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: the nomenkiatura
risdictional list’ containir

he communist political systems had a special 1 unique char
t

system. Every party committee had & document called ‘cadre ju

a set of positions of different organisaticns from social, political, economic, cultural areas.
According to these lists Lh party committees had right to appoint the nominees to the
positions. In every 3-4 years the Central Committee accepted a resolution about these

lists. The paper examines the phenomenon of the nomenklatura system based on the
party resolutions.

Keywords: political sociology, nomenklatura, social structure, political structure.

An important constituent of the communist (bolshevik) system was the
nomenklatura. As in many other cases the term_ nomenklatura is used by
researchers of the area in dszerent meanings.’ In what follows we also give
an interpretation of the term.? Instead of giving a theoretical or histori-
cal background as an introduction, we present our definition of the term:
nomenklatura system is the comprehensive system of appointing {evaluat-
ing) jurisdictions of party organs on different levels. Let us see what we
should know about this phenomenon!

The nomenklatura resolution includes certain jurisdictions. It defines
somebody’s right against somebody else, that means it defines one-way
relationship between actors of a social relationship. In what follows it seems
to be wise to separate analytically the different types of actors (appointer,
appointee) and their relation. This is important because with time the
content of the nomenklatura resolutions changed, the range of actors was
broadened or narrowed.

The Content of Cadre Jurisdiction

Let us begin with a more thorough analysis of the actors (i.e. the ap-
pointer and the appointee)! Relying on the resolution we have to make
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clear what is the content of the different kinds of jurisdiction, what is
the basis of their different types and what is the legitimation need behind
them. Nomenklatura resolutions generally did not publish the content of
cadre jurisdiction. This is true especially for the fifties. As we know, pre-
cise enumeration of these jurisdictions was first included in the 1977 and
1981 resolutions. As a point of departure let us quote the relevant pas-
sage from the 1977 resclution: ‘Cadre jurisdiction includes the following
personal matters:

— appointment (election), promotion, transfer, dismissal, replacement,

calling back, transfer to a lower post;

— rating;

— government distinction;

- Sci‘diﬂﬁ to high-level political or state school;

— longer official trip abroa

— authorization of a disciplinary procedure.
if we look at the nomenklatura resclutions more closely, we find

er authorizations, ico, in addition to those listed. An ex-

ample is the fact that members of different party organs could fravel

abroad cnly with the ;ermit of the responsible party organ. Anocther

‘nomenklatura jurisdiction’ was (even in the Pmnﬁl es! ) the aypomt ment to
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and third, the comprehensiveness of the system, which omits no position
74

of any significance in the society ..
In another place he uses the term mono-organisational.” A similar
ill be used by us, too, nay it is in cur opinicn one of the most

Wi
ortant characteristics of the system.
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ationally-based political systems there are organisations

which are autonomous and autocephalic, 1 el

dependent on one another. In 'poée*«: politic
i

ering the above we fely ; 4
one of the most important principles on which organisations are based is
election.
Before analysing the relationship between the communist (bolshevik)
no-nevkl atura system and the principle of election it is worth characterizing
. ) I

leader of an organisation is appoi om ocuiside as ccmpared to the
ca,se when his dem&ties and other, lower-level leaders also are ‘recruited
fromn ocutside’. If we want to characteriz he phenomenon theoretically, we
have first to int roche — relying on the notion of hierarchical relationships

within modern organisations — the term !e 7el of hierarchy.
In the following, level of hierarchy of an organisation will be subset of

the compleie and ordered set of positions (and also the people filling these

:J“’
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positions) involving similar, prescribed job content and authority (domi-
native) jurisdiction. An organisation is called first-degree heterocephalic if
people on the first hierarchic level, i.e. the leader (or if the principle of col-
lective leadership is applied, the leaders) are appointed from outside, all the
others from inside. An organisation is called second-degree heterocephalic
if people on the second hierarchic level of the organisation, i.e. only the
leader(s) and his (their) deputies are appointed from outside. Naturally,
organisations on different levels of heterocephaly can be defined relying on
the same logic and principles.

