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THE UKRAINIAN SSR POSTWAR WORKING CLASS (1946 – 1965) 
IN THE EVALUATION OF THE SOVIETOLOGY IN THE WEST

The article describes the most important tendencies in the study of the history of the Ukrainian 
Soviet working class of the postwar period (1946 – 1965) in Western historiography. The achievements, 
main ideas and peculiarities of the historiographical process, methods of historical research, influence 
of socio-political phenomena on the themes and content of works of Sovietologists are determined.

The main thesis of the article is the statement that Western historical science paid much attention 
to the study of the Ukrainian Soviet society of postwar twenty years, in particular to the study of the 
situation of the Soviet workers as the most mass class of the society.

The key thesis of the Western Sovietology regarding the problems of Ukrainian Soviet postwar 
working class was the emphasis on the complete lack of workers’ rights. According the Sovietologists, 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union pursued a policy of industrial totalitarianism towards 
the Soviet working class, imposing on workers the orientation of accelerated forced industrial de-
velopment at any cost, causing the workers a direct material as well as indirect social and moral 
damage.

One of the central places in the study of the situation of Ukrainian working class in the first postwar 
twenty years is obtained by the conclusion of the Western scholars regarding the strengthening of the 
targeted Russianization policy of Moscow, including the method of relocating a significant number of 
Russian workers to the cities of South-Eastern Ukraine.
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ПОВОЄННЕ РОБІТНИЦТВО УРСР (1946 – 1965 рр.) 
В ОЦІНЦІ ЗАХІДНОЇ РАДЯНОЛОГІЇ

У статті охарактеризовано найважливіші тенденції дослідження історії українського ра-
дянського робітництва повоєнного періоду (1946 – 1965 рр.) в західній історіографії. Визначено 
досягнення, головні ідеї та особливості історіографічного процесу, методи історичного дослі-
дження, вплив суспільно-політичних явищ на тематику та зміст праць радянологів.

Основною тезою статті є твердження про те, що західна історична наука велику увагу 
приділяла вивченню українського радянського суспільства в повоєнне двадцятиріччя, зокрема 
дослідженню становища радянських робітників як найбільш масового класу соціуму.

Ключовими тезами західної радянології стосовно проблематики українського радянського 
повоєнного робітництва стало акцентування уваги на повному безправ’ї робітників. На пере-
конання радянологів, стосовно радянського робітництва КПРС проводила політику індустрі-
ального тоталітаризму, нав’язуючи робітникам установки пришвидшеного форсованого інду-
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стріального розвитку будь-якою ціною, завдаючи робітникам як прямого матеріального, так і 
непрямого соціального та морального збитку. 

Одне з центральних місць при дослідженні становища українського робітництва в перше 
повоєнне двадцятиріччя займає висновок західних науковців щодо посилення цілеспрямованої 
політики русифікації з боку Москви у тому числі методом переселення значної кількості росій-
ських робітників до міст Південно-Східної України.

Ключові слова: УРСР, робітництво, історіографія, радянологія.

The statement of the problem. The historiographic development of the situation of the 
Ukrainian SSR working class during postwar twenty years is incomplete without analyzing 
the achievements of foreign historical science. Democratic conditions for the development 
of the historical science in the western world and the absence of populist barriers became the 
main condition for the high effectiveness of foreign scientists’ scientific creativity. In addi-
tion, the entry of domestic Clio to the world scientific community requires carrying out of 
holistic and complex historiographical studies involving the entire array of available sources, 
but not only with the use of domestic works.

