is directed by the communist party; evidence suggests that in spite of 
some earlier liberalizing tendencies to allow the more democratic formal 
structure to work, Yugoslavia is now no more democratic than Hungary. 
No opposition member is elected to state or national position, nor 
is there public opposition in the assemblies to government policy on 
the national or regional level—in spite of evidence that there is a 
good deal of dissatisfaction with the working of the federal system, 
especially in Croatia and the smaller republics. 

Subnationalities: The several peoples of Yugoslavia live largely 
in their historical homelands. The population consists of forty percent 
Serbs, twenty-two percent Croats, eight percent Slovenes, eight percent 
Bosnian Muslims, six percent Macedonians, six percent Albanians, two 
percent Montenegrins, and many others. 

Civil Liberties. The media in Yugoslavia are controlled directly 
or indirectly by the government, although there is ostensible worker 
control. There is no right of assembly. Hundreds have been imprisoned 
for ideas expressed verbally or in print that deviated from the official 
line (primarily through subnationalist enthusiasm, anticommunism, or 
communist deviationism). Some political prisoners were released in 
1977-78, but political trials and imprisonments continued. As long 
as the issue is not political, however, the courts have some independence; 
there is a realm of de facto individual freedom that includes the right 
to seek employment outside the country. Travel outside Yugoslavia 
is often denied to dissidents, and religious proselytizing is forbidden. 
Labor is not independent but has rights through the working of the 
"self management" system. Although the economy is socialist or 
communalist in most respects, agriculture in this most agricultural of 
European countries remains overwhelmingly private. 

Comparatively: Yugoslavia is as free as Hungary, freer than Ru-
mania, less free than Morocco. 

Z A I R E 
Economy: noninclusive capitalist-

statist 
Political Rights: 6 
Civil Liberties: 6 
Status of Freedom: not free Polity: nationalist one-party 

Population: 26,700,000 

A transethnic heterogeneous state with subnationalities 
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Political Rights. Zaire is under one-man military rule, with the 
ruling party essentially an extension of the ruler's personality. Elec-
tions in 1977 at both local and parliamentary levels were restricted 
to one party, but allowed for extensive choice among individuals. 
The majority of the party's ruling council was also elected in this 
manner. A subsequent presidential election offered no choice. The 
broadcasting of live parliamentary debates in 1978 revealed sharp 
questioning of ministers. Regions are deliberately organized to avoid 
ethnic identity: regional officers all are appointed from the center, 
generally from outside of the area, as are officers of the ruling party. 

Subnationalities: There are such a variety of tribes or linguistic 
groups in Zaire that no one group has as many as twenty percent 
of the population. The fact that French remains dominant reflects 
the degree of this dispersion. Until recently most of the Zaire people 
have seen themselves only in local terms without broader ethnic 
identification. The revolts and wars of the early 1960's saw continually 
shifting patterns of affiliation, with the European provincial but not 
ethnic realities of Katanga and South Kasai being most important. 
The most self-conscious ethnic groups are the Kongo people living 
in the west (and Congo and Angola) and the Luba in the center 
of the country. In both cases ethnicity goes back to important ancient 
kingdoms. The Shaba "invasions" of 1977-78 showed continuing dis-
affection among the Lunda; other ethnic groups were also involved 
in revolts during the year. 

Civil Liberties. Private newspaper ownership remains. There is 
some freedom to criticize, but censorship is pervasive. There is no 
right of assembly, and union organization is controlled. Government 
has been arbitrary and capricious. The judiciary is not independent; 
political arrest is common. Individual names as well as clothing style 
have had to be changed by government decree. All ethnic organizations 
are forbidden. Arrested conspirators have been forbidden their own 
lawyers. Major churches retain some autonomy, but independent 
churches have been proscribed. When founded on government power, 
the extravagance and business dealings of those in high places reduces 
economic freedom. Nationalization of land has often been a prelude 
to private development by powerful bureaucrats. There is also con-
siderable government enterprise. 

