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5

REVOLUTION AND SPHERES
'OF INFLUENCE

Support the liberation movement in China? But why? Wouldn’t that be
dangerous? Wouldn’t it bring us into conflict with other countries?
Wouldn’t it be better if we established ‘spheres of influence’ in China in
conjunction with other ‘advanced’ powers and snatched something from
China for our own benefit? That would be both useful and safe . .. Sup-
port the liberation movement in Germany? Is it worth the risk? Wouldn’t
it be better to agree with the Entente about the Versailles Treaty and
bargain for something ourselves by way of compensation? ... Maintain
friendship with Persia, Turkey and Afghanistan? Is the game worth the
_candle? Wouldn’t it be better to restore the ‘spheres of influence’ with one
or other of the Great Powers? And so on and so forth. ‘

Such is the new type of nationalist ‘frame of mind’, which is trying to
liquidate the foreign policy of the October revolution . . .

That is the policy of nationalism and degeneration, the path of the
complete liquidation of the proletariat’s international policy, for people
afflicted with this disease regard our country not as a part of the whole

- that is called the world revolutionary movement, but as the beginning and
end of that movement, believing that the interests of all other coumna
should be sacrificed to the interests of our country.

STALIN, 1925

FROM COMINTERN TO COMINFORM

The four years between the dissolution of the Comintern and the cre-
ation of the Cominform® were a period of spectacular expansion for the
- Communist movement, particularly in the main theatres of the war,
Europe and Asia. The world which emerged from the great upheaval
included, at the end of 1945, fourteen million organized Communists
beyond the Soviet frontiers, as against a million at most on the eve of the
war and many fewer - it is impossible to name a figure, but the fall was
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very heavy, especially in Europe - during the period of the
German-Soviet pact.? Within this general increase, to which the most
striking exception was the United States, certain parties stand out
sharply. In addition to the party in the Soviet Union (and the Viet-
namese and Cuban parties in recent years), they were to be the sensitive
points of the world Communist movement; these were the Chinese
party, the parties of the European ‘people’s democracies’, and the
French and Italian parties.

The Chinese party increased its membership during the war against
Japan from 40,000 in 1937 to 1,200,000 in 1945, and strengthened its
position as leader of the great Asian revolution. By the end of 1947 it
had 2,700,000 members, and during the summer of the same year, a
little before Stalin decided to set up the Cominform, the liberation army
went over to the offensive against the Kuomintang. The decisive turn in
the civil war had been taken and the victory of the revolution was taking
shape on the horizon.?

At the outbreak of the war all the Communist parties in the future
‘people’s democracies’ were operating in secret and, except for the
Czechoslovak party, had for years led a precarious existence. Their
organized forces were reduced to a few thousand militants, and in Ro-
mania and Hungary their political influence was tiny. The Polish party
had been almost destroyed by the Stalinist purges and repressions of the
late thirties, and the same purges had also, though to a lesser degree,
affected the Yugoslav, Hungarian and Romanian parties (see P. 670
note 18). In- 1947 these parties together had a total membership of
over seven million and power was either already in their hands or
within their reach. , '

France and Italy contained the two senior Communist parties in the
developed capitalist world. The Italian party shot from 5,000 members
in 1943 to 2,000,000 in 1946. On a more modest scale, the French party
grew from 300,000 at the outbreak of the war (of which only a minute
proportion remained during the period of the Nazi-Soviet pact) to
almost a million in 1946. Both became the hegemonic parties within the
working class, and extended their influence into other social sectors,
especially among intellectuals. Both took part in the governments which
followed the liberation in 1947. ’
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The numerical growth, and even more the political influence, of other
- Communist parties remained well below the levels we have just men-
tioned, but is worth noting in a number of cases. In seven small
European countries within the developed capitalist zone (Sweden,
Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, Switzerland, Austria and Finland)
the total number of active Communists rose from under 100,000 at the
outbreak of war to around 600,000 in 1946-7. And even the always tiny
British party, which had had 18,000 members in 1939, touched 50,000
in 1944.* The Communist parties of Austria, Finland, Belgium, Den-
mark and Norway joined the governments of the immediate post-war
period.

During the war the Greek Communist Party (17,500 members in
1935, 72,500 in 1945) became the main organizer and leader of the
National Liberation Front (EAS) and the people’s army (ELAMS).
Only the last-minute-intervention of the British expeditionary force in
December 1944 (covered by the secret Stalin-Churchill agreement
signed in October of that year)® prevented the triumph of the revo-
lution. In 1946 the Greek Communist Party organized armed struggle,
which reached a climax in the last months of 1947, at the same time as

the creation of the Cominform. At the other end of the Mediterranean
~ the Spanish Communist Party was rebuilding its organization under
Fascist terror and supported a large guerrilla movement.

In Asia, the Indian Communist Party increased its membership from
16,000 in 1943 t0 90,000 in 1948. The Japanese party, which before the
war had been underground, severely persecuted and had had at most a
thousand organized militants, won 2,000,000 votes and five seats in
1946 and in 1949 3,000,000 votes and thirty-five seats (there are no
statistics for party membership). The same phenomenon can be found in
almost all the Asian countries: small Communist cells grow and parties
are formed where none existed. The Vietnamese Communist Party
began its heroic struggle. On a smaller scale Communist influence also
grew in some Middle Eastern countries (Iran and Syria). The
Iranian Communists took part in the government for a short penod in
1946.

, The Latin American parues combined had 90,000 members in 1939.
- Around 1947 they had nearly half a million. Outstanding among them
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were the Communist parties of Brazil, Chile and Cuba, with approxi-
mate membership figures for 19457 of 200,000, 60,000 and 40,000.
The Chilean and Cuban Communists took part in governments during
one period, and the international Communist movement built great
hopes on the Brazilian party. ‘Brazil may soon become the American
Russia’, was a favourite saying.

The most important exception in this general growth of the Commu-
nist movement in the first years after the war was, as has already been
said, the United States. The world capitalist super-power remained im-
permeable to Marxism, and the tiny Communist Party experienced no
more than a short burst of growth in 1944, when its general secretary,
Earl Browder, decided to transform it into an ambiguous ‘Communist
Political Association’, ready ‘to collaborate in order to ensure the
efficient functioning of the capitalist regime in the post-war period’.®
Nevertheless, even in the United States, in spite of the crisis in the
Communist Party, a slight leftward shift could be seen in the labour
movement. The American Federation of Labor refused to join in setting

“up the World Trade Union Federation, but the other large trade-union
grouping of the American proletariat, the Congress of Industrial -
Workers, joined the WFTU with the Soviet unions and other trade-
union groups led by the Communists.

Trade-union unity was widely restored at national level, and with the
creation of the WFTU in February 1945 unity on a world scale was
achieved for the first time since the October revolution. Another sign of
the radicalization of the labour movement was the growth of the left
wings within the Social Democratic parties and the tendencies favour-
able to common action with the Communists.

At the centre of this world-wide array of labour-movement forces and

. of Communist party growth stood the state and society born of the
October revolution, now enhanced with a new prestige. The Soviet
system had refuted Trotsky’s pessimistic predictions and had emerged
stronger from the great trial, and world opinion recognized the decisive
contribution made by the USSR to the defeat of Hitler’s imperialism.
The effect produced by the Soviet military victories on the workers and
peoples of every continent can be compared with the echo produced in
its day by the October revolution, but with one difference. The Soviet
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Union now appeared as more than the exemplary incarnation of the
socialist revolution. For broad sectors of society far removed from Com-
munism, the U S SR was the supreme champion of all progressive causes,
of the independence of peoples and peace between states. The Commu-
nist parties benefited from this renewal and increase of the Soviet
Union’s prestige. Together with the important role they had played in
the struggle against Nazi occupation, it was one of the main causes of
their development in this period. ,

The Communists, and with them the most radical groups of the
labour movement, were filled with euphoric optimism about the
prospects for revolution throughout the world. The impressive demon-
stration of Soviet military power gave them unlimited confidence in the
eventual success of the struggle for socialism, both in the countries
where it took the form of armed struggle (China, Greece) and in those in
which it developed under the protection of the Red Army (the countries
of Eastern Europe), and also in those in which it seemed about to take a
new path, the conquest of the state by the use of the machinery of
bourgeois democracy (France and Italy). Communists were convinced

- that any revolutionary action, armed or peaceful, would receive the firm
support of the ‘invincible fortress’ of socialism. It was true that the
impunity with which the Anglo-American intervention against the
Greek rising had developed was not a good sign, but this discordant note
was not enough to darken the overall picture, Eveyone knew that Yugos-
lavia was helping the Greek partisans, and who could doubt that behind
Yugoslavia was the action of the great Soviet power? Was not this the
rallying cry of international reaction?

In short, after the setback of the inter-war penod the world revo-
lution seemed to have resumed its march with irresistible force. It is true
that, for the moment, it had stopped once more before the developed
capitalist countries (excluding the tiny eastern zone of Czechoslovakia
and East Germany). Once more its path did not resemble that described
by Marzx. But were not the spectacular growth of the Communist parties
of France and Italy, the left-wing tendencies which were developing in
the Social Democratic parties and the labour movement, and the over-
whelming Labour victory in Britain all signs that socialism would soon
burst into the cradle of capitalism? ‘I guess the whole world is on a°
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leftward march,’ Vandenberg noted in his diary when he heard of
Churchill’s defeat in the election.”

The real or apparent successes of Communism during these years

naturally helped to give plausibility to the apologetic picture of its

growth under Stalin’s leadership which had been spread by the Stalinist -
party leaders of the thirties. Trotsky’s criticism seemed to have col-
lapsed. Who could believe that the Soviet system was a degenerate
bureaucracy in the face of the vitality, heroism and fighting qualities
shown by the Communists and people of the US SR during the war? The
theory of socialism in one country and its strategic implications, the
Soviet Communist Party’s role of world leadership, a monolithic struc-
ture as the-optimum condition for fighting effectiveness in any Commu-
nist party, had not all these and other theses maintained in the time of
the Communist International been fully confirmed by the ‘judgement of
history’? Had not the crushing of Trotskyism and Bukharinism, the
Moscow trials, all the examples of Stalinist repression, the
German-Soviet pact, the systematic subordination of the revolutionary
movement to the supreme interest of the state, the holocaust of the
International for the sake of the ‘grand alliance’, had not they all been
inexorable demands of ‘historical necessity’, wisely interpreted by
Stalin’s genius? The great-power nationalism which permeated the
whole of Stalin’s world policy was sufficiently concealed by the liber-
ating content of the victories of the Soviet armies.

This empirical ‘verification’ of Stalin’s theses and decisions had an
immense impact on the new army of Communists, built up on the foun-
dation of the cells formed by the International. In the veterans it streng-
thened the reflexes developed during the time of the ‘world party’,
giving them new and successful ideological justifications for their pre-
vious behaviour; in the neophytes it facilitated the rapid assimilation of
the same reflexes and the axiomatic acceptance of the received heritage.
In this way the uncritical and dogmatic mentality cultivated within the
Comintern during the Stalinist period was transmitted to the new form-
ations, which after 19435, as the figures we have quoted show, formed the
immense majority of every party. The whole world was entering the .
atomic era. A new technical and scientific revolution was beginning.
New problems were about to be raised by the development of capitalism
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and the emancipation of the former colonies, and by the ‘building of
socialism’ in new countries. And yet the theoretical ideas of the Com-
munist movement had never been as poor as in the decade which fol-
lowed the Second World War. In this period the clericalization of the
movement reached its highest point. Stalin was deified, and the textbook
The History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks):
Short Course became the Communist’s bible. The good Communist had
no need to blow his mind on the works of Marx or Lenin, because Stalin
bad distilled the essence of Marxism, all it was really necessary to know,
into this little book written in a way that was at once ‘accessible’ and
‘profound’, to enable all men, be they scholars or ‘simple men’, to follow
unhesitatingly the high road to Communism. From 1945 onwards this
gift of “the father of peoples’ went through numerous editions of millions
of copies in all languages.

The great Soviet victory in the Second World War provided new
ideological and political justifications for Stalinist uniformity and dog-
matism, but the war and Stalin’s own policy nevertheless gave rise to
factors and processes which worked against this.

The war against Fascism had swollen the national feelings of peoples
and their aspirations to an independent national life; it had made them
sensitive to any attack on their national rights. Given their role in the
struggle against the Axis, the Communist parties could not avoid being
‘contaminated’ by this resurgence of national feelings and aims. Stalin’s
policy, too, directed as it was to saving the ‘grand alliance’ led them in
most cases to relegate aims of social revolution to a lower rank, when -
they did not stop formulating. them completely. The result was that
‘national’ and ‘patriotic’ ingredients acquired an extraordinary weight in
the attitudes of the parties and the formation of their militants (it should
not be forgotten that the new members soon formed a large majority of
the membership of all Communist parties), and often took on an openly
nationalist tone.

This stress on ‘nationalism’ logically contained the germ of a con-
tradiction with the Great-Russian chauvinism on which Stalin’s policy
was based. However, as long as this combination of nationalism and
opportunism favoured the preservation of the alliance between the
USSR and the capitalist states which had fought Hitler, the con- '
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tradiction remained buried. It showed itself immediately, however,
when Communist parties combined in themselves national aspirations
and revolutionary aims, as in China, Yugoslavia and Greece, because
this revolutionary national policy created diﬁiculties for Stalin’s grand
 strategy.

The ‘nationalization’ of the Communist parties, formally sealed by
the dissolution of the Comintern, gradually took on aspects which were
worrying for the Stalinist monolith. All the parties, in most cases sin-
cerely, in some in a ‘Machiavellian’ spirit, continued to consider them-
selves as under the leadership of Moscow. They did not question the
~ leading role of the Soviet party or Stalin’s infallible wisdom, but were

obliged, by the force of events and the diversity of national situations, to
act for their own benefit and take a larger initiative.

‘The first signs of indiscipline and ‘heterodoxy’ now appeared. The

Chinese Communists pretended to give way to Stalin’s pressure to reach
“agreement with Chiang Kai-shek, but steadily continued their re-
volutionary war. At the end of 1946 the Vietnamese Communists began
a war of liberation from French colonialism which was equally in con-
. tradiction with Stalin’s policy of the moment. The Communist parties
of France and Italy began to talk about an original road to socialism, not
Soviet but ‘French’ and ‘Italian’. In the United States Earl Browder;.
followed by a considerable group of the party, openly went over to
reformism, and was excommunicated in 1946. But the most disturbing
feature for Stalin were the events which took place in his European

camp, in particular the developments in Yugoslavia. '

' The resulting internal situation of the Communist movement, in the
period from the dissolution of the Comintern to the setting-up of the
Cominform, was complex and contradictory. The ideological and politi-
cal foundations of the Stalinist monolith were mutually reinforcing and
the prestige and authority of Stalin and the Soviet Communist Party
reached unheard-of proportions, but at the same time centrifugal ten-
dencies began to grow and hostile attitudes appeared which were a
threat to the monolithic cohesion of the movement. The 1948 Yugoslav
rebellion made the first wide breach in the world-wide structure of the
- Stalinist monolith and revealed the fundamentally opposed character of
the contradiction between Russian nationalism and revolutionary move-
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ments with their roots in their national situation. The Yugoslav re-
bellion, by the total isolation it experienced within the Communist
movement, also revealed the immense force which the monolith’s ideo-
logical and political grip still exercised on the movement as a whole.
The struggle against the Yugoslav ‘heresy’ had the further effect of
tightening this grip and giving it for a time an increased aggress-
iveness. .

Even before the Yugoslav incident, the monolithic cohesion of the
movement which emerged from the war had already stood up to a test on
ground more familiar to veterans of the Comintern. This was the great
‘switch’ of 1947, caused by the crisis in the anti-Fascist alliances. This
crisis exposed the whole element of opportunism in Stalin’s policies
since 1941, both at the international level, with regard to the ‘grand
alliance’, and on the national level, in the policies of the majority
of Communist parties. The ‘switch’ took place, however, without the
parties holding any serious discussion about the policy followed so far,
about the crucial period of the war and the period immediately following
it, or about what should be done after that. It was decided by Stalin and
his immediate assistants and then imposed on the whole Communist
‘movement, without a single voice being raised to protest against the
procedure followed and without any indication that there was the slight-

~est divergence from Soviet theses and instructions..

Among these instructions was the constitution of the Cominform. The
Communist movement found itself from one day to the next with a new
centre of leadership without having had the slightest part in its creation.
Everything was decided at a secret meeting in Poland in 1947 attended
by representatives of the nine parties which, at Stalin’s wish, were to

* form the new body, those of the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, France and Italy.® Not even
the central organs of these parties had discussed in advance the subjects
dealt with at this meeting ~ the new international situation, the policy to
be followed by the Communist movement in this new situation, the
setting-up of the Cominform, etc.

In the following chapter we shall discuss the problems arising from the
Communist movement’s new line, adopted at the meeting which set up
the Cominform. Before that, however, it is appropriate to analyse the
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process which led to the “switch’ of 1947. We must start with the
problem which the meeting in Poland found itself obliged to discuss,
though it did it in a truncated fashion, avoiding the main element -
Stalin’s policies — and without being willing to recognize openly its true
nature: the problem of the frustration of the revolution in France and
Italy. The Polish meeting had to deal with this difficult problem, how-
ever, even if it was in a half-hearted manner, since it was a main element
in the political process which inevitably produced the situation of 1947,
in which the grand illusions prompted by the ‘grand alliance’ melted to
reveal the "cold war’ and the hopes of a peaceful, democratic and
parliamentary road to socialism in Europe revealed their emptiness.