The analysis of sources and recent researches. Having analyzed the state of the  
scientific development of the problem, we must emphasize the fact that the historiographical 
works on the subject of the Soviet working class with the use of works by Western research-
ers are in fact absent in modern Ukrainian historical science. On the related issue, the atten-
tion is drawn to the dissertation of the researcher N. Laas (Laas, 2009), which is devoted to 
a broader topic, i.e., the determination of the level of Sovietology on the problems of social 
and cultural history of Ukraine during the postwar period on the basis of the analysis of 
English-language works. N. Laas paid special attention to the analysis of Sovietologist con-
cepts of Ukrainian Soviet society and social stratification. The dissertation partly presents the 
working class topic. Certain All-Union working class topics were discovered in the disserta-
tions of such Russian researchers as V. Drozdov (Drozdov, 1998), Ye. Kodin (Kodin, 1998), 
and A. Nekrasov (Nekrasov, 2001) devoted to the analysis of the Sovietology level.

Thus, in modern historical science there is no historiographical development of the sit-
uation of the Ukrainian Soviet working class in the postwar period based on the analysis of 
Sovietology scientific works by Western scholars.

The publication’s purpose is to characterize the most important tendencies in the study 
of the Ukrainian SSR postwar working class (1946 – 1965) by Western historical science, 
to determine the achievements, the main ideas and the peculiarities of the historiographical 
process, the methods of historical research, the influence of socio-political phenomena on the 
subject and content of Sovietologists’ works.

Statement of the basic material. The establishment of Western Sovietology began in the 
context of the Cold War development, which led to a corresponding vector of Soviet studies 
in integration of the academic sciences of the socio-humanitarian spectrum with military 
specialist programs. At the initial stage of the development, Sovietology had to provide the 
applied data for a more precise study of the potential enemy and understanding of the situ-
ation in which large social groups of the Soviet society, including the Soviet working class, 
were at that time. Measures of a victorious nature were to be used in propaganda against the 
USSR and the countries of the socialist camp, as well as in order to curb the further spread 
of the «communist threat» across the Atlantic Ocean. The pragmatic nature and participation 
in creating «the image of the enemy» in the subconscious of ordinary Americans led to a 
significant politicization of the Sovietology works of the first postwar years. However, these 
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circumstances did not become fatal for the Western historical science and did not drastically 
lower the professional level of the first works.

The similar approaches of the historians of Great Britain and the USA to the study of post-
war Soviet society allowed us to define in our study the term «Sovietology» as the works, first 
and foremost, of the representatives of English-speaking Western historiography. It should 
be noted that the American Sovietology goes beyond the US boundaries because of the fact 
that the US Sovietology was directly developing in close connection with the historical and 
political sciences of Great Britain and Canada and which had a great influence on it. In sub-
sequent postwar decades, scientists from Australia, France, Germany, Japan and several other 
countries of the world also studied the USSR, but the primacy throughout the studied period 
was kept by the English-language science.

In the second half of the 1940s – early 1950s, primarily through the efforts of the US 
government, as well as the grant support of a number of philanthropic foundations at the uni-
versities of the United States and Great Britain, a number of specialized centers for the study 
of both the USSR as a whole and the Ukrainian SSR in particular were created. The prefer-
ence was given, first of all, to the study of the Russian and Ukrainian languages, the study 
of the Soviet economy, the situation of large social groups (first of all, the working class). In 
addition to the methodological tools of purely historical science, the study of Soviet society 
actively used means of economics, political science, sociology, and cultural studies. Lack of 
access to Soviet archives, the need to use open Soviet data with their secondary analysis led 
to the formation of a specific multidisciplinary methodological tool.

The totalitarian paradigm became the first universal Sovietology concept, designed to 
answer any question regarding the Soviet reality. Aimed at ensuring the national interests of 
the United States and supporting the evidence base of the advantage of the Western capitalist 
world over the Soviet socialism it was actively used in applied political research, providing 
support for US foreign policy towards confrontation with the USSR.

In 1951, the first book of the researcher H. Arendt «Sources of Totalitarianism» was pub-
lished in the United States (Arendt, 1951). With the reissue in 1958, 1966, 1968, 1973, 1976, 
1979 in the United States and a huge number of reprints in other countries, this work became 
an indispensible guide of the totalitarian direction of Sovietology. According to H. Arendt, 
totalitarianism led to the destruction of all social, legislative and political traditions in the 
USSR, the elimination of classes and the creation of a classless society took place. Only in 
a classless society, according to H. Arendt, totalitarianism is possible (Arendt, 1951: 459).