It is evident that the higher the degree of heterocephaly of an organ-
isation the less its autonomy and vice versa .... ‘Selecting’ from outside is
in inverse relationship with the autonomy of the organisation.
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Relying on what had been said in the previous section one can formulate

an important characteristic of the phenomenon of communist (bolshevik)
nomenklatura: the nomeanklatura system rules out election in the sphere of
politics and in pcﬂi’sieally important organisations.

At this point an important guestion emerges: how to define politics.
Cne can say ‘that puht ca_.l is every action involving appointment by the
holders of state power. in this sense it depends on the ‘conception’ of the
holders of state power which organisations and appointments are political.
Looking more closely at d flerent political systems, this statement — in our
opinion — has strong empirical relevance. The exclusivity of the appointing
principle means, on the other hand, that previously autocephalic organisa
tions become he t@?:::«cpp’mi‘? and only heterccephalic organisations survive
in social and political life. Al’shough the ruling out of elections concerns
every organisation, it is worth singling out the problem of elections within
the communist party. We shall return to this problem later. Another

tura system is that positions im-

important characteristic of the nomenklatura s
ortant from the point of view of exerting and maintaining political power
are arranged in one interconnected system.

Whatever changes have occurred in the system of nomenklatura with
passing time its essence le_--amed the same since the ‘one-way’ centraliza-
tion of the political system remained. Only the shape, form and density
of the nomenklatura net holding organisations in dependence changed but
the necessity of such a net was never challenged. As we have demonstrated
earlier, Righy used for this phenomenon the term mono-organisational soci-
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ety, a term we are wary to take up. We think Rigby’s term is inconvenient
because it suggests a too strong relationship between organisations con-
nected by the nomenklatura — due to the widely held interpretation of
the term organisation, as if the whole system would be one huge organisa-
tion. But for the description of organisations we use beyond the dimension
of autocephaly-heterocephaly also the dimension of autonomy-heteronomy,
and we cannot assume total heue‘oqomy for organisations held in strong
dependence. Even when despotism was the strongest, organisations had a

do g in
post according teo the crganisati nal rLL,s ?ba oss had the ju*‘zsﬂicczop bu‘%

r the nomenkiatura system the responsible party organ had ‘jurisdic-
tion’, too.

An acceptable solution might be te introduce 2 new term. The treat-
ment of the phenomenon of nomenklatura was reduced in the above to
appointing events., In this respect we used several times the terms auto-
cephalic and heterocephalic. Relying on them, monocephalic is — in our
opinion — the best characterization of the nomenklatura within political
organisations. Cutside dependence of heterocephalic organisations was ar-
ranged into a chain and thus practically a ‘centralized’ appointing system
developed. The nomenklatura system made the appointing principle al-
most exclusive. A different principle was used only at one point: namely
in the case of those party bosses who operated the whole system.

In the above we did not differentiate between organisations when in-
vestigating the negligation of election results. But here we should — even
if cursorily - treat separately the problem of making formal intra-party
elections. The central slogan of party life was that within the principle
of democratic centralism democratism means collective decision-making.
Democratism was identified with one variant of the collective principle and
implemented accordingly. According to this principle — at least in a for-
mal sense — party leaders could obtain position only through election. It
would require a separate historical analysis to answer the gquesticn how
leaders could make elections formal. They had to employ several methods
and techniques for this aim. The most important technigue was ruling out
alternatives, to propose ‘one candidate’.
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The collective principle is not only used in dictatorships. Under the
system of functionally divided branches of power we find the collective
principle e.g. in parliamentary representation, in the veto of the president
of the republic, in the act of signing by the prime minister. Let us also
mention that making certain elections formal (i.e. without a stake, ‘prede-
termined’) occurs not only in dictatorships: it may occur in democracies
too that preliminary agreement makes elections formal (e.g. parliamentary
voting ‘brings’ the predetermined result). An important difference in this
case relative to dictatorships totally neglecting elections is that at least
once, when electing parliamentary represeniatives, such manipulation is

not possible. Another form of the collective principle was realized within
the nomenklatura system through the ‘preliminary agreement right’ and
the ¢ right to express an opinion’. These techniques became tools of reduc-
ing the concentration of power (on lower levels, of course).