Comparatively: Zaire is as free as Gabon, freer than Benin, less 
free than Zambia. 
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Z A M B I A 
Economy: preindustrial mixed 
Polity: socialist one-party 
Population: 5,500,000 

Political Rights: 5 
Civil Liberties: 5 
Status of Freedom: partly free 

A transethnic heterogeneous state 
Political Rights. Zambia is ruled as a one-party dictatorship, al-

though there have been considerable elements of freedom within that 
party. Party organs are constitutionally more important than govern-
mental. Although elections have had some competitive meaning within 
this framework, recently the government has repressed opposition 
movements within the party. Expression of dissent is possible through 
abstention. A 1978 presidential election allowed no choice and little 
opposition campaigning, but it allowed negative votes. 

Civil Liberties. All media are government controlled. A consider-
able variety of opinion is expressed, but it is a crime to criticize the 
president or his ideology, and foreign publications are censored. 
There is a rule of law and the courts have some independence: cases 
have been won against the government. Hundreds of political op-
ponents have been detained, and occasionally tortured, yet most people 
talk without fear. Traditional life continues. Although the government 
does not fully accept private rights in property or religion and has 
nationalized important parts of the economy, especially copper mining, 
a private sector continues and is encouraged in some areas. 

Comparatively: Zambia is as free as Tanzania, freer than Angola, 
less free than Morocco. 
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Leninism, 157; Soviet foreign policy 

and, 154 
Lesotho, s u m m a r y of , 257-58 
Let History Judge ( M e d v e d e v ) , 171 
Levi t in-Krasnov, Anatol i i , 116, 117 
liberal communi s t union, as type of 

Soviet fu tu re , 86 
liberal democracy . See democracy 
liberals, as agents of change in USSR, 

95 
Liberia, s u m m a r y of , 258 
l ibertar ian concept ion of f r e e d o m , 5 
liberty. See f r e e d o m 
Libya, s u m m a r y of , 258-59 
"life and pursuit of happiness ," inalien-

ability of , 66 
lingua franca, 57 

Lipset, Seymour Mar t in , 154, 155, 
176-78, 180, 181 

Listy, 167 
Li thuanian Ca tho l ic Church , unusua l 

strength of , 118, 135 
Litvinov, Pavel , 166 
Litvinov, Tan ia , 179 
Lukianenko , Levko, 118 
Luxembourg , s u m m a r y of , 259 
Luxemburg , Rosa, 153, 163 
Lynd, S taughton , 71 

Madagascar , 25; s u m m a r y of , 259-60 
Madr id Review Confe rence , 124 
major i ty rule: in "consocia t ional de-

mocracy ," 80; d rawbacks of , 73; as 
egal i tar ianism, 72; and f r e e d o m , 5; 
and minor i ty rights, 64-65, 72-73, 80 

Malawi , 28; s u m m a r y of , 260-61 
Malaysia , s u m m a r y of , 261-62 
Maldives, s u m m a r y of , 262 
Malenkov, Georg i , 93 
Mali , 30; s u m m a r y of , 262-63 
Malta , s u m m a r y of , 263 
Mande lss tam, N a d e z h d a , 165 
Mandelss tam, Osip, 163 
Manglapus , Sena to r Rau l (Phi l ipp ines ) , 

78-79 

M a o Tse-Tung, 68, 78 
Markiewicz, V. , 167 
Marx , Kar l , 155, 163 
Marxism-Lenin ism, 115, 123, 128, 155 
Marxis t "science," 8, 9 
Maur i tan ia , 30; s u m m a r y of , 263-64 
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Mauri t ius , 25; s u m m a r y of , 264 
Medvedev, Roy , 166, 171 
Medvedev, Zhores , 165, 171 
Meikle john, A lexander , 66 
Men , Aleksandr , 117, 119 
Mexico , s u m m a r y of , 264-65 
Micronesia , se l f -determinat ion in, 31 
Middle East , se l f -determinat ion in, 55 
mil i tary nonpar ty systems, 44 
mili tary power , main ta in ing f r e e d o m 

through , 10 
modern iza t ion : and f r e e d o m , 4 ; as 

p rob lem fo r identi ty of emerging 
peoples, 75 

Mongol ia , s u m m a r y o f , 265-66 
Montesquieu , 137 
More , T h o m a s , 170 
Morocco , s u m m a r y of, 266 
Moroz , Valentyn, 118 
Moscow Helsinki G r o u p , 123 
Moscow Pa t r i a rcha te , 117 
Mos lems in USSR, 119 
Mozambique , s u m m a r y of , 266-67 
mul t ina t ional states, 203 
mul t ipar ty systems and f r eedom, 39, 42 
Mus l im Bro the rhood ( Ikhwani) , 135-36 
musuhnanin, 119 