The analysis of the «anatomy» of Soviet totalitarianism is highlighted in the work of 
Professor M. Fainsod «How is Russia Ruled» (Fainsod, 1963), published in 1953 and which 
also got through a large number of reprints. This work greatly strengthened the position of the 
totalitarian direction in Sovietology and became a peculiar beacon for all subsequent works 
of this school. According to historian A. Gleason, the work of M. Fainsod not only «defined 
the strategic thinking of American Sovietologists about the USSR for twenty years ahead», 
but also created a «totalitarianism syndrome with a culmination in the form of a totalitarian 
model of American Sovietology» (Gleason, 1984: 151).

In 1953, Professor of Harvard University C. Friedrich organized a scientific conference on 
totalitarianism, in which such Sovietologists as B. Wolf, G. Kennan, A. Ulam and M. Fainsod 
took part. Soon, a specialist from the USSR Z. Brzezinski joined the group, and in the co-au-
thorship of C. Friedrich and Z. Brzezinski, a third peculiar pillar of the totalitarian concept was 
created, i.e. the book «Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy» (Friedrich, Brzezinski, 1956). 
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The official Washington highly praised the work of the Sovietologists of the totalitarian direc-
tion, as evidenced by their involvement in the service as presidential advisers. So, in J. Carter’s 
administration Z. Brzezinski worked as a National Security Adviser, M. Schulman worked as 
a USSR adviser. The private negative attitude towards the USSR manifested itself both in the 
political sphere and in scientific opinions on the pages of Sovietology studies.

According to this concept, the Soviet government has a pronounced totalitarian nature 
and periods that change each other, which is just a succession of generations. Characteriz-
ing the Post-Stalin decade, the representatives of the totalitarian direction call it «developed 
totalitarianism» (by analogy with the Soviet concept of the transition period of «developed 
socialism»), and «the internal logic of totalitarianism» is called the driving force of the So-
viet society development (Cohen, 1985: 42). Sovietologists of the totalitarian direction ex-
plain the partial liberalization and democratization of socio-political life in the USSR during  
M. Khrushchov’s rule by the lack of the need for the continuation of mass political repression 
through the destruction of any opposition in principle. In general, «totalitarists» emphasize 
that the Soviet power had the anti-people nature and was supported not by the working class, 
as declared in all party documents and speeches, but by the so-called narrow stratum of the 
party’s «ruling elite» (Fainsod, 1963: 375).

The partial liberalization of all spheres of social and political life in the USSR, connected 
with M. Khrushchov’s coming to power and the political crisis in the USA itself, led to the 
weakening of the positions of the Sovietology totalitarian direction. The desire of the young-
er generation of professional historians to oppose totalitarian historians who came to science 
after service in intelligence agencies and the desire to reduce the level of politicization of 
historical science led to actualization of the study of the socio-economic history of the USSR, 
the strengthening of the position of representatives of the Sovietology revisionist direction. 
In the works of Sh. Fitzpatrick, A. Meyer, W. Chase, H. Kumor, L. Siegelbaum, the mono-
theistic conception of the Soviet system is denied, the attention is focused on social history 
and the situation of Soviet workers. Unlike historians of totalitarian direction, who viewed 
the Soviet social system as a unique phenomenon in the organization of human civilization, 
the revisionists sought to find common ground between the situation of working class in the 
USSR and the West.

The new wave of intensification of Sovietophobia in the 1970s was caused by sending in 
Soviet troops to Afghanistan and a new turning point in the fight against the «evil empire» 
headed by the US President R. Reagan. Again a powerful funding of Sovietology think tanks 
and strengthening of the totalitarian direction in Sovietology began.

In 1983, the US Congress passed the Act on Soviet-East European Studies and training 
of specialists with financial federal support from American universities. As a result, in the 
late 1980s, 250 universities in the United States contained about two thousand teachers and  
7,000 courses devoted mainly to the recent history of the USSR.