In order to operate the nomenklatura system successfully it is also necessary
that svery power in society important from the point of view of political
activity be attached to ‘nomenklatura’ positions. In modern societies we
find several organisations tc be independent of the sphere of politics, i.e.
autonomous or autocephalic. A large part of parties, social movements,
economic, cultural, educational, mass communication etc. organisations
are of this kind. In democracies their number cannot be reduced or can
be only 1o a small extent. For successiul management of the nomenklatura
system, 2 ‘manageable size’, i.e. the smallest possible set of organisations

tant events

ther source

e t sources of

power were ‘nationalized’, l.e. attached to certain positions, which meant

that every concentration of power outside the nomenkiatura was ruled out
1 1 Ky

Thereby it became irnpossible to enforce power outside the system in
a way transgressing the syster i nt consequence of all this was
that the system could be ‘abolished’ only from inside. The nomenklatura
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system presented above was a strikingly stable political formation. The
cause is simple: a principle was given whose employment made it possible
to control political (personal) relations and processes on a large scale. This
was the principle of ‘give him a division and rule over him’ (‘divisio et
impera’). This principle was an ‘invention’ of the communist (bolshevik)
system. AH: eugh the uecrxmques o;_ yOhulC&. pez'smz:zel cha,:w_ges constitute

overr émg impo r‘tance for the n.e*a@nklatura sysé‘em
Although the party did not rely on rational legitimation when requir-

mruhey reseaxch.
‘In decisions concerning cadres wi bin the 'uzisdiuion of ;..iﬁistry and
national-level party committees (promoti

higher-level party and state organs have to ask ‘Eor he p« ehmma Ty pinio
of the responsible party organ.’ ‘In matters of appointment and dismissal

of leaders belonging to the jurisdiction of the Central Committee:

- about appointment and dismissal of ministers, leaders of national
authorities and deputy ministers, the responsible party committee
should be informed before execution and publication of the act;

— in the case of appointment and dismissal of deputy leaders of national
offices, their heads of department and higher posts — if promotion
is from the local apparatus — the opinion of the respounsible party

committee should be required before the final decision’.?

Changes in the Nomenkiatura System

“We did it so that beforehand we looked at how things were done in the So-
viet Union and other people’s republics .... There were one or twe speeches
held in the Soviet Union dealing with this matter. We adhered to these
principally. Relative to the relationship to the state and the mass move-
ments’ relationship to the party we could not find out anything.’g Knowing
the peculiarities of the nomenklatura system we cannot avoid the question
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about the origins of the system. How could come about and consolidate
such a system? To answer the question of ‘why’ is simple. As with the whole
of the communist (bolshevik) political-economic system, we can safely as-
sert here too: since the Hungarian Communist Party owed its power to the
Soviets, it implemented — relying on the Soviet example, if not directly
urged by the Soviets — this power tool in Hungary, too. The ‘confession’
of the motio is lovely but it does not change anything in the essence. The
empire introduced its own system in its provinces.

As to the question of ‘how’, l.e. the Hungarian specialities of the
nomenklatura system we can say similar things as Rigby said on the origin
of the Soviet nomenklatura.'’ Between early 1947 and early 1949 in political
power strugglies the communist party ‘liquidated’ all its political opponents.
The first but we can safely say decisive ‘slice’ in this salami {actics was

secretary of the Smallholder Party at that $ime,
5 detention was the last. Durin rocess the

to the Secretariat.’
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In the debate the most important problem proved to be the rela-
tionship between the center, the ‘county-level committees’ and the state
apparatus. The problem of the repressive apparatus was also hinted at.
Finally, the resolution of the Secretariat contained that: ‘the Secretariat
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e nomenklatura system:
“The Party directs government organs first of all through communists
inistration; the key positions of state ad-
ministration are filled according to the decisions of leading party organs.’
.

itting in main posts of state adm
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The suggested and adopted system proved to be durable. After the
March 1950 resolution the nomenklatura system remained essentially intact
until the disintegration of the system in 1889. Although the core of the
nomenklatura system remained intact between 1950 and 1880 we can reveal
certain modifications if we analyse the history of the system clesaly, small
departures from the original pattern and the previous practice. On one
hand, the ‘regulation’ of the system was gradually formalized, on the other,
the structure of positions ‘covered’ continuously changed.