THE REVOLUTION FRUSTRATED (FRANCE)

It is clear that, in the conditions of 1945, with the Red Army on the
Elbe, the confirmation of the ‘revolutionary possibility’ created in
France and Italy would have meant the victory of the revolution in
continental Europe and a radical change in the world balance of power
to the detriment of American imperialism, the only large capitalist state
~which had come out of the war strengthened. Correspondingly, it is im-
possible to exaggerate the negative effect of the frustration of this possi~
bility on the further development of the world revolutionary movement.
Without any exaggeration, it can be compared to the consequences of the
defeat of the German revolution in 1918-19.
“Where would the world be,’ asked Dimitrov in November 1937, ‘if
. after the October socialist revolution, in the period 1919-20, the pro-
letariats of Germany, Austria~Hungary and Italy had not stopped half-
way in their revolutionary thrust? Where would the world be if the
German and Austrian revolutions of 1918 had been completed and if,
after the victory of the revolution, the dictatorship of the proletariat had
been established in the centre of Europe, in the highly developed indus-
trial countries?’® Practically the same can be said of the rising tide of
revolution in France and Italy in 1944—5. Dimitrov naturally does not
fail to identify, as the cause of the proletariat’s ‘stopping half-way in
their revolutionary thrust’, the leaders of Social Democracy, who ‘united
with their bourgeoisies’. Who was it, then, that checked ‘half-way’
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the revolutionary thrust of the French and Italian proletariats in
1944~5? - . :

At that time the vast mass of the proletariat was under the leadership
of the Communist parties. And not only the proletariat, as Togliatti said
later: “The vast majority of the working class, and a considerable part of
public opinion outside the working class, took their stand with the ad-
vanced workers’ parties which were inspired by the Marxists, and this
distinguished the situation in our country, as in France, from that of
other Western European countries.”’® In other words, in 1944~5 only
the Communist parties could halt the revolutionary movement of the
proletariat, and in practice this is what they did. The real question is
therefore not ‘Who applied the brake?’ but ‘Was the behaviour of the
Communist parties in France and Italy legitimate from the point of
view of the interests of the proletariat and of the revolution?’ To answer
that question requires an analysis, even if only a quick one, of the poli-
cies of the two parties in the resistance and the liberation. We shall start
~ with the French party. ‘

The German-Soviet Pact and the French Communist Party

The French Communist Party is the only Communist party which went
-into the war in a state of legality; it had 300,000 militants and majority
influence within the working class. It entered the war with the banner of
anti-Fascism flying. Hitler’s Germany, viold Pennemi! The party de-
nounced the capitulationist policy of Daladier and the French right as
an integral part of the struggle against Hitler. The most reactionary
elements called vehemently for the banning of the Communist Party
because they saw it as a major obstacle to an agreement with Germany.
These were the conditions in which the bomb of the German~Soviet
pact exploded, taking the leaders of the French party totally by surprise.
(Naturally, Stalin had paid no attention to the Communist leaders of
other countries, even to those of the country most directly affected.) As
an immediate reaction, the party leadership justified the pact as a su-
preme effort to preserve peace, but it fully maintained its support for
national defence against Hitler’s aggression. On 1 September 1939 the
Communist parliamentary group unanimously proclaimed ‘the un-

317



i

The Communist Movement

shakeable determination of all Communists to stand in the front line
against Hitlerian' Fascist aggression’, and on 1 September the Commu-
nist deputies voted for war credits.*?

_The government banned the Communist press and, on 26 September,
the party itself. With the bourgeois parties incapable of organizing the
defence of the country, when they were not looking purely and simply
towards capitulation, the PCF could have turned this persecution to its
own use and recovered its influence by keeping firmly to its line of
resisting aggression by Hitler and connecting this with the struggle 7
against the ifnpotence or treachery of the bourgeoisie, clearly dis-
tinguishing between its own policy and Soviet policy.

But the party’s position was soon brought into unconditional align-
ment with that of Moscow. After proclaiming that France was right to
support Poland and voting for the military credits asked for by the
government for any intervention in support of Poland, the party an-
nounced that ‘the Poland of the landowners does not deserve support’,
and welcomed the occupation of Eastern Poland by the Red Army. It
used similar arguments to justify the occupation by the USSR of the
Baltic states. Both actions could be defended as military measures di-
rected against Germany, but the leadership of the PCF took over the
mystifying version given by Soviet diplomats. When Molotov described
France and Great Britain as the aggressive states and Germany as in-
spired by the most peaceful of intentions, the party adopted this view,
although apart from totally falsifying reality, it was suicidat in French
conditions. The PCF gave the forces of reaction ideal arguments with
which to present it as the party of national betrayal. This gave the
French bourgeoisie two advantages: it could increase the isolation of the
Communists and make repression easier, and at the same time conceal
its own policy of capitulation.

Once the national disaster was complete and the occupation had
begun, the party persisted in its attitude. It attacked Vichy but did not
lead the cause of national liberation, or organize a national revolutionary
and anti-Fascist war, like the Yugoslav and Greek Communists. It left
‘the banner of national liberation in the hands of typical representatives
of bourgeois nationalism, like de Gaulle. The blind docility with which
the French Communist Party obeyed Moscow during the period of the
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German-Soviet pact ultimately left it under three serious dis-
advantages. First, it prevented it from taking advantage from the be-
ginning of the collapse of the French state and channelling the main
stream of national sentiment in the direction of revolution. Second, it
left the initiative in the struggle for national liberation in the hands of
the bourgeois nationalists. Third, and as a result of the factors just
mentioned, it made repression against the party easier.1?

It is important to point out that at this period the party advocated as
the solution to the unprecedented crisis which had overtaken bourgeois
France the only solution which a revolutionary party could consider, a
. socialist revolution. In a policy document entitled Pour le salut du
peuple frangais, distributed in March 1941, minor struggles are said to
be preparing the way for ‘the great social battles which will produce the
people’s republic, the new France, the France freed from capitalist ex-
ploitation, the socialist France in which there will be bread, freedom and
peace for all’. But to talk about a socialist revolution in a France occu-
pied by Hitler’s armies without calling for a war of liberation was non-
sense. And yet the party implied the possibility that a ‘people’s
government’ could emerge from the struggle against the Vichy state
alone. The document, without a word on the organization of the struggle
against the occupier, called on the workers, peasants, middle classes,
intellectuals and the rest to

devote all their energies to the methodical organization of a vast fighting
front in preparation for the everyday action and mass movements which
will sweep away the capitalist clique in Vichy and make way for the people
and the government of the people. ’

'ﬁle first point of the programme included with the document implies
that national independence would then be negotiated by this govern-
ment:

National liberation and the freeing of prisoners of war: in order to
complete this task the people’s government will take all necessary steps to
establish peaceful relations with all peoples. It will reply on the power
given it by the trust of the French people, the sympathy of other peoples
and the friendship of the Soviet Union.

319



The Communist Movement

The second point announces:

‘The establishment of fraternal relations between the French and
German peoples in the memory of the action taken by the French Com-
munists and people against the Versailles Treaty, against the occupation
of the Ruhr basin and against the oppression of one people by another.

The document says nothing about the need to overthrow Hitler’s regime
in order to make such relations possible. What meaning could this policy
have apart from the acceptance of a lasting global arrangement between
Nazi Germany, which at this period controlled the whole of Europe, and
the Soviet Union? Was not the position of the PCF closely related to
that of the Soviet government’s attempts at this time to strengthen its
compromise with Nazi Germany, a policy admitted, as we have seen, by
Soviet historians? A final detail is in place here: the document quoted
was drawn up by Maurice Thorez in the US SR1®

The struggle for a socialist France was, no doubt, the aim which the
revolutionary party of the proletariat should have adopted in the situ-
ation of historical crisis in which France was placed, but for the lead-
ership of the French Communist Party it served as a “leftist’ cover for a
policy which, in order not to conflict with the policy of the Soviet
government, rejected the only course which could have led to a socialist
solution of the crisis, a national, anti-Fascist and revolutionary war
against the Nazi occupation. Not only does the document quoted above
not call for such a war, but it is also fairly edsy to read between the lines
its opposition to this course. The French people, it says, ‘firmly reject
the calls of all warmongers. .. and will not take part in another imperi-
alist war’,14

The réjection of the socialist alternative

From the moment when Nazi soldiers crossed the Soviet frontier the
French Communist Party also crossed the impalpable frontier sep-
arating it from the ‘warmongers’ and placed itself firmly ‘at the head of
the struggle’ for national independence. But obviously its delay in taking
this step and the repercussions of its former policy inevitably removed
much of its credit in the final balance. Now, after ‘waiting’ for two years,
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the party criticized the caution of de Gaulle’s headquarters, which ad-
vised against any armed action for the time being. The PCF called for
immediate armed action, and organized it without counting the risks and
sacrifices. The initiative and courage of the Communists, and their ca-
pacity for organization, gradually won the sympathy of the people.
Those who were most eager to fight among the workers, students and
intellectuals returned to the party. .

On the political level, however, the party fell into the opposite error to
the one it had made at the beginning of the war. Whereas, during the
first period, Great Britain and the United States were described as
enemies of the French people, from 22 June Communist propaganda
immediately stopped all criticism of those who had now become great
democratic states and allies. Until 22 June de Gaulle had been a mere
agent of the City, and Gaullism had been described as ‘a fundamentally
reactionary and anti-democrati’ movement whose aim was to rob
France ‘of all her freedom in the event of an English victory’.1s

After 22 June de Gaulle naturally became an ally, and criticism of the
‘reactionary, anti-democratic essence’ of Gaullism disappeared from
PCF documents. The party, however, for a long time maintained
an attitude of reserve towards the General. In May 1942 Molotov had a
discussion with de Gaulle in London. In return for de Gaulle’s assurance
that he would support the Russian demand for the opening of a second
front, Molotov announced his agreement with the General’s claim that
all Frenchmen, and the peoples of the French colonies, should unite
under his leadership.® In the following months the PCF joined the
London committee and appointed Fernand Grenier as its representative
-on it. In a letter of 10 January 1943 to the Central Committee of the
PCF, de Gaulle took note of their j joining the committee and laid down,
in a way which left no room for ambiguity, the principle of the subordi-
nation of the party to the Gaullist leadership. The letter said:

The arrival of Fernand Grenier, the Communist Party’s decision to join
the national committee, which he brought in your hame; its readiness to
place at my disposal, in my capacity as Commander-in-Chief of the
'French forces, the units of courageous irregulars which you have formed
and inspired, these are all signs of French unity ... I am sure that the
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representatives whom I have appointed will find in the leaders of the
PCF a readiness to co-operate in achieving a spirit of sacrifice and
the same loyal discipline which already exists within your organizations.

And on the 21st of the same month Grenier wrote in L’Humanité: ‘We
are reflecting the feelings of Frenchmen in proclaiming our confidence
in General de Gaulle, who was the first to raise the standard of the
resistance.”? In February, the Communist deputies detained by Vichy
in Algiers prison were released; they had remained in prison even
though Algeria had been in the hands of Anglo—American troops since
11 November 1942. And in June of the same year — by apparent co-
incidence it was a few days after the disbanding of the Comintern — the
French Committee for National Liberation (CFLN), which had just
been formed and had its headquarters in Algiers, revoked the decree of
September 1939 by which Daladier had declared the Communist Party
illegal. The composition of the CFLN, with Generals de Gaulle and
Giraud at its head, could not have been more reactionary. It grouped
together ‘the men sent by the bourgeoisie to obtain their credentials as
“resistance fighters” and to ensure the safeguarding of their interests’,
according to the Histoire de la Résistance produced by a commission
under the chairmanship of Jacques Duclos. But this did not prevent the
leadership of the PCF from greeting the formation of the CFLN with
the following statement:

All Frenchmen look to the French Committee for National Liberation
to organize France’s active participation in the war against Hitler by mo-
bilizing all the resources, enetgy and will of France overseas, for the
material and moral support of the patriots who are successfully waging a
difficult and glorious struggle on the soil of the fatherland.28

At this period the PCF saw entry into the CFLN as fundamental to
its policy, and imposed as a condition the committee’s acceptance of a
platform of which the following was the most progressive demand: ‘the
development of democratic and social policies which will galvanize all
French energies and create enthusiasm for the participation of all in the
war of liberation’. Although this general declaration was hardly compro-
mising, and would even have helped the representatives of ‘the upper
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bourgeoisie to obtain credentials as resistance fighters’, de Gaulle re-
jected any conditions, no doubt as a firm demonstration of the principle
of his absolute leadership, just as he refused to allow the party’s rep-
resentatives to the CFLN to be appointed by the party itself. Only de -
Gaulle could appoint them. In the end the party joined the CFLN
without agreement by the General to any compromise.2®

It is true the party at the same time was very active in developing its
own forces in the national front (a unified movement, directed by the
party, which in time acquired some strength). It advocated the coordi-
nation of the different organizations and tendencies in the internal re-
sistance. The spring of 1945 was an important stage in this process. The
MUR (Mouvements Unis de la Résistance) united Combat, Franc-
Tireur and Libération, the CGT re-formed underground, and on 27
May the National Council of the Resistance (CNR) was set up, rep-
resenting all organizations and tendencies. During the discussions which
led up to the formation of this body a particularly interesting problem
arose. The only organized party existing in the resistance was the Com-
munist Party. In the beginning de Gaulle did not want the party rep~
resented as such on the CFL N. Faced with the impossibility of imposing
this wish, however, he looked for another solution, which is described in
Duclos’ history as follows: ‘In order not to let the Communist Party be
the only party to have the title “party of the resistance”, [de Gaulle
proposed] that other political groups should be represented on the
committee.” The reconstitution of the old parties would both ‘reinforce
the Gaullist cause in the eyes of the allies’ and form “the only efféctive
barrier to Communist influence’. Duclos continues:

This move, however, met violent opposition from the resistance move-
ments. The Vichy regime had discredited many politicians. Although
there were individuals in all parties who were members of resistance or-
ganizations, no party except the Communists had re-formed underground
.+ » The resistance movements vigorously opposed this reappearance of the
parties,

The underground newspaper Défense de la France wrote:

It seems right and proper that the Communists should be represented
on the liberation committee bécause they are actively engaged in the
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common struggle, but it would be hard to accept the presence of represen-
tatives of the old movements.

The question was, without any doubt, a vital one. It raised the fun-
damental problem of what sort of result the struggle should have. The
alternatives were to return to the traditional political system which had
brought the country to a national catastrophe or to create a new, unified
force inspired with the spirit of the resistance, in which the Communists
would be given a leading position. This was a unique opportunity
offered to the party to put itself at the head of a reforming current and
guide it towards a radical transformation of French society. But the
party turned the scales in favour of the past and supported the Gaullist
proposal. Duclos explains this action as follows:

It is a fact that political life in France is traditionally expressed in broad
currents which are one of the characteristic features of French bourgeois
democracy. Political apathy and the condemnation of parties have always
in France been weapons in the hands of reaction. In view of all this and of
the need to reach rapid and effective unity in the national struggle, the
Communist Party agreed to the formation of the CNR on the principles
proposed by Jean Moulin. In a report to the London committee Moulin
paid tribute to the Communist Party’s desire for unity.?°

" The “characteristic features’ mentioned by Duclos did indeed constitute
an indisputable ‘fact’. A second and equally indisputable ‘fact’ was that
reaction had more than once exploited the impotence of Social Demo-
cratic and radical petit-bourgeois political parties. But a third, and again
indisputable, fact which Duclos’ arguments ignore is that the traditional
political parties, ‘French bourgeois democracy’, had just suffered the
greatest collapse in their history, and it was not now reaction which
disowned them, but the new revolutionary forces which had come into
being in the resistance; reaction, on the other hand, was clutching des-
perately at the ‘characteristic features of bourgeois democracy’. The
fourth indisputable ‘fact’ — which later events were to demonstrate — was
that by supporting the Gaullist solution the P CF was preparing the way
for the restoration of French capitalism. The tribute paid to it by the
London committee was fully justified. It was indeed necessary to secure
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rapid and effective unity in the national struggle, but everything de-

pended on the way this struggle was understood and, secondly, on the
direction it should take. If it was to lead to the restoration of traditional

bourgeois democracy, the ‘unity’ chosen by de Gaulle, with the support

of the PCF, was certainly the most ‘effective’. With this type of ‘unity? -

which Stalin in fact tried to impose on them ~ the Yugoslav Commu-

nists would have led their resistance towards the restoration of the tra-

ditional monarchy, and the only European revolution which did not

result from the demarcation of ‘spheres of influence’, and which tri-

umphed in spite of these divisions, would not have taken place.

During 1943, and especially during the early months of 1944, the

unified resistance network grew strongly throughout France, and in this
- network the Communists occupied key positions which gave them an
opportunity for leadership in organizational matters. But the ability to
lead in the decisive battles which lay ahead and to lead towards revo-
lution, and success in French society, did not depend merely on positions -
within the resistance apparatus or on ability to organize armed struggle
(in which the party, as the Spanish Communist Party had done, gave
excellent proofs of its ability), or even on a spirit of sacrifice and courage
in the fight, where the Communists were equally exemplary. (The PCF
deserved its title of ‘party of the martyrs’ — parti des fusillés — but less so,
unfortunately, that of ‘party of the revolution’.) All this was not enough.
What was needed in addition, and in the first place, was a political line
and the will for such a revolutionary transformation within the party
leadership.