A great financial support to the Sovietology think tanks of the United States and Great 
Britain was provided by the so-called «philanthropic foundations». In the USA, about  
30 thousand funds with a total capital of over 30 billion dollars annually appropriates more 
than 2 billion dollars to fund 150 institutions and 200 university departments. Thus, the Ford 
Foundation provides support to 107 of the 200 US Sovietology Centers, the Rockefeller 
Foundation provides support to 18 and the Carnegie Corporation to 17 Sovietology Centers. 
Funded by the Ford Foundation in 1967, the Center for International Studies of the School of 
Economic Sciences in London was founded.
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The theme of the social structure of the Soviet society remained the very topical direction 
of the Western Sovietology research throughout the period under study. Contrasted with other 
themes, the working class attracted the greatest attention as the largest social group and the 
driving force of the industrial development of the USSR. A special interest in the study of the 
Soviet working class is observed in the revisionists’ community, for which in the Sovietology 
the latter received appreciation of social historians of the USSR.

One of the first English-language works devoted to the analysis of the political situation 
of Ukraine under the authority of the USSR is the monograph by C. Manning «Ukraine under 
the Soviets» (Manning, 1953), on the pages of which Ukraine and the Ukrainian population 
are presented as an experimental field in the hands of the Soviet regime, in which they pol-
ished methods that were later used in the Baltic and Eastern European countries.

An important conceptual component of Sovietology studies of the first postwar five-year 
plans was the thesis about the nature of the relations between the Ukrainian SSR and Moscow 
in the «metropolis-colony» wake. Western researchers focus on the fact that during the fourth 
five-year plan they set the hidden task to further link the Ukrainian economy to the center, 
increase the percentage of the raw materials of the Ukrainian industry. Also, the scientists 
pay attention to the slow pace of rebuilding work, the frank failure in the industry of group 
«B», which was deliberate in their opinion, the containment of the industrial development 
of the Ukrainian SSR at the expense of the predominant development of the RSFSR eastern 
regions.

A number of Western Sovietologists focus on the fact that the rapid rebuilding of the 
Ukrainian SSR heavy industry did not correspond to the interests of the Ukrainian popu-
lation. But at the same time, T. Dunmore emphasizes that efforts were focused on the re-
construction of the civilian sectors of heavy industry, while in the eastern RSFSR defense 
enterprises were of greater importance (Dunmore, 1980: 37).

Evaluating the level of development of «B» industries, aimed at the production of con-
sumer goods and services, Western Sovietologists state that they are secondary in comparison 
with heavy industry, military and space industries. According to A. Nove, during postwar 
twenty years the light industry suffered heavy losses and was funded by the residual principle 
owing to the fact that the Soviet political leaders and planners chose to develop the economic 
growth and military weapons. Bringing a number of industries to the rank of «non-priority» 
led to the fact that they could not claim to get proper attention and funding (Nove, 1978: 70). 
Researcher B. Gwertzman does not exclude a deliberate policy, targeted to curb the develop-
ment of the service sector in the USSR (Gwertzman, 1982: 11).

Western Sovietology denies the class nature of the CPSU. Thus, professor of the Univer-
sity of California R. Gripp argues that the analysis of the CPSU structure does not provide 
any ground for expressions of interest of the working class (Gripp, 1973: 180). In the inter-
pretation of the Western Sovietologists the Communist Party represented itself as a narrow 
group of party leaders, separated from the people and having no relation to society in its goals 
and objectives (Pethybridge, 1974: 3).