One of the most important elements of change within the history of
the nomenklatura system was the change in the role of ‘CC organs’ and
actors with jurisdiction. In the Rékosi era only leading party organs were
given cadre jurisdiction, thus the Political Committee, the Secretariat and
the Organisational Bureau (OB) — until it was abolished. The Central
Committee had no separate cadre list although it interfered with cadre
problems in the name of the PB, the Secreteriat and the OB.

After 1956 the previous system prevailed for 6-7 years, i.e. cadre ju-
risdiction had the Central Committee, the Political Committee, the newly
created and short-lived Organisational Bureau, later its successor the Sec-

ot
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retariat.The only change was that {rom that time the Central Commitiee
»nd an ‘own’ list too.

Although the 1962 nomenklatura resolution does not show any change,
in the documents of motions we find a new e.ement. The reduction of cen-
tral :ists could be attained — at least partially — through transferring
some positions ‘for approval to the responsible secretary of the Central
Committee’.’® Let us stress again that this was not included in the nomen-
klatura resolution but this too came very soon. In the next nomenklatura
resolution the own jurisdiction of CC secretaries and CC heads of depart-
ment was explicitly mentioned. ‘.. in order to speed up appointients
and approvals,...(CC) has transferred ... the leaders of government organs
and party organs before appointing, dismissing, transferring, honoring or
letting to travel abroad to the jurisdiction of the secretaries and heads of
department of the Central Committee, cadres belong'mg to the jurisdiction

of the Central Committee have to ask the permission of the responsible
tary or head of department of the Ceniral Committee. If divergence
inion arises, one has to turn to the Secretariat.’’®
Although the last passage of the quotation suggests that secretaries
and heads of department had a jurisdiction ‘shared’ with the Secrsiariat
We think that theirs was a true, classical jurisdiction. Our opinion is cor-
rated by the fact that in the text of the resolution positions were listed
EH‘: belonging to the jurisdiction of secretaries and heads of depart-
ment, and our standpoeint is further reinforced if we take into account the
o t:’Le gmzsdaewoq of secretaries and heads of department.
7: itical Committee modified the jurisdiction of CC
.ds of department to the extent that perso °1 ma,‘i"zeﬂ
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1 spo.:.sible organs and orgamsamons A kmd of csﬂ a’.”f,l leadership p
ciple was applied in this area. The fact that the 1867, the 1968 and the
1071 resoiutions on cadre lists did not mention who could decide in dis

% s suggests that in final account the secretaries and the heaas
of department were de facto in power position. This feelmg is corroborated
by the further events. The Central FOmmlthee its 28. November 1873

e
I
.
&
o
et
er
I
e}




CADRE ROTATION 143

session abolished the cadre jurisdiction of CC secretaries and CC heads of
department. 22 This means that the previous situation was qualified even
by party documents as cadre jurisdiction. This becomes even more clear if
we take into account that in 1974 this personnel jurisdiction was replaced
by the right of preliminary agreement: ‘Before the decision of the respon-
sible organ one should obtain the agreement of the responsible secretary or
head of department of the Central Committee acting on behalf of the CC

appointing organs, the personnel Otzen ahamc be presented to the
S~ . 925 <or

COC Secretariat. 7 Whereas relative to personnel jurisdiction OC sec-

retaries and CC heads of depa

artment had positive — even if restricted

-— rights, with the introduction Of the preliminary agreement only a

delaying but by no means exclusive veto right was left with secre-
£ s

taries and heads of department. It was not even a true right of veto
e the "inai “Jevd was Wi‘;b the Secretariat. A fh?t’ner weakening

2]
a.
ol
O

1€&St the intention o weake:z ‘f’he:ﬂ_ is sagna,llecz by the fact tbaﬁc from
this time this list of posts liable to preliminary agreement became a
separate list of the secretary and the head of department in con
to the previous situation when secretaries and heads of departmen
had separate lists. Further — and more radical — changes occurred
in the second half of the eighties. In 1985 the preliminary agreement
right of secretariat as a body was abolished, its ‘nomenklatura’ right
has disappeared too. At the end of 1989 the whole system ceased to
exist.