The national uprising, followed by the allied landings in Normandy,
gave reality to the problem of power. The greater part of France, in-
cluding Paris, was liberated by the armed forces of the resistance with
the help of the masses, without the direct intervention of the allied
armies. The liberation committees almost everywhere became organs of
power, and the patriot militias proved themselves genuine mass organ-
izations.** The Communist Party was the main force in this great popu-
lar rising. In prestige and influence it had no rivals in the trade unions
-and factories, in liberation committees and patriot militias, among intel-
‘lectuals and the young, or among the armed forces created during the
resistance.*® This fact alene shows the revolutionary character of the
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situation. Even if this character was not to be borne out by events, the
Communist Party was, in the eyes of the masses, the party of revolution.
Once the Vichy state and the power of the occupier had collapsed, the
majority of the proletariat and broad sectors of other wage-earning
social groups placed their hopes in the party which they associated with
the idea of revolution and with the Soviet Union, whose prestige - this is
another fundamental element of the situation — now reached an intensity
among the French people which it never afterwards regained.

As his Memoirs show, de Gaulle was well aware that ‘the leadership
of the fighting elements was in the hands of the Communists’. He be-
lieved that the PCF wanted to take advantage of the moment of the
liberation to lead the resistance forces in a seizure of power, and long
afterwards, in the face of all the evidence, he continued to attribute that
intention to it.

. Benefiting by the confusion of battle; overpowering the National Coun-
cil of the Resistance, many of whose members, aside from those already
committed to the party, might be accessible to the temptation of power;
taking advantage of the sympathy which the persecution they had
suffered, the losses they had endured and the courage they had displayed
had gained them in many circles; exploiting the anxiety aroused in the
people by the absence of all law and order; employing, finally, an equivo~
cation by publicizing their adherence to General de Gaulle, they intended
to appear at the insurrection’s head as a kind of Commune which would
proclaim the Republic, answer for public order and mete out justice.
Furthermore, they meant to be careful to sing only the ‘Marseillaise’, and
to run up no flag but the tricolour,2®

The plan attributed by de Gaulle to the Communists had no existence
in reality, but it must be admitted that it was an excellent plan; de
Gaulle clearly saw the cards in the party’s hand and the skill with which
they could be used. What a true revolutionary party in this situation
should have been concerned with was not an abstract plan for the seizure
of power by the proletariat, but the seizure of power by the resistance,
the real resistance, not the resistance in London or Algiers. This did not
mean a direct challenge to de Gaulle, but forcing de Gaulle to challenge
the resistance. It did not mean a clash with the ‘liberating’ Anglo-Am-
erican armies, but facing these armies with the fait accompli of the
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power of the resistance and mobilizing against any attack on this power
the national feelings which had been intensified by the liberation. Such
could have been the first steps to socialist revolution in the France of
1944. De Gaulle understood it perfectly. Unfortunately he was not the
Secretary General of the French Communist Party.
- Aware of the seriousness of the situation, de Gaulle manoeuvred skil-
fully. He began to install his machinery and limit the powers of the
liberation committees. He advanced more confidently when he realized
that the Communists were giving way without much resistance, and
finally made the surprising discovery that in the Communists he had the
great ‘patriotic’ force capable of co-operating more effectively than any
other in the restoration of the ‘eternal France’. The process was rapid.

In the early months after the establishment of the de Gaulle govern-
ment the leadership of the PCF, under the pressure of the spontaneous
mass movement and the vigorous revolutionary currents in its own
ranks, followed an ambiguous political line, defending the committees of
liberation and the patriot militias but doing nothing to promote firm
mass action or raise the basic problems of the democratic-socialist trans-
formation of French society. On 27 October 1944 Duclos declared in a
party assembly: “The patriot militias must remain the watchful guard-
ians of the republican order while at the same time taking active charge
of the military education of the popular masses.” He added that in each
area the militia should include the thousands of ‘citizen-soldiers’ and
should be placed under the authority of the committees of liberation,
with a permanent position and a stock of arms and ammunition.

The next day de Gaulle replied by signing a decree dissolving the
militias. The two Communist ministers protested, but remained in the
government. The party leadership gave internal instructions to maintain
the organization of the militias, not to surrender arms, to form secret
stores, etc., but it did not mobilize the people against the direct attack on
the powers of the Resistance clearly visible in the General’s inten-
tions.?* De Gaulle took with one hand what he offered with the other.
On 6 November a decree announcing an amnesty for Thorez appeared in
the Journal officiel. Discussing this action in his memoirs, de Gaulle
wrote: “Thorez has made many requests to me. I have decided to per-
form this act of clemency after very careful thought. Bearing in mind
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the circumstances of the past, the events which have taken place since
and the needs of the present, I believe that the return of M. Thorez to
the leadership of the Communist Party may in fact have more advantages
than disadvantages.’ The needs of the present, as described by the
General, were to “trim the Communists’ claws’ and ‘deprive them of
the powers they are usurping and the arms they are displaying’. His
calculation of the ‘advantages’ the return of Thorez might have proved
correct. The general secretary of the party returned to France on 27
November. His first major slogan was, ‘One state, one police force, one
army’. De Gaulle commented, ‘From the moment of his return to
France Thorez has been helping to clear up the traces of the “patriot
militias”, He has opposed attempts at usurpation by the liberation
committees and the acts of violence on which over-excited groups
have embarked.’?s

And in fact, as soon as Thorez arrived, the party orgamzanons re-
ceived internal instructions to disband the militias and surrender their
arms. In the report he made before the Central Committee on 21 January
1945, Thorez publicly advocated the disbanding of the militias and all
‘irregular’ armed groups. While these might have been justified before
and during the rising against the supporters of Hitler and Vichy, he said,
law and order should now be guaranteed by the regular police forces. In
the same report Thorez advocated (as he had already done on 14 Decem-
ber 1944 at a speech to a meeting organized by the party in the Vélo-
drome d’Hiver) that local and departmental committees of liberation
should make no attempt to take the place of the official admmlstratwe
bodies.?®

The moment chosen by de Gaulle to pardon Thorez was not deter-
mined only by motives of domestic politics. The General was preparing
to visit Moscow, and to have had to turn up there with the “Thorez case’
still on his hands would have been annoying. On the other hand, granting
an amnesty to Stalin’s influential disciple would be an excellent intro-
duction. Everything was very well arranged. On 6 November the decree
was published, on the 27th of the same month Thorez arrived in Paris
_.and on 2 December de Gaulle met Stalin in Moscow. The General’s aim
was to strengthen his position vis-d-vis Great Britain and the United
States by the signature of a bilateral pact with the USSR, and he suc-
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ceeded in this after laborious manoeuvres. If the amnesty granted
to Thorez eased agreement between de Gaulle and Stalin, the
Franco-Soviet pact eased agreement between de Gaulle and Thorez.
The cogent arguments put forward at the Central Committee meeting
on 21 January 1945 against any limitation of the authority of the new
French state cannot have been totally unconnected with the happy out-
come of the Moscow negotiations.??

The Restoration of “la France éternelle’

At the same time as it was efficiently cooperating in the elimination of
the ‘usurpatory tendencies’ of the committees of liberation and the “last
survivals of the patriot militias’, the party placed the armed forces of the
resistance, which were under its control, at the fuill and complete disposal
of the Gaullist and allied high command, and merged them in the
French ‘grand army’, for the formation of which Thorez had argued
passionately from the moment of his arrival on French soil. In other
words, the party liquidated the popular armed forces built up during the
resistance. At the same time as this general destruction of the political
and military foundations for a new popular power which had been cre-
ated during the resistance and liberation, the party threw itself into
another battle for the restoration of Iz France éternelle — the notorious
‘battle for production’. This began immediately after the liberation of
Paris. ' : ,
. In a report presented to a meeting of trade-upion militants on 10
September 1944, Benoit Frachon called on the workers to ‘rebuild our
large industry on more rational foundations and ensure its full return’.
Reconstruction, he explained, ‘should not benefit the financial and in-
dustrial oligarchies’, but that was a problem which would be solved ‘when
the time comes for the people to be consulted about the form of govern-
ment they wish to adopt’; at that time ‘we shall give our opinion about
the disappearance of the trusts and the appropriate methods for replacing
their domination by an economy at the service of the natjon’. But for
the moment, and without waiting for the last word from the ballot boxes
, about who should benefit from the ‘reconstruction’, the workers must .
~~work hard. The secretary of the CGT, who was also a leader of the
" Communist Party, suggested that they should form ‘patriotic production
329 -
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committees’. On 24 March 1945 he presented his report to the CGT
national committee.

In the meantime the workers had received a small increase in wages,
less than the modest 50 per cent demand made by the CG T while it was
still underground — and prices had risen. ‘During this time [between the
~ liberation and March 1945],’ said Frachon in his report, ‘justified dis-

* content has spread in the ranks of the working class. If, in spite of this,
strikes have been practically non-existent, this is due entirely to the
workers’ strong sense of national duty and to the authority of the CGT
and its militants.’?® It was indeed true that the party, under the lead-
ership of Thorez, had worked hard to instil ‘a strong sense of national
duty’ into Communist or CGT workers. In the early stages the main
justification offered was ‘the war effort’ and the fact that Germany’s
defeat was not yet complete. In fact the outcome of the war was already
settled, as Stalin had implied in his speech of 6 November 1944, and
French arms production could have little influence. What was not yet
settled was the question whether the struggle and sacrifices of the
French workers would result in the consolidation of French capitalism
‘on more rational foundations’ or in ‘an economy at the service of the
nation’. The ‘war effort’, in the context we have described, could only
help to paralyse and demoralize the forces capable of imposing the .
second alternative. The defeat of Germany brought no break in the
‘battle for production’; instead it reached its peak.

Thorez found another argument which was not spectacularly new,
having been used by all the Social Democratic parties every time they -
- took part in a bourgeois government, as the Communists were now
doing. The workers, then and now Thorez said, should not make excess-
ive demands or strike, but increase production, because it was in the
interest of the rich bourgeoisie to create difficulties for a government
with socialist ministers. In his report to the Tenth Party Congress in
June 1945 Thorez did as well as if not better than his Social Democratic
predecessors and contemporaries:

Where does the mortal danger for our country lie? It is.in the field of
production . .. If the trusts and theéir agents oppose the effort for recon-~
struction and production, this means that it is in the interest of the people,
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of the working class, to work and prbduce, in spite of and against the
frusts. :

It was of course no part of the intention of “the trusts and their agents’ to
" oppose the workers’ desire to ‘work and produce’, and Thorez was
unable to give the Congress a single convincing piece of evidence for this
alleged intention of the trusts. What could hardly have delighted them,
on the other hand, was the idea of ‘democracy with the trusts removed’,
which Thorez presented as the party’s long-term 2im. But then again,
there was no need for it to worry.them too much either, since it was an
aim which was to be reached by means of parliamentary legality, in
" conditions of authority and stability: “The most hopeful prospect for our
country,’” declared Thorez in the same report, ‘is the maintenance for a
considerable time of a government of broad national and democratic
unity, which will ensure the best conditions for authority and stability.’
Only in this way could the ‘greatness of France’ be guaranteed, because .
only in this way could production develop successfully, and, in Thorez’s
own words, ‘Today the extent and quality of our material production
and our place in the world market are the measure of the greatness of
France.” The people must ‘steel themselves for the battle for production
as they steeled themselves for the battle of the liberation. The task is to
rebuild the greatness of France, to secure in more than words the
material conditions of French independence.” The remark was directed
at those, inside or outside the party, who used ‘revolutionary phrases’ to
criticiz¢ the line followed by the leadership of the PCF: ‘We must fight
the leftist ideas of a few sectarians who think, even if they do not always
put it cleatly into words, that we may have abandoned the revolutionary
line.’ Fortunately the Central Committee, under the far-sighted lead-
ership of Thorez, had shattered ‘the plan of reaction, which was trying
to push the most advanced elements of democracy and the working class
into adventures in order to divide the people’. Throughout the report
Thorez mentions the concepts ‘revolution’ and ‘revolutionary’ only in a
pejorative sense. He had already, in his January speech tp the Central
Committee, reached the stage of criticizing the use of this concept by
making an indirect parallel between it and the concept of ‘national revo-
lution’ used by the Vichy regime:
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We who are Communists should not at the moment make explicitly
socialist or Communist demands. I say this at the risk of appearing luke-
warm in the eyes of those who are forever using the word ‘revolution’. It
has a certain popularity, but four years of ‘national revolution’ under the
auspices of Hitler have warned the people against the demagogic misuse of
certain terms emptied of their meaning.

Thorez put into circulation the term ‘Hitlero-Trotskyites’, and called
for vigilance to expose and expel from the party all ‘disruptive elements,
troublemakers, agents of the enemy, Hitlero-Trotskyites, who usually
hide behind left-wing phrases’.?®

The ‘battle for production’ reached its climax with Thorez’s visit to
the mining areas in the départment of the Nord. In spite of the cam-
paign by the party and the CG T, the miners had sometimes resorted to
strikes, and Thorez rebuked the Communists who had taken part in
them. In a speech on 21 July 1945 to an assembly of Communist miners
at Waziers, he said:

My dear comrades, I am now putting the problem to you as re-
sponsible men, In the name of the Central Committee and in the name of
. the decisions of the Party Congress I tell you quite frankly that we cannot
" . approve the smallest strike, especially when it breaks-out, like the strike last
week in the Béthune mines, on the fringe of the union and in opposition to
the union.

As a result of the strike 30,000 tons of coal had been lost, and Thorez
exclaimed, ‘It’s a scandal, a shame. It does great harm to the union and
the interests of the miners.’s® A year after the “Waziers appeal’, Thorez
was congratulating himself on the results achieved:

Coal production has increased by over 50 per cent. With over 160,000
tons a day, we have beaten the pre-war level by 8 per cent. It is a mar-
vellous success. France is the only country, with the exception of the
Soviet Union, which has such a result to be proud of ... We should
congratulate our miners, who have not spared their sweat and  their
toil.3*

(To read Thorez’s speeches at this period gives the impression that
France was in the middle of building socialism and that the central task -
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for the workers was to get under way an economy which they con-
trolled.)
In December the Assoc1at10n of Public Service Workers decided to
organize a warning strike, and a monster meeting was held in the
Vélodrome d’Hiver to prepare it. The speakers, even those of the SFI0,
insisted on the need for a general strike. It was opposed only by Henry
Raynaud, a Communist leader of the CGT. In present circumstances,’
said Raynaud, ‘a general strike would be catastrophic. By shutting down
the railways, it would starve the country.’ Two days later Thorez told
“the Council of Ministers that it would be wrong to give way to intol-
erable pressures and said that, with a few corrections, the Finance Min-
ister’s proposals should be adopted.®? Referring to this year, 1945,
which the French Communist Party might have called, using the
language of the Cuban Communists today, ‘the year of production’, de
" Gaulle wrote in his memoirs:

As for Thorez, even in his efforts to advance the Communist cause, he
will serve the national interest on a number of occasions. His constant call
is for the maximum of work and production at any price. I shall not try
to understand him. I am satisfied i France is served.ss

It was soon to become clear that “the Communist cause’ was not making
much progress, but that France, or rather the French bourgeoisie, was
indeed being well served.

In June 1946 Thorez found himself obliged to make the followirg
statement to the Central Committee. (The situation in question was the
rejection in a referendum of the draft constitution supported by the
Communists and Socialists and the result of the legislative elections of 2
June, which showed a clear move to the right on the part of the elector-
ate.)

The situation is very serious. It was to reach this position, and if pos-
sible to make us retreat even further, that the rich French bourgeoisie, in
the strength of its long experience and great capacity for manoeuvring, has
* made skilful use of all its resources and all its men in turn, At the moment
of the liberation the bourgeoisie made no direct assault on the popular
movement, .but tried to divert it, to loosen it and break it up. They
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prevented the union of the forces of the resistance and gradually reduced
the influence of the National Committee of the Resistance and the local and
departmental committees of liberation.34

This statenient was revealing, because what it meant was:

(a) Two years after the liberation, two years in which the Communists
had formed part of the government, what had made progress in France
was not the popular movement which emerged from the resistance but
the rich bourgeoisie, which had strengthened its economic position and
had recovered its political influence. Thorez’s original tactic of fighting
against the trusts by making the workers work harder and longer and
tighten their belts had led to the strengthening of the trusts. The checks
on the mass movement and the decision to refrain from actions which
could have attacked the legal order so as to avoid any risk to the
‘national union’ had led to the restoration of the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie in the nation. The soft-pedalling of proletarian demands in
order to avoid frightening the middle groups had had the effect of
making these very groups swing to the right, towards the parties of the
bourgeoisie, which now displayed an increasing determination which
contrasted with the cowardice and weakness of the party of the pro-
letariat. Thorez himself admitted this in his report. The path to a ‘new
democracy’ exclusively through the winning of a parliamentary majority
had led to the restoration of the worst form of the ‘old democracy’, the
traditional democracy of bourgeois France. Communist parliamentary
cretinism was now yielding the same fruits as Social Democratic par-
liamentary cretinism.