The representatives of the American and Western European Sovietology suggested re-
placing the concept of «vanguard», which is often used by Soviet historical-party science, 
by a much more objective term, namely «elite». Thus, according to Sovietologist J. Blondel, 
the Communist Party is proclaimed to be the vanguard of the proletariat, therefore, it is not 
a mere representative of the people and Soviet workers, but represents the elite of the Soviet 
society (Blondel, 1973: 191).
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J. Armstrong emphasizes that the Communist Party, by virtue of its monopoly position in 
the Soviet society and the authoritarian nature of governance, does not express in its policy 
the interests of the grass-roots (Armstrong, 1974: 135). In particular, researchers exclude 
any opportunities for the bottom-up initiative of the working class (Duverger, 1972: 14).  
F. Parkin, a professor at the University of Kent, develops in more detail the concept that 
socialist societies have a totalitarian power structure in which the party monopolizes the pro-
cess of making practical decisions at all levels and denies the independence of other political 
organizations of society (Parkin, 1968: 140). Research scientist of the Emory University  
R. Blackwell supports this concept and denies any significant influence of workers on deci-
sion making within the CPSU (Blackwell, 1972: 137).

According to the Western Sovietologists of the totalitarian direction, the working class in 
the Soviet society can be exploited, and as a consequence, its leading role is out of the ques-
tion. Researcher M. Harrington comes to the conclusion that «the Bolsheviks did not create 
the society that would free workers from exploitation» (Harrington, 1972: 155). Western 
scholars categorically disagree with the thesis of the Soviet historical science on the fact that 
state ownership of the main means of production is the economic basis of the leading role 
of the working class. Thus, Sovietologist M. Markovic draws attention to the fact that the 
presence of labor exploitation in the USSR and other countries of the socialist camp results 
primarily from the fact that the means of production are nationalized, but they have never 
really become public property, but are still alienated from the producers and are in the hands 
of the ruling elite (Markovic, 1974: 196). Such situation, according to Sovietologists, was 
established due to the fact that the ruling regime departed from the Marxism postulates and 
did not transfer the means of production to the direct ownership of producers’ cooperatives.

Researchers emphasize that the situation of workers in the USSR does not differ from the 
position of workers in the countries of the Western capitalist world, and that, as a result of 
the socialist revolution, the working class’s positions did not improve at all (Hollander, 1978: 
112). Moreover, Western researchers argue that it is impossible for the working class to play 
a leading role because of the existence in the USSR of the alienation of producers from the 
results of their work and the resulting disinterest of the Soviet workers in production. Ac-
cording to scientists, such alienation is inherent in both capitalist and socialist systems, but 
contrary to the Soviet propaganda, the alienation in the USSR was not only not overcome, 
but rather intensified, and the worker was transformed into a mere appendage of the techno-
logical process. This explains the facts of dishonest attitude to labor and violation of labor 
discipline (Knight, 1978: 58).

The Western Sovietologists devoted much attention to the debunking of Soviet propa-
ganda’s assertion about the «central role» of workers in the management of the state and 
production, known in Soviet science under the set expression, namely «the development 
of the social and political activity of the working class». American political scientists and 
historians Z. Brzezinski, L. Bauman, R. Knight, M. Helen argue that the party and Soviet 
governmental bodies are isolated from the grass-roots, and the working class does not have 
democratic rights and is excluded from participation in political processes, and from pro-
duction management (Bauman, 1976: 92). It is the party leadership, according to Western 
Sovietologists, which is an insurmountable obstacle for the working class to express true 
democracy, for the true manifestation of initiatives by the councils in solving problems with-
in their competence (Armstrong, 1974: 84). Councils are viewed by Western researchers as 
auxiliary agents, which don’t make decisions, peculiar symbols of local democracy, which 
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only legitimize and coordinate decisions that emanate from a monopoly comprehensive party 
power, and are actually an appendage of the party apparatus (Schapiro, 1970: 78).

Evaluating the participation of the working class in the production management, Western 
researchers proclaim the removal of Soviet workers from production management in princi-
ple (Nove, 1978: 227). In their view, the Soviet working class has no say in the solution of 
production issues (Conquest, 1967: 7). According to researcher R. Gripp, the participation of 
workers in production management depends on the boundaries set by the Communist Party 
(Gripp, 1973: 139).