The Number of Nomenklatura Positions

The number of positions included in individual nomenklatura lists can only
be estimated but not given accurately. Data can be gained not from nomen-
kKlatura resolutions but from different motions. The reason is simple: the
number of institutions and positions included in the list was not indicated.
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We cannot know directly how many heads of department were in the min-
istry. In order to obtain exact figures we ought to perform a full ‘history
of institutions’ analysis of the period.

But taking into account the well-known data it can be revealed that
with time the number of posts included in central cadre lists decreased
(from 3500-4000 in the fifties to 450 in 1988). Although the data are not
conclusive we can state that on the long run the number of positicns in the
nomenklatura system decreased, first of all, in the eighties.

Naturally, we have even less data on the whole system of nomen-
klatura, the total set of positions from those in the CC cadre lists to those
in primary organisation veto lists. A report of Party and Mass Movement
Department from 1975 is telling in this respect.?® According to it in 1971
there were 89,000 positions on the cadre lists of party committees and party
leaderships and 81,000 in 1975. Within the veto right of primary organi-
sations there were 280,000 positions overall in 1975 — after a reduction of
20%.

In the above we analysed positions on the nomenklatura according to their
formal characteristics only. 1t would be interesting to look at the changing
place of a position within the list, the changing structure of the list. For
want of a computerized data base we can investigate only individual po-
sitions, their ‘rows’, and have to concenirate on one or two nomenklatura
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In the third larger bloc of CC cadres we find the first secretary of
the Budapest Party Committee, the president of Parliament (P) and his
deputies, the president of the Presidential Council (PC), his deputies (the
latter only %ill 1985), the chairman of the Council of Ministers (CM), his
deputies and its other members, the president of the Supreme Court (8C),
the Highest Prosecutor (HP), the president of the Council of Budapest, the
rade Unions, th

sident and chief secretary of the National Council of
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have a special position in this system. One of its signs is that the third
hierarchic level of these areas is also included in the PB list: political
commissars of repressive organisations (political heads of department of
the ministry of interior and the national army), generals, ambassadors.
With positions on the third (Secretariat) level the principles are the same
as presented above. Further ties downwards where ties on higher levels
already exist and new ties where they did not exist previously. Third level
of ties with ministries (jurisdiction over deputy ministers), a further tie with
the army (deputies of political heads of department, army commanders etc.)
but instead of enumerating further examples let us formulate a statement
on the K4dér era. Although central nomenklatura are central in the sense
that they define the cadre jurisdiction of the highest party organs, the
‘centralization principle’ has another meaning too: central nomenklatura
include only positions of national central organs (in the Kédér era).
vorth pondering somewhat about this statement! In the Kédar
era it might happen even with high priority cities that the level of city
party comnuttee was tied too, but with other organisations and positions
there was a limited, peculiar regional decentralization: county level lead-
ership was dependent in its appointment on the central nomenklatura but
otherwise it was free in its personnel policy within the county. This was
not so in the Rakosi eral In central nomenkiatury of the fifties we find
many county-level posis which were later {ransferred to the jurisdiction of
the county-level (e.g. secretaries of districi-level party committees, county-
level secretaries of NUTU, full-time secretaries of cities, county-level sec-
NCC, members of the executive committee of county councils
etc.). The positions included in county lea&.v-s’mp changed in ‘i:hV Kédér-
t

It i
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OIS C1I C()lii'*by Dapers, COHL‘ y-le‘x/e
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secretaries, CO%,li-Clj presidents, chief edi
;}ohce superintendent, county-level hi