My Country and My World (Sakha-
r o v ) , 148 

Namib ia . See South West Afr ica 
nat ional ism. See se l f -determinat ion 

and subnational i t ies , f r e e d o m and 
nat ionalis t one-par ty states, 44 
Na t iona l Security Counci l ' s M e m o -

r a n d u m N u m b e r 68, 184 
na tura l law concept of equali ty and 

f r eedom, 79 
N a u r u , s u m m a r y o f , 267 
Nazi G e r m a n y and political ter ror ism, 

37 
Nepal , s u m m a r y of , 267-68 
Nether lands , s u m m a r y of , 268 
N e w Zealand, s u m m a r y of , 269 
Nicaragua , 30; s u m m a r y of , 269-70 
Niger , s u m m a r y of , 270 
Niger ia , 28; i b o revolt in, 7; self-

de terminat ion in, 54-55; s u m m a r y 
of , 270-71 

Nixon , Richard , 3, 72 
noninclusive capitalist f o r m s of econ-

omy, 43 
noninclusive socialist states, 43 
N o r t h Afr ica , se l f -determinat ion in, 55 
Nor the rn I re land, p rob lem of "co lony" 

and, 7-8 

N o r w a y , s u m m a r y of , 272 
Notes of an Economist ( B u k h a r i n ) , 

181 

Ogorodn ikov , Aleksandr , 127 
ol igarchy, democracy and, 8 
O m a n , s u m m a r y of , 272-73 
one-par ty states, 44; f r e e d o m and 

equal i ty in, 42, 72 
opposi t ion, as character is t ic of f ree-

dom, 5-6 
oscillating communi s t tyranny, as type 

of Soviet fu tu re , 86 
Osipov, Vladimir , 168 

Pahlavi , M o h a m m e d Reza (Shah of 
I r a n ) , x, 4, 11, 12, 81, 87, 186, 187 

Pailodze, Valent ina , 118 
Pakis tan, 25; se l f -determinat ion of sub-

nat ional i t ies in, 56; s u m m a r y of , 
273 

P a n a m a , 28; s u m m a r y of , 274 
Papua N e w G u i n e a : quest f o r indepen-

dence, 57; s u m m a r y of , 274-75 
Paraguay, 28; s u m m a r y of , 275-76 
part icularis t cul tures. See cultures, 

na t ional , universal democracy and 
partiinost (poli t ical pa r t i sansh ip) in 

USSR, 143 
par ty systems, 39, 42, 44, 72 
"people ," as p rob lemat ic concept , 7 
Peru , 28; s u m m a r y of, 276 
Petkus, Viktoras , 127 
Phil ippines: se l f -determinat ion in, 57; 

s u m m a r y of , 277 
Pimen, Pa t r ia rch , 122 
Pinochet , Augusto , 11, 189 
Plato, 163 
pogrom, of Ukra in ian Ca tho l ic Church 

( 1 9 4 5 - 4 9 ) , 124-25 
Pokutnyky (Peni tents) , 118 
Poland, 29-30; Ca tho l ic C h u r c h in, 

118; s u m m a r y o f , 278 
Pole, J. R., 70 
poli t ical-economic systems, f r e e d o m 

and, 39, 42-44; "capi ta l is t" and 
"socialist" economics , 42-44; multi-
party systems and, 39, 42; political 
systems, 44; in types of societies, 42 

political prisoners, 24 
political rights, 4; civil liberties, as 

necessary componen t of , 7 ; through 
major i ty rule and minori ty rights, 
64-65; survey rat ings of , 15, 19. 
See also civil rights; equal i ty; f ree-
d o m ; names of countries 
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political systems, 44 
popula t ion, states with relatively 

homogeneous , 202 
Por tugal , s u m m a r y of , 278-79 
power , types of , f r e e d o m and, 8-9. See 

also democracy 
press, f ree , 5 
private-public distinction in democra t ic 

life, 65-66 
progressive income tax, 71 
proper ty , f r e e d o m and, 8 
public opinion. See elections 
public-private distinction in democra t i c 

life, 65-66 
Pugachev uprising, 162 

Qatar , s u m m a r y of , 279 
Quebec, separa t i sm in, 51. See also 

C a n a d a 

Radio Free Europe , 184 
Radio Liberty, 99, 162, 174-76, 177, 

178, 179, 183-84, 188, 196 
Rakowska -Harms tone , Teresa , 100n , 

112, 113, 154, 156, 159, 173, 174, 
189n 

referenda . See elections 
Regelson, Lev, 117, 119, 122 
religion, as source of quest f o r self-

de te rmina t ion , 55 
Rhodesia , 28-29; s u m m a r y of , 279-80 
Richta , R„ 169 
rights. See civil rights; equal i ty ; f r ee -

d o m ; h u m a n rights; political rights; 
se l f -determinat ion of subnational i t ies , 
f r e e d o m and; names of countries 