In general, Western historiography of the totalitarian direction treats the economic pol-
icy of the CPSU and the attitude towards the representatives of the working class from the 
standpoint of an elitist concept. According to Sovietologists, the party’s economic policy is 
subordinated not to the interests of the workers, but to the interests of the ruling elite (Pallet, 
Shaw, 1981: 28).

The classical «orthodox» model of the Soviet social organization is considered to be pre-
sented by the division proposed by the famous representative of the totalitarian direction of 
Soviet science A. Inkeles. The scientist distinguished the parts of the working class: the so-
called «labor aristocracy», represented by workers of higher qualification, «middle workers», 
low-income workers, as well as workers of concentration camps, which he equated with state 
slaves (Inkeles, 1968: 152). In the division proposed by A. Inkeles profit plays the decisive 
role in the stratification.

This concept was used by Sovietologists during the 1960s in the period of the total dom-
ination of a totalitarian model of studying Soviet reality. In the 1970s, with the development 
of the revisionist concept with its bias in sociological science and the use of data from the 
Soviet population census in 1959, the interest of Sovietologists in the Soviet society class 
structure increased markedly. The concept of the researcher M. Matthews, who believes that 
the division of the «inhabitants» of the Soviet «world» into the working class, peasantry, and 
intelligentsia is very simplistic, became popular. According to the scholar, each of these vast 
social groups consisted of more compact levels in terms of education, professional activity, 
lifestyle and regional ethnicity (Matthews, 1972: 78).

Describing the intraclass structure of the Soviet working class, a number of Western So-
vietologists distinguish in it a series of strata arranged vertically on the basis of the presence 
or absence of privileges, which is referred in the first place to a high level of remuneration. 
Thus, the German Sovietologist W. Teckenberg points out the existence of a labor aristocracy 
in the USSR (Teckenberg, 1981 – 1982: 90). At the same time, according to the researcher, 
the number of unskilled and auxiliary workers in the USSR is constantly increasing.

Having provided a comprehensive analysis of such strategically important direction of 
Soviet reality and propaganda as a socialist competition, Western scholars are extremely 
critical of its true nature and essence. Scientists J. Armstrong (Armstrong, 1974: 70) and  
J. Berliner (Berliner, 1978: 120) proclaim the fundamental impossibility of productive com-
petition in a socialist society, justifying their point of view by arguing that competition is 
possible only in the presence of private entrepreneurship. The researchers argue about the im-
possibility of a genuine competition in the USSR as a result of the state monopoly on means 
of production that constrains the competition, gives it an artificial character and deprives of 
the incentives for development (Krylov, 1979: 146). Proclaiming the ruthless exploitation of 
Soviet workers by the party elite, one of the main methods of this process is recognized by 
the Sovietologists as a socialist competition (Nove, 1978: 227).
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The main idea of the monograph by the British Sovietologist T. Dunmore, which is con-
sidered to be a profound and thorough work not only in the Western but also in the World his-
toriography on the subject of the Soviet postwar economy, is the assertion that during the late 
Stalinist postwar period, the Soviet Union’s command economy reached its peak, but at the 
same time, the economic policy of enterprises was not always determined by the administra-
tive center. This affected workers’ situation: the real labor market was significantly different 
from the theoretical one, specified in government and party documents. So, as T. Dunmore 
points out, despite the prohibition of changing jobs, during the first postwar years, the level 
of staff turnover was quite high. The ministries, ignoring the party directives, competed for 
the workforce and violated the centralized rates of wages. According to the researcher, this 
factor became one of the reasons for very significant differences in remuneration for the same 
work in various areas (Dunmore, 1980: 147).