The PCF leadership’s attempt to oﬁload on to the SFIO the re- .
sponsibility for the failure to form a Socialist~-Communist government
based on ‘the parliamentary majority enjoyed by the two parties was
useless. Everyone knew that right-wing Socialists would never accept
such a possibility without being forced into it by a powerful mass move-
ment, and Thorez’s leadership had seen to it that the mass movement
which emerged from the liberation was strangled at birth. Even the left-
wing Socialist and union militants who might have sincerely supported a
Socialist—-Communist government expressed justified reservations about
the future which such a formula might hold in store for them, It is true
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that Thorez did make several references at this time to a possible French
road to Socialism, differing from that followed by the Bolsheviks, but
these occasional remarks were not supported by any serious theoretical
work and amounted in fact to extrapolating from the experience of the
Eastern European people’s democracies, with the omission of the small
detail of the part played there by the Red Army and other instruments of
Soviet power. For the rest, the French Communist Party’s enslavement
to Stalin and his dogmas was so plain that it was hard to regard Thorez’s
timid toying with heresy as anything more than a. tactical
manoeuvre.®
(b) By admitting that ‘at the moment of the liberation the bourgeoisie
made no direct assault on the popular movement’, but had ‘tried to
divert it, to loosen it and break it up’, Thorez was accepting the argu-
ments of those, inside and outside the party, who had at the time de-
- manded an offensive revolutionary policy, capable of developing the
powerful popular and workers’ movement which the national rising had
brought into being. If the ‘rich bourgeoisie’ had not dared to make a
direct attack on this movement, that was because they had felt its revo-
lutionary potential. But who had ‘gradually reduced the influence of the
National Committee of the Resistance and the local and departmental
committees of liberation’? The ‘rich bourgeoisie’ or the policy argued
for and imposed by Thorez from the moment of his return from -
- Moscow? In another part of his report Thorez again referred to the
‘devious tactics [of the forces of the bourgeoisie], of which they now feel
strong enough to boast, which were designed to contain and divert the
people when they could not attack them directly in August 1944°.38
What could be more logical than for the bourgeoisie to boast? It was less
logical for the Secretary General of the Communist Party also to claim
credit for a policy which had been so marvellously adapted to the
‘devious tactics’ of bourgeois reaction.

Nevertheless Thorez defended the line followed since the liberation,
which he considered completely correct. If some small faults had ap-
peared they could be traced to the work of the sections and federations.
With all the unconcern in the world, as if he had no responsibility in the
matter, Thorez criticized “certain comrades who are not free from par-
liamentary illusions’. In the context of the report, however, this criticism
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has no other function than to act as a formal balance to the real attack,
which is directed at the left. Discontent with the existing line had
become widespread in the party, and Thorez found himself obliged to
recognize it, even while minimizing it. He quoted specific cases, a reso-
lution from a cell in the Yonne which criticized the leadership for ‘coop-
erating in the government and making one concession after another’, and
another from the Hautes-Pyrénées which charged it with “collaborating
with reaction and giving support to anti-democratic laws’. Thorez in-
vited the party to oppose these positions strongly. Those who defended
them had not understood ‘that we have become a party of government;
they are calling in question our general line’. To convince the recalci-
trant, Thorez produced (for the first time in public, asfar as I am aware)
the great argument, the unanswerable argument, which was to continue .
in use for years to justify the policy of the PCF at the liberation. Those
who criticized this policy, said Thorez, ‘have not even learnt from the
article of the American journalist Walter Lippman, who wrote in Le
Figaro that Anglo-American troops were ready to intervene if the Com-
munists should come to power in France.’®” We shall return later to this
supreme, and at first sight so solid, justification. For the moment it ends
our quick examination of PCF policy up to its exclusion from the
government.

Neither the ‘serious situation® which had been created nor the discon-
tent among the party membership — which anyway was easily crushed by
the traditional methods of ideological intimidation and administrative
measures — were enough to make the party leadership introduce changes
in its policy. Shortly after the Central Committee meeting just men-
tioned, Thorez made the statement which was quoted above praising the
increase in coal production, which had been achieved thanks to the
‘sweat and toil’ of the miners, and the party resigned itself to the wage
freeze ordered by the government of which its ministers were
members. ‘

The most scandalous aspect of this policy, however, if one can talk of
degrees in such a context, was the attitude of the PCF to the struggle of

"the peoples oppressed by French colonialism. Since Molotov, at his
meeting with de Gaulle in May 1942, had accepted that all the peoples
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of the French colonies should submit to de Gaulle’s leadership, the
policy of the PCF had been to demand the retention of the colonies
within the French Union, with a degree of autonomy or formal inde-
pendence. In this it was doing no more than taking up the policy it had
pursued at the time of the Popular Front. In his report to the Tenth
Congress (June 1945), Thorez defined this part of the party’s policy in
these terms: “to create the conditions for a union in freedom, trust and
brotherhood between the colonial peoples and the people of France’.
The party maintained the principle of free determination, but ‘the right
to divorce does not mean the obligation to divorce’.

The practical result of this colonial policy = which could have been
accepted without hesitation by Van Kol and the other leaders of the
Second International who advocated a “socialist’ colonial policy at the
Stuttgart Congress — was that the party was associated with all the acts
of colonialist repression practised by successive French governments
from the liberation until 1947. After the savage repression in May 1945
in the Constantin district of Algeria, in which thousands of Algerians
were killed,*® the Communist ministers stayed in the government, and
at the Tenth Congress, a month after the butchery, Thorez made this
statement:

When we talk of democracy we cannot forget that one of’ its
demands is a broader and more comprehensive attitude towards the
people of the colonies. As at Arles, we say that we must recognize the
legitimate demands of the peoples of the colonies, first, in the interests of
these poor people themselves, and second, in the interests of France, In
Algeria, after the painful events of last month, the most urgent task is to
improve the food supply, lift the state of siege, dismiss the officials ap~
pointed by Vichy and punish the traitors who have provoked hunger
strikes after feeding the enemy for two years. We must demobilize and
send home the Algerian soldiers, NCOs and officers who belong to the
age-groups not called up in France, and, finally, we must apply the order
of 7 March 1944 on the extension of democratic freedoms in Algeria,

That was all, apart from this conclusion: ‘A democratic France must
help in the development of the Algerian nation which is in the process of
being formed.” The PCF did not recognize the existence of an Algerian
nation. Until it ‘formed’, the Algerians, like the Moroccans and the

337



The Communist Movement

Tunisians, must, according to Thorez, remain united to France: ‘We
have never stopped pointing out that the interests of the peoples of
North Africa lay in union with the people of France.” (The meaning of
“this statement becomes even clearer when one realizes that it followed
immediately on the remark quoted above, ‘the right to divorce does not
mean the obligation to divorce’.) Thorez also regretted the recent acts of
repression against the peoples of Syria and Lebanon, who had demanded
independence. The party supported their right to self-determination,
but reminded them of what it had said about divorce. It is for this
reason, said Thorez, referring to the repression practised in these coun-
tries, that ‘we regret all the more the blow struck at our traditional
prestige and the interests of our country in the Near East’.*®
And then, at the end of 1946, came Vietnam. After the French army
had in effect re-established the colonial regime in the south of the
country (without the organization of the slightest protest action by the
PCF), the fleet shelled Haiphong on 23 November 1946 and French
imperialism’s war against the Vietnamese people began. The PCF per-
sisted in its passivity and even, for a while — according to Communist
sources — wondered whether to attribute responsibility for the war to
‘Viethamese troublemakers’. In any case, the colonial war against the
Vietnamese people continued for six months under Communist lead-
ership, pursued by a government which included five Communist
ministers, one of them the General Secretary of the party, who was Vice-
President of the Council of Ministers. For four months, from January
1947, the Minister of Defence in this government was a Communist.
When the National Assembly in March voted military credits for the
colonial war, the Communist group abstained, but the ministers voted in
favour, in order to maintain ‘governmental solidarity’, and they ratified
the instructions given to the new High Commissioner appointed by the
government to conduct the war on the spot.** Duclos, according to
Jacques Fauvet, used a weighty argument in favour of maintaining ‘min-
isterial solidarity’: the four-power conference (between the USSR, the
USA, Britain and France) was about to begin in Moscow, and ‘our
foreign minister will be defending the cause of France’.4* The cause of
Vietnam could wait.
While the conference was in session French troops put down an insur-
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rection in Madagascar with the same methods which they had used two
years earlier in Constantin.*? The party did no more than make a few
formal protests and demand that the parliamentary immunity of the
Madagascan deputies who had been imprisoned should be respected.
The main thing was to preserve ‘ministerial solidarity’, since in order to
plead “the cause of France’ at the Moscow conference, Bidault had to be
able to speak in the name of a united nation. The cause of Madagascar,
like the cause of Vietham, could wait.

The “cause of France’ so dear to Thorez and Duclos had in this case a
clearly defined content, the demands of a victorious France against a
defeated Germany. All the PCF’s flexibility in its dealings with the
French bourgeoisie turned into -inflexibility when it dealt with the
‘German problem’. Thorez’s policy on this question was based on a
‘principle’: “The German people bears the crushing responsibility for
having followed Hitler in his war of extermination against other peoples

. It must bear the consequences; it must pay.’

The other ‘crushing responsibilities’ seem to have been erased from
history: the responsibility of the peoples of France and Great Britain for
tolerating the Versailles Treaty and the policies which led to Munich,
the responsibility of the two Internationals for a policy which made
Hitler’s rise to power possible, Stalin’s responsibility for a policy which
missed the great opportunity of 1936 to change the course of events in
Europe and led to the defeat of the Spanish republic, etc.

Thorez’s anxiety at this moment was that the Versailles Treaty had
made the mistake of demanding reparations in money from the
Germans, when it was much more effective to demand ‘reparations in
kind and, in the first place, to use German labour’. The PCF demanded
the internationalization of the Ruhr and the integration of the Saar into
the French economy. Ruhr coal should help the economic reconstruction
of France. All this was to be guaranteed by ‘a long-term occupation of
Germany’. But there is no need to exaggerate. Thorez was realistic in his
patriotism: “We are not opposed,’ he explained, ‘to the development of
some heavy industries in Germany. We are not children. We know that
you cannot reduce Germany to the level of a primitive tribe, but we
want some assurance.” On the other hand, Thorez was inflexible in his
insistence on the use of ‘German labour’. During his tour of the mining
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areas of the Nord, he had already recommended that more work should
‘be got out of German prisoners. In an interview with Reuter, published
in the Daily Mail of 15 December 1946, he sharply criticized the Eng-
lish for their softness in this respect: ‘We have the impression that the
British are soft-hearted with the Germans, instead of making them
work,’3

For the first time since Thorez had become the General Secretary of
the PCF, a public difference with Stalin appeared. This sensational
event was not connected with any problem of the revolutionary struggle
in France, nor did it derive from the French Communists’ shock at the
cavalier fashion in which Stalin, like Roosevelt and Churchill, had
settled the fate of each European people and decided that France should
stay in the capitalist zone. The difference was about the Ruhr. In the
Reuter interview mentioned above Thorez admitted it publicly: ‘Our
Soviet friends say, “Inter-allied control of the Ruhr”. We say, “Inter-
nationalization of the Ruhr”. We must find a compromise formula.’

The dispute had broken a few months earlier, at another four-power
conference, when Molotov had firmly opposed the dismembering of
Germany and the placing of the Saar under French control. The PCF
held to its positions, and earned Léon Blum’s barbed compliment: ‘Our
Communist comrades very legitimately took this opportunity to show by
their actions that their nationalism was indeed a French nationalism,
genuine, solid and deeply rooted — sufficiently deep-rooted to stand up
even to this blast.”** In fact the difference between the ‘foreign policy’
of the PCF and that of the Soviet Union was of limited importance; it
was a disagreement about the methods of preventing a resurgence of
German imperialism which did not affect the substance of the question.
Even on the question of methods, what was common to the two positions
was that both of them had nothing in common with an internationalist
revolutionary view of the problem. This in no way detracts from the

 significance of the fact that the son’s first gesture of independence from
the father took place in the area of nationalism. In any case, disputes of
much greater importance soon banished this small seed of conflict be-
tween the emerging ‘Communist’ nationalism of the French and the all-
powerful ‘Communist’ nationalism of the USSR.

The truth was that the ‘grand alliance’ had in practice ceased to exist.
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American imperialism had launched itself firmly on the establishment of
its world dominion. It offered the European bourgeoisie the manna of
dollars in return for submission. It also offered them its military pro-
tection — and it was then the sole possessor of the atom bomb - against
the ‘red peril’. And while Thorez and Duclos were free with concessions
~ what sort of concessions we have already seen — to maintain ‘minis-
terial solidarity’, to allow Bidault to ‘defend the cause of France’ with
the support of ‘national unity’, the French Foreign Minister signed a
separate agreement with Bevin and- Marshall about the Ruhr coal. In
return for the manna which became known as the ‘Marshall Plan’, the
French bourgeoisie abandoned its ‘German demands’ and turned firmly
towards integration into the American bloc. But before they would part
with their dollars the United States insisted that the Communist parties
should leave the bourgeois governments of Europe.

In practice the operation went off briskly, without meeting serious
difficulties. In each case a different pretext was used to conceal the new
master’s orders, but everywhere the result looked the same. On 19
March Spaak formed a government without the Belgian Communists.
On 5 May Ramadier dismissed their French counterparts, and on the
3oth of the same month De Gasperi reconstituted his government with-
out the Italian Communists.

In the case of France the pretext was the big strike in the Renault
factories. After three years of the ‘battle for production’ and of anti-
strike policies on the part of the CGT and the Communist Party for the
greater good of ‘national unity’ and ‘the greatness of France’, at the end
of these three years, which had resulted in a wage freeze under a govern-
ment in which Secialist and Communist ministers were a majority, the
idea began to take root in the consciousness of the workers that they
could fight a ‘battle’ of their own. The CGT tried to neutralize the
discontent by presenting a series of modest demands in March 1947, but
it took no real action and discouraged others from taking any. On 25
April the Renault workers joined a strike, which had apparently been
started by the Trotskyists and immediately supported by members of
the Socialist and Christian unions. In government circles the PCF were
accused of being the instigators, and Ramadier put the question of
confidence in the-government’s economic and social policy to the
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National Assembly. Confronted with thousands of striking workers
and deep and increasing unrest among those who were not yet on strike,
the party could not approve the extension of the wage freeze in such an
ostentatious way without doing severe damage to its reputation with the
workers and making the position of its left wing, which was involved at
Renault, much weaker. Just as Ramadier took advantage of the oppor-.
tunity to obey American orders undér cover of domestic pressures, the
P CF also was not going to miss the chance of striking two blows at once.
It hoped, on the one hand, to bring about a crisis in the government
which had just taken a dangerous step towards accepting American
policy (the party leadership thought that its attitude would bring about a
ministerial crisis), and, on the other, to refresh its image as the party of
the defence of proletarian interests. ;

The first plan failed. Ramadier did no more than reorganize his
government without the Communist ministers (thereby confirming that
the basic problem was not one of domestic, but of foreign, policy). But
the vote against the government’s economic policy did not mean that the
party intended to mobilize the masses against that policy. In parliament,
Jacques Duclos removed Ramadier’s fear of an extension of the strikes:
“Only fools talk about a general strike now.’*® More than ever, the party
presented itself as ‘a party of government’, It continued to think that the
agreement between Bidault, Bevin and Marshall on Rubhr coal was only a
dangerous, but not irreparable, episode. Even after Moscow’s refusal to
join the Marshall Plan in late June, the PCF leadership obstinately
persisted in entertaining illusions about continuing the ‘grand alliance’
whose happy influence had allowed it to become a “party of government’
for nearly three years. And right up to the Cominform meeting at the
end of September, it still did not realize that the time for change had
come.

In the meantime Thorez never tired of repeating the irrefutable
proofs which the party had given for nearly three years that it was a real
‘party of government’. He never stopped complaining that its merits
were despised by the other Republican parties. The following is one -
example, from 8 June 1947:

In 1944 the general pioduction index stood at 35, compared with 100
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before the war. At the end of 1946 it was 9o, And after the first war? In
1919 the production index was much lower; it stood at 57. In 1920 it was
62, in 1921 §5, in 1922 78; in 1923 it reached 88. In other words, thanks to
the working ¢lass the country has recovered in two years, whereas five
years were needed to achieve the same result after the last war, although
‘the difficulties were less.

‘The great merit of the working class and of our party is that we, the
Communists, were the ones who went and told the working class what had
to be said. Without rhetoric, we told the railway workers, the miners. But
when we talked about unity at a socialist congress the present Minister of
Labour said, “‘Unity to produce coal? Is that socialism?’

But after the 1914~18 war the standard of living of the working class
rose. In 1921 the retail price index stood at 337, compared with before the
war, and the wage index was 472. This meant a 40 per cent increase in the
purchasing power of wages. The trend was not reversed until after .
the financial crisis of 1925. What is the position today? In October 1944
prices had risen to 291 and wages to 321. In October 1946 prices had
reached 851 and wages 417. This means that there has been a 50 per cent
reduction in the real purchasing power of wages compared with 1937.48

In other words the Communist Party’s cooperation in the government
from 1944 to 1947 had had effects more favourable to the restoration of
the capitalist economy, and less favourable to the material conditions of -
the masses, than those produced by the reactionary government of the
_horizon-blue chamber of 1919—21.4" There is nothing mysterious
about the contrast when one remembers that in 1919—21 the working
class put up a fierce struggle, including strikes, to defend its living
conditions, whereas in 1944~6 it meekly accepted the slogans against
strikes and for increased production which poured from the PCF. The
bourgeoisie had done a gross injustice to the Communist Party, and it is
easy to understand the ageing Cachin’s question at the Eleventh Congress
(June 1947), referring to Thorez, “What madness made them get rid of
such a statesman?’#® Indeed, such ‘madness’ had required all the ignor-
ance of European affairs characteristic of American politicians and alt
the servility towards American politicians revealed by their French
- counterparts.
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THE REVOLUTION FRUSTRATED (ITALY)

As regards its general line, the policy of the Italian Communist Party
(PCI) during the resistance, the liberation and the early post-war years
did not differ in any important way from that of the French party. It was
the Italian version of the line dictated to the Communist. parties by
Stalin’s grand strategy and reflected in the final resolution of the Comin-
tern. Some important differences did appear, however, in the way in
which it was applied; these were determined partly by the nature of the
objective problems in Italy and partly by the special features of the
Italian party and its ruling group.