Rise and Fall of T. D. Lysenko ( M e d -
vedev ) , 171 

R o m a n law, as basis of democracy , 
79-80 

Roman iuk , Vasyl, 118, 127 
Rubin , Leslie, 158 
R u m a n i a , s u m m a r y of , 280-81 
Russell, Ber t rand, 163 
Russian Baptist Church , 133 
Russian Or thodox Church ( " T r u e Or-

thodox C h u r c h " ) , 116, 117, 125, 
133; Soviet destabil izat ion and, 187 

Rwanda , 30; s u m m a r y of , 281 

Sadunai te , Nijole, 127 
Sakharov , Andre i , 111, 121, 123, 146, 

147-48, 159, 178, 179 
samizdat, 119, 121, 138, 141, 142, 147, 

149, 156, 162, 173, 174-75, 176, 
178, 181, 183, 191, 196 

Sao T o m e and Principe, s u m m a r y of , 
282 

Sargeant , H o w l a n d H. , 155, 174, 175, 
176, 178, 182 

Sartre , Jean-Paul , 168 
Saudi Arab ia , s u m m a r y of , 282-83 
Selassie, Hai le , 3 

se l f -determinat ion and subnationali t ies , 
f r e e d o m and, 45, 49-57; in A r a b 
Middle East and N o r t h Af r i ca , 55; 
in Asia, 55-56; in communis t wor ld , 
51-52; conclusion, 57-58; cri teria f o r 
inconclusion in tables, 45; E u r o p e a n 
colonial ism, 45; and independence, 
nonnecessi ty of , 49; in Lat in A m e r -
ica, 52-53; in Micronesia , 31; 
na t iona l consciousness of large e th-
nic groups, 45, 54; nat ional rights of 
peoples, 49; polit ical equal i ty of e th-
nic minori t ies in incorpora t ing state, 
45, 49 ; separatist expression in West-
ern democracies , 49-51; in Sou th -
east Asia, 56-57; in Sub-Saharan 
Af r i ca , 53-55. See also cultures, na-
t ional , universal democracy and 

Senegal , 29; s u m m a r y of , 283 
separat is t expression in Wes te rn de-

mocracies , 49-51 
Sergii, Met ropol i tan , 116 
sexual equal i ty , as process of civiliza-

tion, 78 
Seychelles, s u m m a r y of , 284 
Shavrov, Vad im, 117 
Shcharansky , Ana to ly , 161 
Shcheglov, Vad im, 131n 
Shelkov, V. A., 119, 126-27 
Sierra Leone , 30; s u m m a r y of , 284-85 
Signposts, The (V iekh i ) , 181 
Sihanouk, N o r o d o m , 6 
Singapore , s u m m a r y of , 285 
Sino-Soviet-type society, 42 
Sinyavsky, Andre i , 159, 179 
Sladkevicius, Bishop, 118 
slavery, rejection of , 78 
Snieckus, First Secretary, 135 
social democracy , as type of Soviet 

f u tu r e , 87 

•social f r e e d o m , relative na tu re of , 63 
social ism/social is t systems: fo rced la-

bo r in, 72; mixed socialist states, 
201-202; restr ict ion of f r e e d o m , 8, 
42; socialist economies , 43-44; so-
cialist one-par ty states, 44; "social-
ist rea l i sm" in USSR, re laxat ion o f , 
143. See also pol i t ical-economic sys-
tems; capi ta l i sm/capi ta l i s t systems 
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So lomon Islands, 29; s u m m a r y of , 286 
Solzhenitsyn, Alexander , 112, 165, 166, 