B

judge) and changes during the eig

Na‘tuaﬂy the leading posts of large

farms were more centralized (they w

level leaae‘sb p) but counties still had encugh pos
We cannot make a large misiake sayi

power had an 1nportam role in reinforci

Previously we assumed that the overalli number of positions included in
the nomenklatura system had diminished. We can also safely assume that
by ‘shortening’ of the central lists, the jurisdiction of lower level party or-
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gans partly increased (through the decentralization of jurisdiction of higher
organs) and partly decreased (by further decentralization and by the ‘re-
duction’ of the whole system). Decentralization cannot be understood as if
lower (regional) party organs would obtain jurisdiction over positions left
out from the central list. This certainly might happen, e.g. when the center
‘passed’ a regional position to lower-level party organs (e.g. the position of
the secretary of the executive committee of the county council was ‘given’
by CC to the county-level party commitiee). We shall call this phenomenon
regional decentralization. Another form of decentralization might be when

the center gave some ceniral (national) positions to a national organisation

that previously had only formal jurisdiction over it {functional decentral-
ization). Such events did not touch the life and jurisdiction of regional
party organs.

We cannot go into the details of this problem since we do not know
anything concrete for nt of roumenfss on nomenklatura rights of lower
level party organs. Of course, we can formulate some statements and hy-
potheses relying on existing daﬂ:a. For the level of primary organisations
we can assume that both in the Rékosi and in the early Kddér era primary
organisations could not have true cadre jurisdiction (beyond the right of

expressing an opinion). If cur assumption is right, we can state that the
introduction of the right of expressing opinion — probably in the sixties —
weakened the nomenklatura network on the level of primary organisations.

Relying on the term introduced above we can divide the history of
central cadre lists into subperiods. First there was the ‘nomenklatura jun-
gle’ characterized by high-level heterocephaly of organisations or, to put it
otherwise, a dense ‘party network’ around political, social, economic and
cultural life. This period too had its regularities: the intention was dis-
cernible that an organisation (e.g. a ministry) was ‘controlled by the party’
through inclusion of the minister in the cadre list of the CC, the secretary
of state in the list of PB, the deputy minister in the list of the Secretariat,
in the list of the head of department, secretary of CC, etc. (Departing from
this one could investigate whether this pattern was general, i.e. whether
different hierarchical levels of an institution were put on cadre lists of dif-
ferent party organs).

The first type of change within this system was that nomenklatura
rights were pushed downwards (regional decentralization). This might be
the case when a ministry head of department was transferred from the CC
list to the list of the Budapest party committee. (For want of documents we
have to use the conditional. We have already hinted at the methodological
problem that we do not have regional lists).
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The other type of changes was the reduction of ‘party ties’ of given
organisations. Such an instance is the disappearance of ministry heads of
departments from all (!) the lists.

The last phase — still belonging to the nomeunklatura system — of this
series of changes is naturally first degree party heterocephaly, i.e. primal
party ties. Concerning individual organisations (and not the whole system)
the most radical change was the abolition of every ‘party tie’. This could
happen by:

a) giving back the right of appointment to the organisation (if it was
‘originally’ heterocephalic): e.g. the leader of alarge firm or a national
daily with nationwide circulation;

b) the right of election was given back (if ‘originally’ the institution was
autocephalic): e.g. the president of the Association of Writers.

To avoid any misunderstanding let us stress that in this phase sev-
ral organisations remained under party’s jurisdiction, only individual (less
exemptied. The disintegration of the nomen-

en the nomenklatura right over the most im-
longest held on the nomenklature lists — was

< 1

titutions s
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1e evervthing was for sale. To sum up we can say
nt in the system toward organisations with a lower

et
e

e ption
prevailed (everything was allowed for leaders, there was no normative con-
straint, the concentration of power was high). In the ‘true’ Kédér era
(beginning with 1962-1963) this concentration of power and traditional
desp i t. This restriction is not due to the ap-

ew

pearance of some alternative countervailing political power, much more to

normative resirictions against persons and groups in power emerging from
i ls

teps in 1963 and accelerated



._A
N
[{w]

CADRE ROTATION

Laying down the content of cadre jurisdiction
Giving formal autonomy

Reduction of individual despotism

The appearance of procedural rules

Cycle prescription

The request of written motions

Prescriptions concerning review 0‘? fist

Publicity of nomenkiatura resclution
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