‘The PCY’s inevitable subordination to Moscow never had that absolu-~
teness which marked that of the PCF under the leadership of Thorez. -
The PCI was the party of Gramsci and Bordiga, both of whom, in spite
of their different political positions, were united in the struggle for the
‘autonomy and individuality of the party in the face of the Moscow
centre. Even though Togliatti brought the party into the Comintern
system, this tradition, and above all the stamp of Gramsci, was never
totally effaced. Togliatti’s intellectual formation and his complex per-
sonality made it difficult for him to adapt to the Stalinist model. Thanks
to his highly individual capacity for compromise and manoeuvre, and
. also making use of his high position in the Comintern, Togliatti suc-
ceeded in maintaining a difficult balance between subordination to
Soviet leadership and the demands ~ as he saw them — of the Italian
situation. In the period we are examining the preservation of this bal-
ance was made easier by the basic harmony between Stalin’s grand stra-
tegy and Togliatti’s vision of Italian problems. The divergences came
later, although a few ‘dissonances’ did appear even in this period.

The German-Soviet pact and the PCI’s acceptance of the Comin-
tern’s positions cost it its working agreement with the Socialist Party,
but the repercussions on its policies and situation in the country were
less than those on the French party. The PCI had adapted itself to
underground work several years previously and, above all, it did not yet
have to face the problem of German aggression. There was no break in
its line on domestic policy; its. ‘Vichy’ was the Fascist state and the
party’s activity continued to be sharply anti-Fascist. When Italy entered
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the war in June 1940, the party accused Mussolini’s government of
‘selling the people to German imperialism’. In May 1941 another party
document violently attacked German imperialism and declared that
neither Great Britain nor France was a threat to Italy; it called for the
breaking off of the pact with Germany and the departure of German
troops from Italy.*® It will be seen from this that its position with
regard to German imperialism, on the one hand, and the Allies, on the ’
other, was different from that of the French Communists at the same
period.

The Salerno switch

The Soviet Union’s entry into the war made possible the rapid restora-
tion of the pact on unity of action with the Socialists (October 1941)
and its extension to the anti-Fascist ‘Justice and Freedom’ group (which
shortly afterwards changed its name to the Action Party). During 1942
the anti-Fascist struggle grew mainly in northern Italy. In the spring of
1943 the workers of Turin took an initiative which led to a ‘powerful
wave of strikes. stretching to Milan and Genoa and involving over
100,000 workers. The German defeat before Stalingrad, the Anglo-
* American landings in Sicily and the strikes it the north made it clear
to the dominant groups of the Italian bourgeoisie that the time had
come to get rid of Mussolini and to place themselves under the pro-
tection of the Allies. Their chief aim, naturally, was to forestall a revo-
lutionary solution to the crisis of the regime, and the Badoglio
government showed its true face from the start. A government circular
gave the following instructions:

Any m6vement must be ruthlessly crushed at the start ... Troops will
act in combat formation and open fire at a distance, using mortars and
artillery, without warning, as if in the face of the enemy. No shots are to be
fired in the air for any reason, but at the body, as in combat, and if any act
of violence, even an isolated one, is committed anywhere, those responsible
are to be immediately executed.5®

But the fall of the dictator had removed the last restraints on the mass
. movement. The anti-Fascist parties came into the open, the official
> unions passed into the hands of commissars appointed by the united
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anti-Fascist committees which formed everywhere. Strikes in support of
the release of political prisoners multiplied. In the factories workers’

commissions were elected, the first elected bodies to appear in Italy after
the fall of Mussolini.

During this time the Germans, who already had seven divisions in
Ttaly, dispatched another eighteen and occupied the north and centre of
the country, while the Badoglio government took no defensive measures.
It seems that the King and the Marshal, and the rich Italian bourgeoisie,
had hopes of leaving the war in order to devote themselves to the enemy
at home, using the apparatus of the Fascist state. They thought that both
the Germans and the Allies, equally concerned to avert the ‘red peril’,
~would agree to the operation.”* The German reaction destroyed this

hope, and the government had no choice but to seek refuge in the south
of the country, under the protection of the allied armies, and leave the
Germans to crush the anti-Fascist movement in northern and central
Italy. On 9 September, after announcing the armistice secretly con-
cluded with the Allies, the King and the royal family, with the Marshal
and a distinguished retinue of generals and high officials, fled from
‘Rome without making any arrangements for defence against the in-
vaders. A month passed before Badoglio declared war on Germany; he
took the step on 13 October under pressure from the allied High Com-
mand. Italy now split into two zones, that occupied by the Germans,
which until the spring of 1944 included the north and centre of the
peninsula and was reduced in the summer of that year to the north, and
the zone occupied by the Allies, which, conversely, until the occupation
of Rome at the beginning of June, included only the south (the front ran
just north of Naples), and began to spread into the centre in the
summer.

From November 1943 the mass movement and armed action began to
assume great importance in the northern zone. Serious strikes broke out
in Piedmont, Lombardy, Liguria and Tuscany. On the initiative of the
Communist leadership in the north, and with the support of the Com-
mittee of National Liberation of Northern Italy (which included the
Communist, Socialist, Liberal and Christian. Democrat parties, and
the Action Party), a general strike was called in March 1944 over all the
territory occupied by the Germans. The Communist Party and the
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Socialist Party issued a common appeal. Over a million workers took
part in the movement, the most important of its kind in occupied Europe -
during the Second World War. In Turin the strike lasted a week. Simul-
taneously with the strikes and other forms of mass struggle, the partisan
movement grew very fast. During the summer of 1944 there were
already about 100,000 men in combat units. Luigi Longo gave the fol-
lowing description of the situation in northern Italy:

Given the extent of the mass movement, there existed in many regions a
de facto duality of power, the organs of the Fascist authorities, which were
becoming increasingly discredited, and the anti-Fascist executive organs,
existing illegally but enjoying great popularity among the people. And in
addition to these regions where a duality of power existed, there were,
during the whole period of the Nazi occupation, other areas of northern
Italy totally liberated from the Fascist authorities, both German and
Ttalian. They were controlled by democratic bodies, freely clectcd under
the protection of the pamsan forces 52

The Communists and the Socialists — the first heavily predominant -
made up the controlling nucleus of this powerful movement, whose prin-
cipal strength was the working class of industrial Italy and whose
revolutionary spirit was noted by many non-Communist historians or
participants in the events.®® But while this popular power began to take
shape in the industrial north, in the agricultural south the Italian bour-

‘geoisie’s new political power structure was being planned. '

Shortly after the fall of Mussolini, the left-wing leaders had tried to
come to terms with Badoglio on a number of points in order to organize
the struggle against the German occupation, but the tacit complicity of
King and Marshal with the Nazxs, and ‘the Marshal’s policy of
antipopular repression, made any agreement impossible. After the
abandonment of Rome the problem of the formation of a government
representative of the anti-Fascist forces and willing to conduct a
vigorous fight against the German troops became urgent.

Meanwhile the ‘Big Three’ gave de facio recognition to the Badoglio
government, and in their Statement on Italy, published at the end of
October 1943, after a few generalities on the democratization of the |
Italian political system, they explicitly recommended the entry into the -
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government of ‘representatives of the sectors of the people who have
always opposed Fascism’. On 12 November Pravda published an article
by Togliatti (who was still in the Soviet Union; he began his return to
Italy at the end of February 1944 and landed in Naples on 27 March)
which included the following: ‘The measures proposed in the statement
correspond exactly to the interests and aspirations of the Ttalian people.
They form a programme around which all the democratic anti-Fascist
forces of the country must rally to secure their rapid implementation.™*
Tt was useless to point out that the essence of this ‘programme’, which
had been signed by the representatives of Churchill and Roosevelt, was
the setting-up of a bourgeois democracy in Italy. To begin the recon-
struction the ‘programme’ required a compromise between the anti-Fas-
cist parties and the Badoglio government, which these parties with
reason regarded as a survival of Fascism.

' Togliatti’s position, which followed very closely the arrangement
reached by the foreign ministers of the ‘Big Three’ at their Moscow
conference, was markedly different from the position maintained at that
point by the PCI in Italy itself. According to an internal document of
the party leadership active in occupied Italy, dated October 1943:

. 'The mission and function of the working class in the present events are
to put itself at the head of the struggle for national liberation and, through
that struggle, to win an influence among the Italian people which will
enable it to become the leading force in the creation of a genuine popular
democracy. This should be the party’s policy. '

The document mentioned two mistakes to be avoided. One was to ident-
ify the aims of the resistance with those of proletarian revolution, which
meant falling into ‘infantile extremism’.

But an ever more serious error, on the side of opportunism, would be to
underestimate the importance of the problem of palitical leadership in the
complex of forces within which the working class is active, and to accept
the demands of the reactionary forces represented by Badoglio and the
monarchy in the name of ‘a misunderstood unity. These representatives
may be allowed an auxiliary role, but not a leading role, in the fight against
Fascism and for national liberation.5®
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It is symptomatic that this document should have been published as an
article in the party’s illegal publications in December, that is, after
Moscow radio had indicated Togliatti’s position. The Socialist Party’s
policy at this period was not to the right of that of the PCI — far from it.
Even the Action Party announced that the aims of the resistance could
not be limited to the establishment of a bourgeois democracy.’®

In the south of Italy the PCI, the Socialist Party and the Action Party
led a vigorous campaign against the King and the Marshal. Towards the
end of January 1944 a joint congress of the anti-Fascist parties, attended
by delegates from the Committee of National Liberation, met at. Bari.
(The CLN had been set up in Rome in September 1943 after the fight
of the King and the Badoglio government, and continued to have its
underground headquarters in the city until the-liberation, though its
practical activity was very limited.)*” The Action Party put to the Con-
gress a series of measures which were supported by the Communists and
Socialists, as well as by the CLN delegates. These included a demand
for the immediate abdication of the King, the suggestionthat the Congress
should constitute itself a representative assembly for the country until
the election of a constituent assembly and the appointment of an execu-
tive junta to be responsible for relations with the United Nations. The
liberals, led by Benedetto Croce, manoeuvred skilfully. The philosopher
admitted that the King was the ‘surviving representative of Fascism’,
but stressed that the Action Party’s proposals could only be carried out
by an act of force, an impossibility in view of the presence of the allied
forces. The only solution, he said, was to bring pressure to bear on the
~ King to force him to abdicate. The Congress hesitated. It appointed an
executive  junta, but did not constitute itself as a representative
assembly and took no steps to mobilize the people.

Nevertheless, the left-wing parties did not abandon their position. In
response to a speech on 22 February in which Churchill mocked the
anti-monarchist and anti-Badoglio resolutions of the Bari Congress,
the workers of Naples called a strike. As a result of the opposition of the
military authorities, this was replaced by a big popular meeting at which
only representatives of the left-wing parties spoke. This meeting took
place on 12 March. On the 14th, when agitation against the government
was at its height, Badoglio announced the recognition of his government

349



The Communist Movement

by the USSR and the re-establishment of diplomatic relations between
the two countries. (The Western allies had not yet taken this step.)

Such were the general features of the situation when Togliatti landed
at Naples on 27 March. He arrived ready to apply.the Italian policy of
the ‘Big Three’. It is not surprising that his judgement on the policy of
the left-wing anti-Fascist parties, his own in particular, was severe.
Years later, he told his biographers that the PCI at the time had taken ‘a
dangerous path, which could lead nowhere’, by going so far as to ‘organ-
ize meetings against Churchill and to study, with the other anti-Fascist
parties, the possibility of organizing a popular consultation, riot on the
initiative of the government but on that of the parties’.*® In the twink-
ling of an eye Togliatti extricated the party from the impasse in which it
had been caught and set it on the road to success and national unity. On
29 March the party leaders of the southern zone met, and Togliatti,
‘taking the bull by the horns’, proposed “the postponement of the prob-
lem of institutions until it was possible to call the constituent assembly,
and the unity, as a priority, of all political tendencies to take part in the
war against- Germany, in other words, the immediate setting-up of a
government of national unity’. ‘At first,’ according to the same bio-
graphy, ‘most of those present were astounded,’ but Togliatti ‘ex-
pounded his proposals so clearly and so convincingly that no one could
object’.®® According to other sources, some old party leaders were not so
easily convinced, but Togliatti, apart from his talent as a polemicist, had
behind him all the prestige of the Communist International and the
Soviet Union. He had just returned from Moscow. Who should know
better than Stalin what was good for the Italian people? If the Soviet
Union had recognized the Badoglio government, there could be no doubt
that the cause required it s0.%°

The Italian Communist Party’s switch of policy - the svolta di Sal-
erno, as it was later called in the history of the PCI - finally made it
possible to overcome the resistance of the Socialists and the members of
the Action Party. The ‘sacrifice’ of Victor Emmanuel ITI, who - yield-
ing to pressure from Benedetto Croce and Roosevelt - announced his
intention to abdicate and appoint his son Umberto as Regent once Rome
was liberated, made the compromise easier. But still the birth of the
government of national unity proved very difficult. At the last moment
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the Liberals and the Action Party were about to ruin the whole under-
taking, but Togliatti ‘led the counter-attack with the support of
Badoglio, the Socialist Lizzardi and the Christian Democrats Rodino
and Jervolino; and in order to find a solution to the situation he had to
agree to join the government himself’, Jervolino said later that, if the
question of religion had not been raised, he could have become a Com-
munist himself, and he welcomed the spirit of sacrifice shown by the
Communist leader in accepting a ministerial post. ‘If you had refused to
join the government,’ he told Togliatti, ‘it would have been said that you
regarded it as agovernment of fools and that that was the reason why you
didn’t want to take part in it.’®? It is not clear whether this is a reference
to the undistinguished role the anti-Fascist leaders were engaged in
playing. Having up to the very last moment denounced the King and
Badoglio as survivals of Fascism, and denounced their tacit sabotage of
the war against Germany, they now agreed to be ministers of this King,
under the leadership of Marshal Badoglio, in the name of the ‘war effort’
against the invader and to eliminate the last traces of Fascism. It was not
too much to ask of the key man of the operation, the man whom the
proletariat regarded as their representative and the representative of the
Soviet Union, that he should guarantee by his presence the sincerity of
the anti-Fascist and democratic ideals of the brand new government,
which would take office once it had sworn its collective oath to the
King. :
In PCI documents and historical accounts influenced by the party’s
official point of view, the formation of this government of national unity
under the leadership of Badoglio has been presented as an essentially
Italian operation, directed mainly by Togliatti. In reality, it was a ‘Big
Three’ operation, and, according to Soviet sources, the credit for the
idea belongs to the Soviet Union. The Soviet Encyclopedia puts it very
clearly: ‘On the initiative of the USSR, which had established direct
relations with the Italian government on 11 March, the Badoglio cabinet
was reorganized on 22 April 1944 to include representatives of the six
parties of the anti-Fascist coalition.’®?

The ‘initiative’ is easy to understand from the Soviet point of view. In
spite of the presence of a representative of the US SR on the consultative
commission for Italy (set up at the Moscow Conference of the three
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foreign ministers), which had its headquarters in Algiers, it was the
allied military commission (which included no Soviet representative)
~ which in practice held the.real power. Diplomatic recognition of Bad-
oglio gave the USSR an opportunity of direct intervention, and the
‘reorganization’ of the Badoglio government, with the entry of the Com-
‘munists, increased those opportunities. For Stalin the problem was not
to ‘get the PCI to adopt a strategy capable of giving a revolutionary
-resolution to the crisis of Italian capitalism. Stalin had ruled out that
solution in advance immediately it became clear that Italy would be
‘liberated’ by the allied armies. The problem was to place on the Italian
political chessboard pawns which could check the influence of the Allies.
(In 1947, at the founding meeting of the Cominform, the Italian Com-
munists were to be severely criticized by Zhdanov, not because they
had lacked a revolutionary policy which could put all its force behind
the great proletarian and popular movement which had come into being
on the fall of Mussolini, but because they had been unable to prevent
Italy’s accession to the American bloc.) Of course, Stalin’s “initiative’ for
the reorganization of the Badoglio government could be implemented
only with the agreement of the British and Americans. When one re-
members that exactly at this time, in order to give satisfaction to
Churchill and Roosevelt, Stalin was bringing pressure to bear on Tito to
come to a modus vivendi with King Peter, it is not surprising that
Churchill and Roosevelt should have brought pressure to bear on King
Victor Emmanuel to reach a modus vivendi with Toghatt: 83 The game
‘was the same.

From National Unity to Christian Democrat Monopoly

Thus ‘national unity’ was created. The Communist Party, in the glory of
its twofold prestige as the ‘party of revolution’ and the ‘party of order’,
began to grow rapidly. Equally fast, if not faster, the new political forces
of the old ruling classes began to organize. For this purpose they could
make use of the magnificent guarantee provided by the left-wing parties,
which meant a unique opportunity to combine traditional ideology, the
drug of religion, with the new, fresh aspirations to liberty and democ-
racy, even with Socialism (Christian Socialism of course). These new
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political forces of the old ruling classes grew rapidly, absorbing the
remains of Fascism,.the old and experienced civil bureaucracy, the even
older and even more experienced clerical bureaucracy, the armed forces
of the old state, etc. It was an unquestionably just development, since
the sun of national unity, of the secondo risorgimento, was to shine
equally on all Italians, independently of their religious beliefs and their
political sympathles (only the Fascist, as the just reward of his wick-
edness, was excluded from the community, and even he only needed to
change his skin to get back).