168, 178, 179 
Somal ia , s u m m a r y of , 286-87 
Somoza , Genera l , 11 
Sou th Af r i ca , s u m m a r y of , 287 
Southeas t Asia , se l f -determinat ion of 

subnat ional i t ies in, 56-57 
Sou the rn blacks, experience of , f o r 

relat ions of f r e e d o m and equal i ty in 
Amer ican democracy , 70-71 

South West A f r i c a ( N a m i b i a ) , 30-31 
Soviet Peace F u n d , 133 
Soviet Un ion . See USSR 
Spain, 30; s u m m a r y of , 287-88 
Sri L a n k a , 30; s u m m a r y of, 288-89 
Staatsvolk, 45, 46, 202, 203 
Stal in, Joseph, 86, 116, 119, 138, 139, 

140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 
153, 155, 157, 160n, 163, 174, 185, 
192; " N e w Religious Policy" of , 
116-17; and polit ical terror ism, 37 

states: character is t ics of types of f ree-
d o m in var ious, 5-6; types of , 201-
204. See also se l f -determinat ion and 
subnat ional i t ies , f r e e d o m and 

Steponavicius, Bishop, 118 
Stevens, Pres ident (Sierra L e o n e ) , 75 
strategy f o r f r e e d o m , democrat ic , 11-13 
Strauss, Leo, 179 
Stroessner , Gene ra l , 189 
subnat ional i sm. Sec se l f -determinat ion 

and subnational i t ies , f r e e d o m and 
Sub-Saharan Af r i ca , se l f -determinat ion 

in, 53-55 

Sudan , 29; se l f -determinat ion in, 54; 
s u m m a r y of , 289 

Su r inam, s u m m a r y of , 290 
Survey of F r e e d o m , Compara t ive , x, 

3-58; advances in f r e e d o m , 25, 28-
29; changes in f r e e d o m , c o m m e n t s 
on, 29-31; civil liberties, 4, 19, 21, 
24; "co lony ," p roblem in defining, 
7-8; communis t analysis of f r ee -
d o m ; e r ro r s in, 8-9; cri teria of 
country-by-country summaries , 201-
204; crit icism of Survey, 6-9; de-
clines in f r eedom, 24-25; definit ion 
of f r e e d o m , 4-5, 7-8, 9; democra t i c 
strategy fo r f r e e d o m , 11-13; eco-
nomic equal i ty as condit ion of f ree-
dom, 8; economic and organizat ional 
perspectives, 3-4; elections, as cha r -
acteristic of f r e e d o m , 5, 6, 31; 
elites, impor tance of , 10; fa i lu re 
of f r e e d o m by policy of except ion, 

11-13; f r ee press, 5; ideology, i m p o r -
tance of , 9, 10-11, 12-13; indepen-
dence, impor tance of , 7; independent 
judiciary and f r e e d o m , 5; internal 
logic of f r eedom, 7; I r an , impor tance 
of , ix-x; laws, as guarantee of f ree-
doms, 5; major i ty rule, 5; mil i tary 
and economic success, as basis f o r 
f r e e d o m , 10; moderniza t ion , as con-
fused with f r e e d o m , 4; as mon i to r 
of progress of f r e e d o m , 9-10; po-
l i t ical-economic systems, relat ion to 
f r e e d o m , 39, 42-44; political opposi-
tion, as condi t ion of f r e e d o m , 5-6; 
political rights and civil liberties, 
4, 7, 15, 19; political te r ror , 13; 
power , types of , f r e e d o m and, 8-9; 
proper ty and f r e e d o m , 8; rankings 
in 1979, 5-6; rat ing method , 5, 24; 
se l f -determinat ion and subnat ional i -
ties, 45, 49-57; tabula ted rat ings 
(tables), 15-24; ter ror , levels of , 31, 
37-38; tyranny, acceptance and over-
th row of , 6; "va lue- f ree" e thos in 
assessing f r eedom, 3-4; vot ing rights, 
7. See also names of countries 