The work of the American economist J. Berliner «Soviet Industry from Stalin to Gor-
bachev» (Berliner, 1988), an appropriate paragraph of the monograph by British research-
er A. Nove (Nove, 1970: 322–368), a collective monograph «Khrushchev and Khrushche-
vism», published in 1987 under the general editorship of M. McCauley (Khrushchev and 
Khrushchevism, 1987) and an analytical article by D. Filtzer, devoted to the study of the 
tariff reform of 1956 (Filtzer, 1989), are of great significance for all further development of 
Western historiography on the problem of M. Khrushchov’s economic policy and the situ-
ation of workers in the second postwar decade. The most important conclusion obtained in 
the process of studying the economic causes of M. Khrushchov’s reforms was the one about 
the need to meet the basic material needs of the population. The research confirms the fact 
that by the middle of the 1850s the limit in «tightening belts» had been reached and a further 
development of the Soviet state became impossible without reforms aimed at the material 
interests of workers. Also, in connection with the expansion of labor freedom in the choice of 
jobs, the problem of more effective use of the limited resources emerged, that led to the crisis 
of the planned economy and attempts to find a way out of it (Nove, 1970: 357).

Assessing Khrushchov’s social policy, Western scholars state that in this regard the Soviet 
government «resolutely broke away from the Stalinist past» (MsAuleu, 1979: 149), posi-
tively evaluate the role of trade unions, the increase of the quantity and quality of consum-
er goods, and the growth of real wages. Having studied the tariff reform of 1956, Western 
scholars consider it as the most important part of M. Khrushchov’s social policy aimed at 
ensuring productivity growth during the abolition of Stalin’s labor legislation in 1940 as well 
as legitimation of the regime in the eyes of the public (Filtzer, 1989: 95).

At the same time, despite the growth of wages and security of the correspondence of actu-
al and planned growth rates of workers’ incomes, historian D. Filtzer states the failure of the 
tariff reform in many aspects. In particular, the researcher negatively evaluates the process of 
converting premiums into a permanent part of earnings and as a consequence the decrease of 
workers’ interest to overfulfil the norms. Based on the analysis of the failures of the tariff re-
form, D. Filtzer comes to the conclusion that it is impossible in principle to create in the Soviet 
economy a system of economic incentives aimed at the fulfilment and overfulfilment of produc-
tion norms. According to the scientist, the most important reason for this, besides the absence 
of a mechanism of market relations, are factors that do not depend on the will of the workers, 
namely interruptions in the supply of materials to productions, different levels of mechanization 
and automation of production, irrational division of labor (Filtzer, 1989: 104). Paying great 
attention to the negative tendencies in the tariff reform, A. McAuley, in the first place, indicates 
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an insufficient increase in wages, in the result of which the workers had to survive and were 
not able to keep their families (McAuley, 1979: 151). Scientist M. Kaser points out that the de-
clared increase in wages of low-paid categories of workers during the tariff reform of 1956 was 
largely offset by rising prices in the following 1958 – 1962 (Kaser, 1970: 143).

In their research, Western Sovietologists constantly emphasize the total lack of Soviet 
workers’ rights (Giddens 1973: 249; Bergson, 1978: 12) and the ineffectiveness of the Soviet 
economy (Katsenelinboigen, 1978: 28). According to Western researchers, the CPSU pursued 
a policy of industrial totalitarianism, being a dictator in the field of industrial production, and 
imposing on the Soviet workers completely alien goals for accelerated economic growth at 
all costs (Millar, 1981: 64). Typically, the representatives of the totalitarian direction of Sovi-
etology, evaluating the economic policy of the Communist Party in the USSR, identify it with 
the economy of Hitler’s Germany and Nazi Italy (Society and Politics, 1976: 21).

According to Western scholars, the CPSU owned a monopoly on means of production 
(Neuberger, Duffy, 1976: 177), and workers were completely deprived of their rights (Neu-
berger, Duffy, 1976: 236). Soviet workers are identified by Sovietologists with workers from 
Western countries and act, in their opinion, as a workforce (Millar, 1981: 105). Proclaiming 
the complete removal of workers from property, Western economists and historians proclaim 
the existence in the USSR of an advanced bureaucracy, which has the right to own means 
of production. The centralized planning regime, controlled by engineering and technical bu-
reaucracy, is proclaimed by researchers as one of the key factors that deprives workers in the 
USSR of any real opportunity to participate in production management (Fisk, 1980: 259).