After the liberation of Rome the government of national unity demon-
strated its anti-Fascism and democratic spirit by substituting Bonomi
for Badoglio at the head of the government. A reformist Social Demo-
crat in his youth, Bonomi was expelled from the Socialist Party in 1911
because of his excessive social chauvinism, and in 1921 became leader of
one of the governments which left the way open for Fascism. In the
biography of Togliatti which he himself tev1sed there is the follong
appraisal of Bonomi:

In spite of all the time that had passed, there could still be seen in him
traces of the period in which he had been active in the working-class
movement and had known its problems and successes. It was probably this
that led him to see in Communist policy a new form of his old reformist
possibilism. This was the source of his sympathy for Togliatti and the
excellent relations between the two men, but also of the frequent serious
disagreements. His dominant fault was his excessive concern for the fate
of the old state apparatus and the outward forms of government, 84

Indeed, Bonomi took jealous care of the old state apparatus, and sys-
tematically built its main components into the ‘new’ structure. On the
other hand the condition of the mass of the workers caused him little
concern. Their duty was to support the ‘war effort’ with stoicism, in a
spirit of national unity. The rinnovamento sociale, which all the parties
as a matter of course had included prominently in their programmes,
would be carried out once the enemy were beaten, when the guns had
fallen silent and the electorate had spoken. As Togliatti had un-
ambiguously said in his first public speech after his return from the
USSR, “The problem for the Italian workers today is not to do what was
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done in Russia.’ The problem for ‘today’ was the defeat of Hitler’s
Germany, and to succeed in that task, which Togliatti described as ‘the
most revolutionary task of all’ at that time, “we must guarantee order and
discipline in the rear of the allied armies’. Basic social problems would
be considered when the constituent assembly met. For the time being,
the party had a programme which included ‘thorough agrarian reform’
and other economic, social and political reforms which, when they were
carried out in the ‘new democracy’, would prevent ‘a small group of
greedy, selfish and corrupt men from once more concentrating in their
hands all the wealth of the country and using it to suppress freedom and
fmpose a policy in conflict with the national interest’. To those who
accused the party of ‘abandoning revolution’, Togliatti replied, ‘Leave
us alone. It’s our business, and we know a bit more about it than you.”®®
And, indeed, it was rather presumptuous to give lessons in this ‘business’
to a man who had been one of the highest leaders of ‘the world party of
the revolution’.

In fairness, it should be emphasized that the party called for unmedx-
ate measures to improve the situation of the masses and stop the uncon-
trolled speculation which was enriching a minority at the expense of
those who worked and fought. But the principal speculators were well
protected as Togliatti pointed out:

The forces of big capitalism, the large orgamzatlons of the indus-
trialists, landowners and bankers, are in their places. They were not dam-
aged by Fascism, and they are trying to lead the political and economic
life of the country in a direction which will not serve the interests of the
workers in a spirit of national solidarity, but will benefit the interests of
this class of owners at the expense of the people and the nation.

Improving the condition of the masses, in the country’s situation of
economic ruin and chaos, was only possible through a determined attack
_ on the interests of these castes which lacked ‘the spirit of national soli-
darity’, but this was precisely what the policy of national unity made
impossible. The unions were growing furiously, a powerful peasant
movement had been created in the south, and the Communist Party, the
Socialists. and the whole anti-Fascist left was daily growing stronger.
But the policy of national unity meant that their action could not go
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beyond certain limits; if it did, ‘governmental solidarity’ - and class
solidarity — would be threatened. As early as the end of 1944, the dis-
illusion of the masses with the Bonomi government was clear.

Battaglia’s and Garritano’s Storia della Resistenza italiana, which
never questions the correctness of the PCI’s policy of national unity, but
does record the facts, notes that: ‘One of the arguments used by neo-
Fascist propaganda to make the partisans and the masses abandon oppo-
sition and resistance was the disillusion with the democratic government
which began to appear south of the Gothic Line.’ (The ‘Gothic Line’
was the name given to the Apennine front, running just north of Flor-
ence, which remained stable from September 1944 to April 1945. The
neo-Fascist propaganda referred to is that of Mussolini’s puppet regime,
‘the republic of Salo’, set up in the regxon occupled by the Germans.)
The same work continues:

The disillusionment was due mainly to the fact that the government had
not fulfilled the Italian people’s hopes of renewal. The Bonomi govern-
ment was to have been the government of the CLN and the anti-Fascist
parties, instead of the Badoglio government, which was the government of
the generals loyal to the King. But the generals, though under the stimulus
of defeat, were willing to contribute to the military effort against the
Germans; their influence in Rome was replaced by that of the senior state
bureaucracy and the remnants of the Fascist ruling class, which began to
undermine the unity of the CLN and the government itself, and para-
Iysed democratic action.®?

In reality, however, it was not just the influence of the semior state
bureaucracy and the ‘remnants’ of the Fascist ruling class which was
paralysing the ‘democratic action’ of the government. The main factor
was that the ruling classes, grouped behind Christian Democracy, sup-
ported by the whole apparatus of the Church and by the Allies, con-
sidered it possible ~ and also necessary, as a precaution against the entry
on to the political scene, when the north of Italy was liberated, of the
powerful popular forces organized in the resistance — to reinforce their
political control over southern and central Italy and place the masses
under even greater pressure to be passive.

In November the leadership of the Christian Democrat Party made a
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violent attack on the Communist Party, accusing it of fomenting ‘viol-
ence’, ‘disorder’ and ‘anarchy’.®® Bonomi submitted his resignation.
After a difficult crisis the second Bonomi government was formed. The
Socialist Party and the Action Party refused to take part in the new
government, which continued, less successfully, the policies of its pre-
decessor. The Communist Party agreed to take part, along with the
Liberals and the Christian Democrats. Togliatti was appointed Vice-
President of the government, a post, according to his own biography,
‘mainly honorary and symbolic’, but he regarded this solution to the
crisis as a victory for the policy of national unity. To realize this, he said,
it was enough to remember one fact: the purpose of the crisis was the
formation of a government without the CLN parties, and in the new
government all the members were from these parties.

In the first battle which they tried to wage, [the an;i—democratic forces]
were completely defeated, and in the battle we played an outstanding part
... If they had allowed themselves to be removed from the government,
the CLN parties, and particularly the most advanced, would have
compromised the rare conquests they had made. They would have left the
new state apparatus once more in the hand of conservative and reactionary
forces.

In following this course, ‘we remained faithful to the line of war,
national unity and constructive democratic action, a line which will de-
termine the fate of the working class and of our party itself.’®®

The anti-democratic forces, as Togliatti describes them in the same
place, ‘are hidden forces which dare not come into the light of day’, and
it is true that they were seen only in the guise of allies, churchmen,
Liberals, Christian Democrats, or employees of the state (the civil
bureaucracy, the armed forces, the police). Their tactics at this period
were not to exclude the working-class parties from the government; they
were intelligent enough to realize that the ‘honorary and symbolic’ pre-
sence of a man like Togliatti among the ministers gave them an excel-
lent alibi with the people, thanks to which they could continue to
strengthen their positions in all the structures of state and society. They
had no desire at all to see the anti-Fascist parties ‘abandon’ the state
apparatus the integrity of which Bonomi so jealously guarded.
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(Bonomi’s ministers — that is the left-wing ministers, since the Christian
Democrats and the Liberals had the same religious reverence for the
immovable state apparatus, quite apart from the fact that they were
‘rejuvenating’ it with new elements which made no difference at all to its
essence — the left-wing ministers therefore either gave way to this punc-
tilious conservation of the state machine or endangered government
unity, the keystone of the sacred structure of national unity.) The
interest of the conservative and reactionary forces was precisely that the
‘new state’, which was still their state; should certainly not be abandoned
by the working-class and popular parties until it had recovered sufficient
strength, until the country had got over the dangerous political crisis. On
that basis and it was the fundamental problem behind the crisis of the
first Bonomi government — the working-class parties and the anti-Fas-
cist left must strictly respect the contract of national solidarity con-
cluded at Salerno. This was not easy, because the discontent of the
* masses, and their spontaneous initiatives, constantly tended to bruk,
this contract.

It required all Togliatti’s capacity for manoeuvre, all his dlalecucal
apologetics with the Communist Party and the Italian masses, all his
experience in high political circles, and, above all, all the revolutionary
prestige of the Communist Party — all its anti-reformist virginity - to
succeed in holding the balance between the demands of governmental
solidarity (which included especially submission to the allied author-
ities) and solidarity with the mass of the workers. The virulent attack on
the Communist Party by the leadership of the Christian Democrats was'
obviously an ‘enormous slander’, as Togliatti’s biography describes it.
To accuse of fomenting ‘violence’, “disorder’ and ‘anarchy’ the party
which constantly preached the need to maintain order and discipline,
which spread among the Italian people a belief in the liberating, demo-
cratic and peaceful intentions of the Allies, which developed in the pro-
letarian masses an awareness of their national mission, explaining that it
was not to be confused with the mission of the Russian proletariat in
1917 — to make such an accusation against such a party was not only an
‘enormous slander’, but also seemed to make no sense.

But politics is politics. The Christian Democrat leadership had no
wish to offend its ally, but simply wanted to see it restrain the popular
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masses still further. The committees of liberation, for example, showed
an irritating tendency, at local and provincial level, to try to increase
their power, to take initiatives without consulting the government, in
short, to create a situation of dual power. But that was the Russian way,
not the one it had been agreed should be followed in Italy. These ten-
dencies appeared increasingly dangerous as the moment approached for
the liberation of northern Italy, with its partisan army and the weight
of its committees of liberation and its working-class parties. Shortly
before the government crisis the Communist Party had explained its
position on the committees of liberation:

The committees of national liberation, instead of being kept at a dis-
tance, as they tend to be by some authorities, should have their functions
recognized and widened. Any duplication of powers must be avoided, but
the active participation of all the democratic and anti-Fascist forces in the
organized effort now required of the country must be ensured.?®

The Christian Democratic attack on the PCI and the government crisis
were intended to ensure a political development in which tendencies
towards a ‘duplication of powers’ would be firmly checked and the
‘active participation’ of the democratic and anti-Fascist parties would
remain strictly within the limits set by the government itself. In contrast
with the victory chant he proclaimed immediately after the solution of
the ministerial crisis, Togliatti shortly afterwards found himself forced
to admit that ‘the events of the last government crisis mean, from
different points of view, a setback to the movement towards a new
democracy arising out of the need to continue the war and maintain
national unity’.™

The political concessions made by the party in order to remain in the
government were not limited to the south of the Gothic Line; the con-
cessions it made north of that line were even more serious. As has
already been mentioned a number of times, the greatest worry of the
Italian ruling classes and ‘the Allies was the possibility of a revolution-
ary explosion in the north after the defeat of the Germans.

The first move aimed at destroying the partisan movement was the
‘halting of the allied advance in autumn 1944, which left the German
and the Italian Fascist troops free to devote the whole winter to fighting
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the resistance. General Alexander, the Commander in Chief of the allied
forces, ordered the, partisans to cease all operations until the spring, to
bury their weapons and concentrate on listening to the radio broadcasts
from the allied headquarters. (These orders were repeated on the radio,
so that the German command was fully aware of them.)” The CNLAI
(the National Liberation Committee for Northern Italy) and the general
staff of the partisan army decided to ignore Alexander’s orders and to
continue the struggle. But the CNL AT also acted in accordance with
the national unity line. (The north Italian leadership of the PCI had
accepted the svolta di Salerno, and in spite of the Socialists and the
Action Party, who tried to oppose it within the CNLAJ, the position of
the Communists, Liberals and Christian Democrats prevailed.)” In
order to reach an agreement with the allied command and the Bonomi
government, the CNL AT sent to the capital a delegation which, on 7
December, signed what was called the ‘Rome protocol’. The partisans
undertook to obey British and American instructions on the conduct of
the war, to appoint as military leader of the partisan army an allied
‘secret officer’ and follow his instructions until the territory. was liber-
ated. According to the previously quoted Storia della Resistenza itali-
ana, ‘

It seems as if the liberation movement was forced, with this agreement,
to make heavy concessions; in reality the Allies simply obtained
confirmation that the partisan movement ‘would not make a revolution’,
which, obviously, was worrying them. "

These Communist historians continue:

In reality, this was not a success for the Allies, but for the Italians, The
CNLAT saw itself officially recognized as riot only the de facto, but also
the de jure, government in northern Italy ... as a result of the Allies’
recognition the Bonomi government in its turn recognized the CLNAT as
its ‘delegate’ in the occupied territory, and a bridge was thus established
between the two Italies, a situation which the forces hostile to the resist-
ance, already organized in southern Italy, had until then tried to pre-
vent,’#

And so we see the democratic and wofking-class forces, with the support
of the powerful symbol of national unity, going from success to success.
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After ‘completely defeating’ the anti-democratic forces which were
trying to exclude them from the government, they then succeeded - by
‘simple confirmation’ of the fact that they did not intend to make a
revolution - in getting themselves recognized as the ‘legal government’
of the north. The Allies.and the Bonomi government generously allowed
them to exercise their power as the ‘legal government’ by fighting the
~ Germans and the supporters of Mussolini, and the Allies in their turn
gave the latter complete freedom. to destroy this ‘legal government’ and
its brave partisan units.

All parties made efforts to carry out faithfully the explicit or tacit
compromise which-had been made. The German troops, with the sup-
port of the neo-Fascists, launched one offensive after another against the
partisan army, while the Allies scrupulously observed the truce they had
granted until the spring. South of the Gothic Line, the Bonomi govern-
ment and the anti-Fascist parties did nothing to mobilize the people
against this criminal complicity of the Allies. The partisan army and the
fighting working class of the north held out on their own.against the
Fascist offensives during the long hard winter of 1944—5. In this trial

* they not only showed themselves to be the ‘legal government’, but dem-
onstrated the real power of industrial Italy.™ Towards the middle of
April 1945, when Germany was already practically defeated, the Allies
went over to the offensive on the Gothic Line. The partisan army and
the working class took the lead with a general rising. By a combination
of military actions and strikes against the authorities they liberated all
the large towns and the greater part of the territory before the arrival of
the allied forces. The situation was described by Luigi Longo, who was
one of the chief leaders of the resistance and the rising in northern
Italy:

At the beginning of April more than 300,000 partisans began fighting in
porthern Italy and liberated one after another the towns of Bologna,
Modena, Parma, Piacenza, Genoa, Turin, Milan, Verona, Padua and the
whole region of Venice before the allied troops arrived. The partisans
saved the industrial installations and lines of communication which the
Germans were preparing to destroy, took tens of thousands of prisoners,
and succeeded in capturing considerable quantities of arms. Everywhere
the partisans set up national liberation committees as the authority and
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-executed the main leaders of Italian Fascism . .. For ten days, until the
arrival of the allied troops and authorities, the national liberation com- -
mittees directed the whole political, social and economic life of northern
Italy. The police forces were taken over by the partisan units which were
not involved in military operations against the German troops.’8

So for ten days the working class and the mass of the people of northern
Italy had controlled the power and the main industrial enterprises of the
country. They had 300,000 organized fighters (a number which could be
rapidly increased), and possessed a considerable quantity of weapons
taken from the Germans. On the eastern frontier was the Yugoslav
army, in full control, on the Austrian border the Soviet army. But there
was also the ‘Rome protocol’, the policy of national unity — and Yalta,
The end of this part of Longo s report to the founding meetmg of the
Cominform is brief:

When the allied authorities reached the north with their troops, they
began to remove from important posts the men of the resistance appointed
by the national liberation committees, and replaced them with officials
from the old administrative apparatus. And the Rome government, as
soon as the Allies handed over to it control of the whole country, speedily
replaced all the people appointed to responsible positions by the national
liberation committees with alleged ‘specialists’, i.e. officials of the old ad~
ministrative apparatus.’”