Sussman, Leona rd R., 183-84 
Swazi land, s u m m a r y o f , 290 
Sweden, s u m m a r y of , 291 
Swi tzer land: democracy in, 80; sum-

mary of , 291-92 
Syria , s u m m a r y of , 292-93 

Tadzhik is tan , Soviet, and p rob lem of 
"colony," 7-8 

Ta lan tov , Boris, 117 
T a n z a n i a , s u m m a r y of , 293-94 
terror , political, 13; levels of , 31, 37-38 
Tha i l and , 29; s u m m a r y of , 294 
T h i r d W o r l d countr ies , economic ar-

rangements and f r e e d o m in, 42-43 
T h o r e a u , Henry , 175 
Togo , s u m m a r y of , 294-95 
T o n g a , s u m m a r y of, 295 
tor ture , 24 
total i tar ianism. See c o m m u n i s m 
Toura ine , A., 167 
tradi t ional nonpar ty systems, 44 
t radi t ional- type society, 42 
t ranse thnic he terogeneous states, 203-

204 
Transke i , 29; s u m m a r y of , 295-96 
t r inat ional state, 203 
Tr in idad and Tobago , s u m m a r y of , 296 
" T r u e and Free Adventists," 124, 126 
Tunis ia , 29; s u m m a r y of , 296-97 
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T u r k e y : s u m m a r y of , 297-98; vot ing 
pat terns and economic equal i ty , 8 

Tuvalu , 29; s u m m a r y of , 298 
ty ranny : acceptance and ove r th row of , 

6; left wing, acceptance of , 88-89; 
oscillating communi s t , 86 

Uganda , s u m m a r y of , 298-99 
Ukra ine , religious dissent in, 118-19, 

120, 121 
Ukra in ian Au tocepha lous O r t h o d o x 

Church , 118 
Ukra in ian Cathol ic C h u r c h ( U n i a t e ) , 

124-25, 134 
unemploymen t in socialist societies, 72 
Uni ted A r a b Emira tes , s u m m a r y of , 

300-301 
Uni ted K ingdom, s u m m a r y of , 301-302 
Uni ted States of Amer ica , s u m m a r y of , 

302-303 
U.S. State D e p a r t m e n t repor ts to 

Congress on h u m a n rights, 13n-14n 
Universal Dec la ra t ion of H u m a n 

Rights, 197 
universal democracy . See cul tures , na-

tional, universal democracy and 
Upper Vol ta , 29; s u m m a r y of , 303 
Uruguay , s u m m a r y of , 304 
USSR: Brezhnev Doct r ine , 144; "com-

m a n d e c o n o m y , " 138-39; c o m m u -
nicat ions in, 91-92; C o n f e r e n c e on 
"Suppor t ing Liberal izat ion in the 
Soviet U n i o n , " s u m m a r y and con-
clusions about , 194-97; denial of 
se l f -determinat ion in, 88; destabil iza-
tion and na t iona l i sm, 187; de-Stalin-
ization, effects of , 139-40; dissent in, 
90, 92, 93, 95, 96, 97, 99; educa t ion 
and economic expecta t ions in, 91, 
92; "equal pa r tnersh ip" of nat ional-
ities, concept of , 102, 103; e thnic 
Russia and mul t ina t iona l India , com-
parison between, 203; evolut ion of 
f r eedom, lack of , 4; external criti-
cism of , 92-93, 95; external govern-
ments , act ions of , 95; ex terna l me-
dia, 95; external nongovernmen ta l 
organizat ions, 95; glasnost, d e m a n d 
fo r , 120; and Hels inki C o n f e r e n c e 
and Accords , 121-22, 124; i n f o r m a -
tion, ideology and organiza t ion , 96-
97, 98-99; interest groups within, 93; 
interventions in Af r i ca , 89-90; "in-
ternat ional is t" socialization, 102; 
K G B , p o w e r of , 142, 145; kolkhoz-
niki, 141; " L a w on Religious Asso-

ciat ions," 127; as main obstacle to 
world peace, 85; Marx i sm-Len in i sm, 
as guiding phi losophy, 115, 123, 
128, 155; mil i tary power o f , 89; mil-
i tary s t ruc ture of , 94; na t ional i sm 
within, 87; partiinost (poli t ical pa r -
t i sanship) , 143; pogrom and reli-
gion, 124; preeminence as wor ld 
power, 89; publ icat ions of religious 
dissent, 121; religion in, 93-94, 196-
97; repression in, 58; " revis ionism," 
163; revolut ion in I ran , impact on 
Soviet r e fo rm and, 156; samizdat, 
119, 121, 138, 141, 142, 147, 149, 
156, 162, 173, 174-75, 176, 178, 
181, 182, 183, 191, 196; self-deter-
mina t ion in, 52, 91, 100, 103, 105-
109; "socialist c o m m o n w e a l t h , " 104; 
"socialist legali ty," 104; "socialist 
real ism," re laxat ion of , 143; sum-
mary of , 299-300; violence in, role 
of , 95-96; and wor ld war , 90-91; 
zakonnost ( ru le of l a w ) , d e m a n d 
for , 120 