Conclusions. Thus, Western historical science paid a lot of attention to the study of the 
Ukrainian Soviet society in the postwar twenty years, the study of the situation of Soviet 
workers as the most mass class of the society in particular.

The peculiarity of Western European and American historiography is the consideration of 
these issues through the prism of the analysis of the USSR economy, as well as social history. 
Describing the first postwar decade as the peak of Stalin’s conservative economic policy and 
recognizing the outstanding achievements in the process of the Soviet economic recovery, 
Western scholars observed the return to the economic model of the 1930s with the acceler-
ated development of industry and an even more significant deterioration in the standard of 
Soviet workers’ living standards. According to Western researchers, during the period of the 
first two postwar five-year plans, the crisis of the Stalinist economy was clearly established.

Deeply analyzing the reasons and preconditions for economic reforms by M. Khrush-
chov, the representatives of Western historiography note their positive influence on the work-
ers’ situation. In general, Western scholars more objectively evaluate the economic policy of 
M. Khrushchov than Soviet scholars, and its failures are connected with factors of a systemic 
nature.

Considering the problems of economic development of the USSR republics, and, accord-
ingly, the situation of workers in these republics, most Western scholars state the imperial 
character of the center and Moscow’s center-periphery colonial policy.

The formation of Sovietology took place under extremely tense conditions of the Cold 
War mongering. Due to the high level of politicization, Western researchers were set the task 
to study the state of the Soviet society, including its most numerous representative, namely 
working class. In the works of A. Meyer, R. Aron, W. Rostow, they formed the concept of 
«dissolution» of the Soviet working class in the so-called middle class and the final displace-
ment of workers from the sphere of management.
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A further evolutionary development of Sovietology and the formation of the younger 
generation of historians led to the loss of a totalitarian direction’s positions and the strength-
ening of the revisionist direction. In the writings of Sh. Fitzpatrick, A. Meyer, W. Chase, 
H. Kumor, L. Siegelbaum, the monotheistic conception of the Soviet system is denied, the 
attention is focused on the social history, the situation of Soviet workers. Unlike historians of 
the totalitarian direction, who viewed the Soviet social system as a unique phenomenon in the 
organization of human civilization, the revisionists sought to find common ground between 
the workers’ situation in the USSR and the West.

The 1970s are characterized by a new turn of tension in the international environment and as a 
consequence of the strengthening of the Sovietology totalitarian direction. In the works of Z. Brzez-
inski, R. Pipes, A. Ulam, A. Nove, L. Shapiro, R. Aron the concept of stratification of the Soviet 
working class is formed. According to Western researchers, in the postwar decades the differentia-
tion among the Soviet workers, the formation of the so-called «labor aristocracy» and the reduction 
of the total number of the working class under the influence of processes of mechanization and 
automation of production, scientific and technological progress, took place. Much attention of West-
ern researchers was devoted to the search for elements of a market economy and the formation of 
contradictions in the working environment as a result of hidden unemployment and equal pay.

In the 1980s – 2010s, in Sovietology a whole series of new sociological concepts of 
studying Soviet society and the workers’ situation replaced the confrontation between totali-
tarianism and revisionism. Among the large number of paradigms, particular attention should 
be paid to the theory of «convergence», «united industrial society», and «post-industrial soci-
ety», whose representatives tried to prove the existence of stratification in the Soviet working 
class and rebirth for the capitalist formation. At the same time, the focus was focused on the 
totalitarian bureaucratic system and the elitist nature of the USSR power.

One of the central places in the study of the situation of Ukrainian workers in the first 
postwar twenty years belongs to the conclusion of Western scholars regarding the strength-
ening of the targeted Russianization policy of Moscow, including the method of relocating a 
significant number of Russian workers to the cities of Southeast Ukraine.
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