A Soviet historian gives a more complete account of what happened:

The Anglo-American military administration declared a state of war in
the north of Italy. It abolished all the democratic arrangements made by
the national liberation committees and dismissed from the administrative
service all those who.enjoyed the confidence of. the people, replacing them
with reactionary officials. It returned to the capitalists and landowners the
goods which had been confiscated from them. The occupiers disarmed the
partisan detachments and went on to dissolve the National Liberation
Committee for Northern Italy.”s

The only omission from the Soviet historian’s account is that the
“consultative commission for Italy included a Soviet representative, and
that, as far as I know, not a single Soviet protest was made, either w1thm
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the committee or elsewhere, against the behaviour of the ‘occupiers’ in
northern Italy. There was also no mention of the fact that the PCI was
the first to encourage the disarming of the partisans, as Togliatti re- .
minded it at the party’s Fifth Congress (December 1945): ‘We are all

united by our agreement to have no recourse to violence in the struggle

between the parties. This agreement calls for the disarming of all, and

we were the first to carry it out by taking measures towards this end with

the partisan units.’”® . ,

The rising in northern Italy aroused enthusiasm and hope in the
people. It was said at the time that the ‘south wind’ — the reactionary
policy of the traditional ruling classes, camouflaged under anti-Fascism
—~ was opposed by the ‘north wind’, the desire on the part of millions of
workers, peasants and intellectuals for far-reaching social and political
changes. In the course of 1945 all the left-wing anti-Fascist parties
became mass parties. The Communist Party increased its membership
from 400,000 in April to 1,700,000 in December. The Socialist Party
had 800,000 members by the end of the year, and the Action Party,
which expressed the views of the radicalized petty bourgeoisie, and in
particular of important groups of intellectuals, had about 250,000
. members. Even within Christian Democracy - which, as Togliatti said,

was two parties in one, with ‘two contrary souls’ — the left-wing ten-

dencies, particularly among the party’s youth, were growing con-
siderably in strength. The trade-union confederation (CGIL), which

combined all the political tendencies within-the working class, had

rapidly acquired over five million members. In the south a powerful

movement of peasants and casual workers was growing. The manage-
. ment committees set up in all the big northern factories under the pro-
tection of the rising still functioned, in spite of being no longer legally
recognized, and, most of all, the workers were conscious of their strength
and in a mood to fight.®°

In spite of government and allied moves to purge the committees of
liberation and prepare for their abolition, these united organs of anti-
Fascism, in which, on local and regional levels, the left-wing tendencies -
were in the majority, firmly fought for survival. In spite of all attempts
at disarmament, many weapons had been hidden, and the possibility of
building para-military self-defence organizations on a large scale on the
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basis of the partisans was beyond doubt; it depended entirely on the will
of the left-wing anti-Fascist forces. In addition, the catastrophic econ-
omic situation of the country made it objectively necessary — at least if
economic restoration was to benefit the workers - to carry out urgently
radical structural reforms and make a ruthless attack on the rights of the
big mdustnahsts, bankers and landowners. The national element was
also involved; the colonialist behaviour of the new occupiers wounded
national feelings which had been stimulated by the war agamst the
German occupiers,

Political, economic, social and organizational considerations thus
favoured a break by the anti-fascist working-class left with the compro-
mise policy of the ‘anti-Fascist’ right, the political instrument of the
traditional ruling classes, and a transition of an offensive strategy
involving the mobilization of millions of manual workers and intellec-
tuals in support of an advanced democracy with a socialist content. The
‘north wind’ symbolized the underlying possibility of organizing a vigor-
ous mass struggle to defend-and strengthen the multiplicity of new
forms of the new democratic power which had grown up during the war
of liberation and under the protection of the April rising. The slogan
launched by the Action Party ~ ‘Finish the CL N revolution’ - reflected
the willingness of a large sector of the petty bourgeoisie, and especially
of the intellectual and professional classes, to go forward with the work-
ing class to a democratic socialist transformation.

In June 1945, under pressure from the ‘north wind’, a new anti-Fas--
cist coalition government was formed. It was led by F. Parri, the most
striking leader of the Action Party and the President of the northern
CLN, but even the vaguely socialist positions of the members of the
Action Party were regarded by the leadership of the PCI as excessively
leftist. The PCI, without which the left-wing coalition and a transition
to an offensive strategy were clear impossibilities, continued to hold
strictly and firmly to the policy of national unity introduced by the
Salerno switch. Those of its members who called for another switch, this
time to the left, found themselves accused of being “leftist adventurers’;
according to the official diagnosis, they had caught the ‘infantile disease’
.and understood nothing about the ‘relation of forces’.

No PCI document of this period or later provides the least analysis of
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this “relation of forces’. The view that it made it impossible for the crisis
of Italian capitalism to lead to socialism was handled by the PCI (just as
the PCF dealt with French capitalism) like a metaphysical principle or a
mathematical axiom which justified all the party’s policy, which, of
course, was based on a rigorous study of ‘objective reality’. We shall
come back later to this famous question of the ‘relation of forces’ in
France and Ttaly in 1944~5. For the moment we shall simply note that
for the leadership under Togliatti this ‘relation’ called for the accept-
ance of two imperatives, failure to accept which would risk bringing
down the direct catastrophes on the working class and the party. These
were the continuation of the coalition with the bourgeois wing of the
anti-Fascist movement and the avoidance of any conflict with the Allies.
(Bach of these two imperatives of course implied the other, since it
would have been impossible to maintain the coalition with the anti-
Fascist right if a conflict with the Allies took place, and vice versa.)
From the moment when it accepted this framework, the party sur-
rendered the initiative to the right, condemning itself to inability to do
more than exercise pressure. It demanded, insisted and made proposals,
~ but it did nothing to bring into play the powerful working-class and
popular movement which was in ferment in the country. Italy was pass-
ing- through a ‘democratic revolution’, Togliatti wrote during the
summer of 1945, after the formation of the Parri government, and the
working class ‘insisted on’ a leading role: ‘

The working class and the mass of the workers demand the chance to
put their stamp on the democratic transformation which is now taking
place, and, in view of the bankruptcy of the old reactionary ruling classes,
insist on taking a decisive leading role in solving all the problems raised by
the democratic revolution and, in general, in the running of the country.
This implies, as an inevitable consequence, that the problems of the econ-
omic and social emancipation of the workers and all related questions
should receive the beginnings of a solution, in accordance with the wishes -
of the people, even before the democratic revolution is complete.5*

By what magic mechanism would the working class’s ‘demand’ that the
. democratiq revolution should bear. its ‘stamp’, and its ‘insistence’ on
‘playing a leading role, have as an ‘irievitable consequence’ the beginning
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of a socialist solution (‘the economic and social emancipation of the
workers’)? Togliatti .did not explain this mystery in this text or in any
other. But in December of the same year he explained what was hap-
pening in practice, what the fate of the working class’s ‘insistence’ was
and how their economic and social emancipation was being brought
about:

It is not possible [said Togliatti in his report to the Fifth Congress of the
PCI] to move forward in a system where the government is paralysed
because every time it is necessary to take effective measures in any field the
left-wing parties which are working out a logical democratic programme
face constant blackmail, which forces them to submit to the inertia of the
government and even to accept anti-democratic measures in order to avoid
crises which would lead the country to chaos.82

It emerges from this passage that the ‘paralysis’ affected only the ‘logi-
cal democratic programme’; anti-democratic measures were applied,
but democratic measures got no further than the resolutions of the left-
. wing parties or their leaders’ speeches. In the face of ‘blackmail’ — the
threat of the break-up of the coalition government or allied intervention
- the PCI and with it the other left-wing parties resigned themselves to
the reactionary policy of the right and accepted compromises which it
would have been hard to classify among those which Lenin regarded as
admissible for a revolutionary party. And following a logic which is
always demonstrated in social crises, in the absence of a party capable of
placing itself firmly at the head of the masses the ﬁoatmg groups in the
middle began to drift towards the right.

The crisis of the Parri government took place in December. While the
working class was ‘insisting’ on playing a leading role, the bourgeoisie ~
its old and new ‘castes’ reunited — consolidated its positions within the
state and put De Gasperi at the head of the government. The Cronache
di vita italiana of Togliatti’s biographers described it thus: “The north
wind suffered a decisive check. All political discussion centred on the
question “monarchy or republic?”, and the social pressure produced by
the April rising was contained. The north and south winds compro-
mised.’®® In fact, in place of the disturbing topic ‘capitalism or social-
ism?’, which in some form had occupied the centre of the political
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struggle since April, all parties reached a tacit agreement to give priority
to the question ‘monarchy or republic?’, which was much less dangerous
to the ruling classes and particularly good for inflaming the im-
aginations of the south. During this time the dismantling of the com-
mittees of liberation and the elimination of the resistance at all levels
* went ahead systematically. The real centres of bourgeois power and the
Allies wasted no time. The ‘purges’ made no progress, but the General
Secretary of the Communist Party continued to run the Ministry of
Justice with exemplary competence.®

On 2 June 1946 the voters chose a republic, and at the same time
ratified the dominance of Christian democracy in Italian politics. At the
time of the Salerno meeting the Christian Democrats had been one -
and far from the most influential ~ of the parties of the anti-Fascist
coalition which joined the Badoglio government. After two years of
‘national unity’ they had become the leading party in Italy. The elec-
tions for the Constituent Assembly, held on the same day as the refer-
endum on the Constitution, gave them 8,000,000 votes (35:2 per cent
of the votes cast), compared with 4,300,000 votes (18-9 per cent) for the
PCI and 4,700,000 votes (208 per cent) for the Socialist Party. These
eight million votes represented the majority of the peasants and the
urban petty bourgeoisie, and even a proportion of workers. This social
‘mass voted for the party manipulated by the big industrialists and land-
owners because it saw no essential difference between it and the work-
ing-class parties, as far as social aims were concerned, and it had the
advantage, on the other hand, of reconciling them with the church and
religion. According to a PCI leader, the Christian Democrats presented
themselves at the elections for the constituent assembly ‘with a social
~ programme of structural reforms which corresponded to the aspirations
of the Catholic workers and was substantially identical with that of the
Communists and Socialists’ 5 Togliatti stressed this point immediately
after the elections, and admitted that the Communists and Socialists had
made a mistake in not distinguishing themselves sufficiently from the
Christian Democrats; in reply to the statements they made almost
everywhere “that their economic and social programme was no different
from that of the Communists and Socialists, the left did no more than call
on the Christian Democrats to declare clearly in favour of a republic.’®
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But this was nothing new. Ever since the fall of Mussolini, throughout
1945, when the ‘north wind’ was blowing through the country, the PCI,
in its anxiety to preserve ‘national unity’ at all costs, had helped this new
instrument of the ruling classes in its political demagogy. It had reduced
its own ‘social programme’ to reforms which were perfectly compatible
with bourgeois democracy, and, more important, it had not tried to
stimulate a real struggle for these reforms. This was the decisive factor;
the party neglected the struggle to assert and extend the new demo-
cratic power brought into being by the resistance, which could have
been the beginning of a real advance to socialism. In other words, the
policy of the PCI made it possible for the masses not to put the Chris-
tian Democrats’ ‘economic and social programme’ to the test.

It was true that the elections to the Constituent Assembly emphasized
the vast force which the two working-class parties together represented.
The 40 per cent of the electorate which had voted for them included a
large majority of the industrial and agricultural proletariat, and con-
siderable sections of the peasantry and urban middle classes and of the
intellectuals. But after the elections the role of this force in the political
process continued to be that of a brilliant second rather than of the star.
The comment of Maurice Vaussard, one of the historians of European
Christian Democracy, was well justified: ‘Basically, though they jibbed
at times, as long as the policy of tripartism lasted Togliatti and Nenni
always gave way before the leader of the Christian Democrats.’®” The

“structural reforms’ were once more postponed. According to the same
writer the leaderships of the anti-Fascist parties had agreed before the
elections that the functions of the Constituent Assembly should be lim-
ited to draftmg and voting on the Constitution. He adds:

In short, everything went off as though a tacit agreement had been made
from the beginning between the two big mass parties [the PCI and the
Christian Democrats] to allow De Gasperi to surmount the two main
difficulties he would have to face after the liberation, the vote on the peace
treaty and that on the new constitution, which would, in particular, have
to choose between ratifying or not the Lateran Treaty ... De Gasperi
secured the support of his own party and the Communists, who between
- them formed a majority of the assembly, for the ratification of the peace
treaty, while the same majority, against the opposition of the Socialists, the
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Action Party and many Liberals, included in the new constitution the
substance of the Concordat which had been inseparable from the Lateran
Treaty and proclaimed the Catholic religion the state religion, granted
legal validity to religious marriage, banned divorce and guaranteed clergy
salaries.$® v

(The severity of the peace terms imposed by the ‘Big Three’ had aroused
general indignation in Italian public opinion, and without the strict sub-
ordination of the Christian Democrats to the British and Americans and
of the Communists to the Russians ratification would have created
serious difficulties. Everything went off as though the explicit or tacit
compromises mentioned by Vaussard really existed. It is hard to believe
that the PCI’s acceptance of the constitutional ratification of the
Church’s traditional role in Italian society and the Christian Democrats’
concessions with regard to the “social content’ of the Constitution had
nothing to do with a bargain.®® This did not prevent the PCI from
hoping to benefit from concessions to the Church — justified as con-
cessions to the religious feelings of the Italian people — through which it
expected to acquire influence among the Catholic masses, or the Chris-
tian Democrats from hoping to benefit from the ‘social’ principles and
provisions of the Constitution, which provided an excellent popular,
and almost socialist, fagade for the restoration of Italian capital-
lsxn 80

"“The democratic revolution which is in progress in our country will
lead, in its first stage, to a constituent assembly,’ Togliatti had said in
his report to the Fifth Congress. In the following stages progress
towards socialism would be made in the framework of a ‘republic organ-
ized on the basis of a representative parliamentary system’ in which ‘all
reforms of the social content will be carried out with respect for demo-
cratic methods’.®* But, in fact, what the Constituent Assembly sym-
bolized was the end of the great political operation begun by the Italian
ruling classes with the elimination of Mussolini. With reference to the
situation created at the beginning of 1947, the Cronache di vita italiana .
says: “The worst-was over; the revolution and the north wind had been
contained. Now a firm swing of the rudder was needed to point the ship
firmly in the right direction, which ruled out any participation in
government by left-wing forces.”®?-
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- In May 1947, shortly after his visit to Washington, De Gasperi dis-
missed his Communist ministers. To Togliatti’s biographers this de-
cision seemed unjust and mistaken, in view of the fact that the presence
of the Communists in the government had proved to be ‘an element of
security and stability’:

Togliatti had been Minister of Justice, and instead of the bloodshed
predicted by reaction an amnesty had been granted which made a notable
contribution to pacification ... Scoccimarro and. Pesenti were Finance
and Treasury Ministers, and the lira, instead of collapsing, stood up very
well. Gullo was Minister of Agriculture, and the only people who were
dissatisfied were the famous barons of the south, against whom, for the
first time, measurés against large landholdings were applied, measures
which had been called for for decades, long before Fascism, called for even
by some of the south Italian bourgeoisie.??

Togliatti commented on the action as follows:

An intelligent and capable adversary would not have removed us from
the government. Quite the opposite, he would have taken us at our word as
regards our declared aims, and would have dared us to stick to them. He
would have worked to create a situation in which we would have been
overwhelmed with no hope of escape and from which we could only
emerge crushed. To understand that, and do it, would mean being intelli-
gent, whereas De Gasperi is a mediocrity, perhaps even less than a me-
diocrity.®

This admission tells a lot about the party’s aims and declarations, and
the outburst about De Gasperi’s intelligence was rather inelegant. It is
possible that without Truman’s brutal intervention he would have been
able to get even more benefit from the PCI’s “policy of national unity’,
but it is flagrantly unjust not to admit that he made very good use of it to
carry out the task entrusted to him by the Italian bourgeoisie. De Gasp-
eri did not disappoint the trust and the hopes placed in him by the old
Italian ruling classes. Can as much be said of the trust and the hopes
which the Italian proletariat had placed in its representatives at the time
of the greatest national catastrophe of modern Italy, of the most serious
political social and economic crisis of Italian capitalism? Was it the
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historical mission of the revolutionary party to contribute to preparing
'the economic and political conditions of the ‘Italian miracle’?

It is true that the Italian workers gained a series of victories which
cannot be underestimated. Instead of Fascism bourgeois democracy, in-
stead of an anachronistic monarchy a democratic republic with a con-
stitution as advanced as a bourgeois constitution could be, and a whole
series of social improvements. It was something like what the German
proletariat obtained from the ‘democratic revolution’ led by the Social
Democrats. All of that is certainly not eligible, but it makes it reasonable
to ask ‘“in that case, why the Livorno split?’, and in the case of France,
‘Why Tours?’

"REVOLUTIONS WITHOUT PERMISSION: CRITICISMS OF
FRENCH AND ITALIAN OPPORTUNISM

At the founding meeting of the Cominform the policy of the Communist
Parties of France and Italy was severely criticized as opportunist by the
representatives of the seven other parties. Duclos and Longo found .
themselves before a tribunal which accused them of ‘governmentalism’,
‘parliamentarism’, legalism and other ‘“isms’ characteristic of ‘right-wing
opportunism’. To judge from the attitude of Duclos during the meeting,
" the French leaders were taken unawares. Togliatti, on the other hand,
must have suspected something, because he gave the following advice to
the PCI delegation: ‘If we are accused of having been unable to take
power or having let ourselves be removed from the government, tell them
we couldn’t turn Italy into another Greece, not only in our own mterests
but also in the interests of the Soviets themselves.’*®

" These were in fact the two criticisms the French and Italians had to
face. The first was made by the Yugoslavs, whose criticisms had sin-
cerely revolutionary motives. The second came from the Soviets, whose
annoyance was not caused by the fact that the policies of the French and
Italian parties had spoiled the chances of the revolution, but that they
had proved incapable of preventing the incorporation of their countries
into American imperialism’s new anti-Soviet strategy. Stalin even
feared that Thorez and Togliatti had become too fond of office, to the
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point of making concessions to the other parties of the former anti-Fas- -
cist coalition in order to get back into the government.-Nor was this fear
without foundation, since after what a Western historian has pic-
turesquely labelled ‘the defenestration of the Communist ministers’
Thorez continued to present the PCF as a party of government and
Togliatti proposed the formation of a new government of the left-wing
parties and the Christian Democrats,®® when what Stalin needed was a
firm struggle by these parties against the Marshall Plan and the other
aspects of the integration of France and Italy into the American bloc.