—, Amer ican activists and Soviet 
Power , as suppor t ing l iberalization in 
USSR, 161-93; a t t i tudes and behav-
ior of Amer icans to USSR, 192; at-
t i tudes and t ra ining of Soviet intel-
lectuals, 176, 177, 178, 181-82; 
change, probabi l i ty of , 180-182; 
concerns of o rd ina ry Soviet people, 
182-83; debate , accul tura t ion of 
people to, 163; and destabil izat ion of 
USSR, 186-87; elites, suppor t ing lib-
era l Soviet, 187-88, 190; elites, types 
of , 191-92, 195-96; emigres, as th rea t 
to Soviet repression, 168-69, 178, 
179-80; ideological conflict , U.S. un-
willingness to engage aggressively 
in, 184-85, 192; inappropr ia teness of 
U.S. polit ical model , 162; institu-
tional development , emphas i s on, 
189; at in te rna t iona l conferences , 
166-70, 176, 192-93; language of 
" f r e e d o m , " 170; l iberal izat ion vs. rev-
olution, 191; l iberals in USSR, ad-
vancing si tuat ion of , 161, 164; l inking 
t rade with h u m a n rights, 188; mis-
taken U.S. fore ign policy over h u m a n 
rights, 185-86, 187-88, 189-90; na-
tionalit ies and se l f -de terminat ion , 
support ing, 191; O lympic games in 
1980, Amer i can tourists and Soviet 
repression, 164-65; op t imism about , 
basis for , 173; poli t ical va lue of 
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samizdat, 178-79, 183; "principle of 
p rox imate cr i t ic ism," as guide to 
Soviet l iberal ism, 162-63, 173-74, 
181, 182, 196; pr ivate organiza t ions 
in U.S., role of , 188-89; Radio Lib-
erty, effectiveness of , 174-76, 177, 
178, 179, 183-84, 188, 196; and 
Soviet fore ign policy, 163-64, 187; 
s u m m a r y and conclusions, 194-97; 
U.S. government ' s and Amer ican po-
litical part ies ' policies and, 172, 188; 
U.S. mil i tary s t rength and, 185; 
U.S. social science communi ty , 
double s t andard of , 170-72; U.S. uni-
versities' con t r ibu t ion to Soviet lib-
eral ism, 166; and U S S R as repres-
sive ally, 188; weakness of Soviet 
l iberal movemen t , 162, 183 

—, l iberal izat ion in, support ing, x-xi, 
85-99; a l te rnate Soviet fu tu res , types 
of , 85-87; change, causes of , 91-94; 
conclusion, 97-99; dissenters, role of , 
xi; l iberalism vs. nat ional ism, 112-13; 
reasons fo r , 87-91; tools of change , 
94-97; and U.S. pol icy toward , xi 

—, nat ional self-assert ion, struggle fo r , 
and l iberal izat ion in, 100-14; Au-
t o n o m o u s Republ ics , 102; a u t o n -
o m y in polit ical , social and cul tura l 
spheres, s truggle f o r , 102-103; in 
Cen t ra l Asia , 104, 105, 113; changes 
in Soviet Union th rough ethnic na-
t ional ism, 108-109; civil and na t ion-
al rights, conflict between, 101, 104; 
communica t i on pa t te rns be tween 
elites and dissidents, as suppor t 
f o r na t iona l se l f -de terminat ion , 106; 
conclusions abou t , 113-14, 194-97; 
destabil izat ion, p r o b l e m of , 111-12; 
educa t ion and e thn ic nat ional ism, 
104; e thnic elites, role of, 102-104, 
106, 107, 109, 112-13; "ethnic key" 
in Pol i tburo , 113, l l O n ; e thnic re-
lations, as suppor t f o r nat ional self-
de te rmina t ion , 105; governmenta l 
act ions in suppor t of nat ional self-
de te rmina t ion , 107; Grea t Russian 
e thnic group, 100; impact of fore ign 
relat ions on, 104-105; internat ional 
recognit ion of na t iona l self-deter-
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