The Soviets were not in a particularly good position to act as the
judges of the French and Italians. Fundamentally, Thorez and Togliatti
had done no more than literally apply Stalin’s instructions at the period
of the ‘grand alliance’. If they had sinned, it was only by excess of zeal.
Yet that was probably not why Zhdanov and Malenkov suggested that
the Yugoslav delegates should take the main role in criticizing the op-
portunism of the French and Italians. According to the later statements
of Kardelj and Dijilas, the Soviets ‘wanted to create a gulf between the
Yugoslav party and the parties- of France and Italy’.%” Later events
~ seem to confirm this version, but in any case two more powerful motives
encouraged the Soviets to adopt this procedure. ‘

First, everything indicated the need for prudence; they could not be
sure of the reactions of the leaders of the two big parties of Western -
~ Communism, who were already full of their own prestige and national
importance, and it would serve no purpose to come into conflict with the
two most powerful Communist parties of the capitalist world, from
which the Soviets hoped for an important contribution in the struggle
against American plans. ' :

Second, the Yugoslav party was the ideal candidate for the role of
prosecutor in virtue of the authority it had won by its exemplary revo-
lutionary action. In addition, the Yugoslav leaders needed little pushing
in this direction. During the war and in the immediate post-war period
they had many times urged the PCI to change its policy. The setback
suffered by the revolution in Italy was a serious danger to the Yugoslay
revolution, which was threatened at the same time in the south by
Anglo-Amencan intervention in Greece.

Before going on to the criticisms made against the French and Italians
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at the founding meeting of the Cominform, it will be useful to insert a
schematic description of the main features of the policy of the Yugoslav
Communist Party during the war of liberation and after it, and of the
opposition it met from the Soviet leaders. Information about both is
necessary for a better understanding of the significance of the Yugoslav
criticism and to appreciate the skill of the Soviet leaders’ manoeuvres.
The Soviets used the positions of the Yugoslavs, who had had to carve
out their own path in opposition to Stalin, to correct the opportunist
positions of the French and Italians, which had been the direct result of
the Stalinist line. The correction, of course, was in the direction required
by Stalin’s new international policy, the result of which was — as we shall
see later — a move from one form of opportunism to another. In addition
we must take account of Yugoslav and Greek experience (the latter can
only be referred to incidentally) to complete our analysis of the reasons .
which brought about the frustration of the revolution in Italy and
France. :

The Revolution Victorious (Yugoslavia) and the
Revolution Throttled (Greece)

" From the first day of the German occupation, the leadership of the
Yugoslav Communist Party worked out and applied a policy in which
national liberation and ‘the revolutionary transformation of the country
were closely linked.® The second aim was regarded as one to be
achieved, not after the victory over the invader, but in the course of the
war itself. As each piece of territory was liberated, the power of the
people was established there, based on bodies set up with the direct
participation of the people and the resistance fighters. .

The most characteristic aspect of this revolutionary orientation was
the construction of this new popular power, rather than the radicalism of
the programme. The programme was, on the whole, moderate, though
directed towards the transition to socialism; its immediate objective was
agrarian revolution, which was carried out as the line of battle moved on. '
Anti-Fascist unity, unlike that of France and Italy, was conceived on the
. following basis: it included all the parties, groups, tendencies and indi-
viduals who declared themselves in favour both of the aims of the
programme and the methods by which it was to be carried out, excluding

372



Revolution and Spheres of Influence

not only collaborators with the invader but also those who favoured the
restoration of the monarchical system, and even those who wanted to
preserve the capitalist system in the political framework of a bourgeois
parliamentary democracy. i
For this reason the war of liberation inevitably took on at the same
time the form of a civil war against the bourgeoisie and the big land-
owners. A struggle on this scale required resources on a level with its
revolutionary ambitions. Small partisan detachments and local surprise
attacks and campaigns of attrition against the enemy proved insufficient
to determine the fate of the revolution. They would have been enough to
prepare the ground and facilitate the operations of the armies of the
great powers, as in France and Italy, but not to allow the people to
decide its own future. The Yugoslav Communist Party therefore
tackled, from the very beginning, the problem of forming a regular
revolutionary army, capable not only of defeating the invaders but also
of winning the respect of the allies. This approach, which was carried
out in spite of enormous difficulties, was one of the key factors in the
victory of the Yugoslav revolution.®®
In the unitary logic of men like Thorez and Togliatti, the Yugoslav
Communists’ policy seemed pure adventurism, and this is in fact how it
was regarded in the leading circles of the Comintern until its abolition,
that is, during the most difficult period of the struggle in Yugoslavia.
Instead of uniting the greatest possible number of allies against the
enemy, did it not mean flinging part of them into the arms of the enemy?
Colonel DraZa Mihailovié and his Chetniks, the military arm within the
country of the royal government in-exile in London (in January 1942
Mihailovié was appointed Minister of Defence by King Peter),
recognized by the ‘Big Three’, followed this course towards collab-
oration. This was not because the Yugoslav Colonel was less opposed
“to Hitler or less patriotic than de Gaulle or Badoglio, but because the
Communist Party had right from the start pursued revolutionary objec-
tives, which the Communist Parties of France and Italy, also right from
the start, had abandoned. Tito made a number of attempts to agree with
Mihailovi¢ on common action against the invaders, but on a political
basis which guaranteed the revolutionary aspirations of the masses,
which King Peter’s Minister of Defence naturally did not accept. This
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clash between the emergent popular power and its army of liberation on
the one hand and, .on the other, the right-wing forces which a Salerno-
type policy of national unity might have kept as allies of the Commu-
nists (or rather would have made the Communists their allies) did not
isolate the Yugoslav Communist Party and the Popular Liberation
Front (as the united anti-Fascist movement was called). The opposite
happened: it isolated Mihailovi¢ and his Chetniks, who were obliged
to reveal before the people their reactionary aims, the preservation of
the old exploitative social system which they held out as the reward of
the sacrifices and heroism of the resistance fighters.

The strengthening of the revolutionary army and the establishment of
the new power in the liberated areas increasingly pushed Mihailovié into
a tacit - and sometimes open - alliance with the occupiers, which only
further increased his discredit and isolation. Another result was that the
royal government-in-exile in London (to which the main bourgeois lib-
eral and Social Democratic leaders had attached themselves) lost its
military base in the country. So did Churchill.

This policy of the Yugoslav Communists had from the start a dis-
turbing effect on the ‘grand alliance’, and for this reason was firmly

opposed by Stalin. The allied leaders could not imagine that the Yugos- -
lav Communists were carrying out such a policy without obeying in-
structions from Moscow, and they continually pressed the Soviet
government to order Tito to come to terms with Mihailovié. Stalin
tried to satisfy them. Although the Yugoslav Communist leadership
regularly informed Moscow about the situation of civil war which ex-
isted between the liberation army and the Chetniks, Soviet propaganda
described Mihailovié as the commander of all the forces of the Yugoslav
resistance and ignored the role of the Communists and the Popular
Liberation Front and the appearance of a new revolutionary power in
the liberated areas. Obeying Stalin’s orders, Dimitrov sent messages to
Tito urging him to change his policy. The following example is dated 5
March 1942:

Study of all the information you sent gives one the impression that the
adherents of Great Britain and the Yugoslav government have some
justification in suspecting the partisan movement of acquiring a Commu-
nist character and aiming at the Sovietization of Yugoslavia, Why, for
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example, did you need to form a special Proletarian Brigade? Surely at the
moment the basic, immediate task is to unite all anti-Nazi currents, smash
the invaders and achieve national liberation,

'~ How is one to explain the fact that supporters of Great Britain are
succeeding in forming armed units against the partisan detachments? Are
there really no other Yugoslav patriots, apart.from the Communists and
Communist sympathizers, with whom you could join in common struggle
against the invaders?

It is difficult to agree that the London and Yugoslav governments are
siding with the invaders. There must be some great misunderstanding
here. We honestly request you to give your tactics serious thought, and
your actions as well, and make sure that on your side you have really done
all you could to achieve a true united front of all enemies of Hitler and
Mussolini in Yugoslavia in order to attain the common aim - the expul-
sion of the invaders and would-be conquerors. If anything remains to be
done, you should urgently take measures and inform us.?

Tito was also asked to consider his struggle not ‘solely from the national
point of view, but also from the international point of view, from that of
the British-Soviet~American coalition’. In reality there was no mis-
understanding; there were two totally different policies. One was
Moscow’s, according to which the war against Nazi Germany should
have no aim other than national independence and, at the most, bour-
geois democracy. The other was that of the Yugoslav Communists, who
combined the struggle for national independence and democracy with
socialist revolution. This did not make their policy any less ‘national’,
but, on the contrary, more deeply national ~ which explains its results =
than that of the French and Italian Communists.

At the same time the Yugoslav Communist Party certainly looked
at the struggle ‘from the international point of view, from that of the
British-Soviet~American coalition’. But this ‘point of view’ differed
from Stalin’s; it was the Yugoslav Communists’ point of view. As they
were very soon to show, they were capable of intelligent manoeuvres in
the face of the manoeuvres of the British and Americans; they succeeded
in obtaining their aid while at the same time forcing them to face the -
reality of the Yugoslav revolution. In this sense they taught the great
leader a brilliant lesson in revolutionary tactics — but we shall return

375



The Communist Movement

later to this Stalin-Dimitrov document, which tells us so much about
much more than the Yugoslav problem.

Another form of pressure used by Moscow was to refuse the Yugoslav
fighters’ requests for arms and ammunition. The excuse given was tech-
nical difficulties, which were certainly considerable, but — as was dis-
covered later, when the royalist government archives were transferred to
Belgrade - at precisely the same time as they were refusing to send arms
and ammunition to the liberation army, the Soviets were offering mili-
tary supplies to the Chetniks and were willing to send a military mission
to Mihailovi®’s headquarters.? For over two years, without receiving
any outside help, the liberation army fought simultaneously against the
German and Italian armies — which launched six large offensives against
them — against the troops of Nedic and Paveli¢ (the Serbian and
Croatian quislings) and against Mihailovi¢’s Chetniks.

- In the autumn of 1942, when the liberation army already had a

strength of 150,000 fighting men, divided into two army corps of nine

divisions (a total of thirty-six brigades and seventy batallions), the Anti-

Fascist National Liberation Council of Yugoslavia (AVNO]J) decided to

" meet in Biihac, the capital of newly liberated Bosnia, and form a pro-
visional government. Moscow strongly opposed the idea. This time the
Yugoslavs gave way, but a year later they decided to go ahead. In Oc-
tober 1943, when the conference of the Foreign Ministers of the USSR,
Great Britain and the US A was to meet in Moscow, Tito sent the three
governments a memorandum informing them that the AVNOJ recog-
nized neither the King nor the government-in-exile in London, that it
regarded itself as the only representative of the Yugoslav people and
intended to establish a democratic republic based on the committees of
liberation. The conference ignored the message, and continued to recog-
nize King Peter’s government as the sole legal representatives of Yugos-
lavia. In reply the Yugoslav revolutionaries called a second National
Assembly of the AVNOJ and legalized the establishment of the new
state.

While Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill were in conference at Teheran
and began the great division of the world into ‘spheres of influence’, the
delegates from the committees of liberation from every corner of Yugos-
lavia gathered at Jajce, the old capital of the kings of Bosnia, and de-
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clared the London government in exile deposed. King Peter and the
members of the Karageorgevi¢ dynasty were condemned to ‘perpetual
exile’ (the Assembly unanimously forbade their return to Yugoslavia in
any capacity). The problem of the choice between a monarchical or
republican system, however, was left for after the war. (It will be seen
that the Yugoslav Communists were also well able to manoeuvre in the
face of the Allies, but, unlike the Italians, they began by securing the new
popular power; negotiation could come later.) The Assembly decided to
give the new state a federal structure, and elected a provisional govern-
ment.

When news of these decisions reached Moscow, Stalin’s rage ex-

~ploded. Manouilsky sent a message to Tito that ‘the chief’ was
‘extremely annoyed and was saying that it was a stab in the back for the
USSR and a manoeuvre against the Teheran conference’. Radio ‘Free
Yugoslavia’, which broadcast from Soviet territory, immediately lost its
freedom and was unable to broadcast the Jajce Assembly’s resolution
forbidding the return of King Peter. Broadcasts prepared by the Yugos-
lav Communist representative in Moscow were censored.

- But meanwhile London and Washington, having obtained on-the-spot
information about the real balance of forces, the discredit and impotence
of Mihailovi¢ and the power of the liberation army, decided to yield to .
facts and try to reach a compromise with Tito. Only then did the Soviet
government recognize the decisions of the Jajce Assembly. Molotov
made a statement which brought this position out sharply:

The events in Yugoslavia, which have already been accepted by Great
Britain and the United States, are regarded by the Soviet government as
capable of contributing to the success of the struggle of the Yugoslav
peoples against Hitler's Germany. These events are a sign of the remark~
able way in which the new Yugoslav leaders have been able to unite all the
forces of the country.*

This ‘remarkable way’ in fact bore no relation to the method Moscow
had been trying to impose for two and a half years.
The Soviet government decided at the same time to send a military
mission to Tito’s headquarters - which.the British and Americans had
already done - and in the early months of 1944 the Yugoslavs finally
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began to receive Soviet arms, including a few planes. The British
and Americans had started sending arms to Tito by the end of 1943.
But this aid had a price. Churchill on the one side and Stalin on the
other increased their political and diplomatic pressure to make the
Communists reach a compromise with the government-in-exile. To
smooth the path, Churchill arranged for Bozidar Puri¢ to be replaced
as leader of the government-in-exile by Subafi¢, who was regarded
as ‘more democratic’. Mihailovié ceased to be Defence Minister, and
the British government announced that it was suspending all aid to the
Chetniks. Faced with this combined pressure from the British and the
Soviets, the Yugoslav party leadership manoeuvred. In August 1944
Tito reached an agreement with Subagi¢ to provide for collaboration
between the government-in-exile and the government established in the
country, with a view to forming a ‘mixed’ government. Tito said of this
later: “We decided on this agreement because we knew our strength, we
knew that the vast majority of the people were with us ... What was
more, we had a strong army, the size of Wthh our rivals could not even
imagine.’®

At the end of November Stalin met Tito and pressed him again to
accept the restoration of King Peter and make concessions to the Ser-
bian bourgeoisie, but he did not succeed in altering the Yugoslav leader’s
" attitude. “What will you do if the British land in Yugoslavia?’ asked
Stalin. ‘Resist with every possible means,’ replied Tito. Stalin greeted
this vigorous reply with an icy silence.

A few days later there took place the famous Churchill-Stalin meet-
ing at which the cynical division of ‘influence’ in the Balkans was made.
Without a word to Tito, Stalin made an agreement with His Majesty’s
Prime Minister to divide influence in Yugoslavia equally.® At Yalta this
agreement was not only confirmed, but put into more detail. On 12
February 1945 the Russian and British military missions in Belgrade
informed the Yugoslav leaders that at the 10 February session the three
heads of government had decided to make the following ‘recommend-
ations’ to Marshal Tito: (a) the Tito-Suba$ié agreement was to
come into force immediately, with the formation of a new government;
(B) once formed, the government would announce: (1) that the AVNOJ
would admit members of the Yugoslav National Assembly who were
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in no way compromised in collaboration with the enemy, and that the
new political body thus formed would take the name of Provisional
Assembly; (2) that legislation promulgated by the AVNOJ would be
submitted for further ratification by the Constituent Assembly.”

This decision provoked fierce indignation among all wings of the
partisans, in particular the obligation to admit to the Provisional As-
sembly members of the 1938 Assembly which had been elected under
the pro-Axis Stojadinovi¢ regime. But once more the Yugoslav leaders
manoeuvred skilfully. They saw very clearly the need to combine
firmness with prudence, to make no concessions on essentials but
compromise on details in order to gain time in which to consolidate the
revolution and, above all, strengthen the army. In particular, from the
end of 1944 the total passivity of Moscow in the face of the war oper-
ations against the Greek resistance undertaken by the British Ex-
peditionary Force filled out the sinister meaning of the silence with
which Stalin had greeted T'ito’s reply to his question, “What will you do
if the British land in Yugoslavia?’ The leadership of the Yugoslav Com-
munist Party therefore decided to ‘apply’ the Yalta ‘recommendations’,
but in such a way that the popular forces did not have to give up any-
thing of their real power and Churchill and the Yugoslav bourgeoisie
could keep their hope in the possibility of restoring the old social order.
It should be borne in mind that an important group of Yugoslav bour-
geois politicians (from which Social Democratic leaders were not
“absent) did not accept the Tito~Subalié compromise and, with the
support of the most reactionary circles of British imperialism, called
openly from London for the sending of an Anglo-American army to
restore order in Yugoslavia.® ‘

The tactics adopted by the Yugoslav Communist leadership proved
effective, and the Yugoslav revolution consolidated itself during 1945.
When Subadi¢ and the other representatives in the ‘mixed’ govern-
ment of the old ruling classes - and of the 50 per cent of influence
reserved for Britain under the Churchill-Stalin agreement - realized
that the Trojan horse method would not work, they resigned their min-
isterial posts. But it was already too late for the British and Americans to
apply the ‘Greek’ remedy to the Yugoslav problem.

As has already been said, within the scope of this study we cannot give
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the case of Greece the attention its importance deserves. We shall do no
more than note the following facts: The Greek resistance had the same
revolutionary character as that in Yugoslavia and obtained comparable
support in the country. At the end of 1944 it was practically in control of
the country. But the leadership of the Greek Communist Party was
unable to resist the pressure of Moscow with the firmness of the Yugos-
lav party. It made serious concessions to the policy of ‘national unity’
and accepted compromises with the allies which facilitated the British
army’s intervention against the Greek resistance. The October 1944
Stalin—Churchill agreement did the rest. On 7 November 1944 Church-
ill sent the following instructions to Eden:

In my opinion, having paid the price we have to Russia for freedom of
action in Greece, we should not hesitate to use British troops to support
the Royal Hellenic Government under M. Papandreou . .. I fully expect a
clash with EAM, and we must not shrink from it, provided the ground is
- well chosen.?

The battle between the British troops and the resistance forces lasted
from the beginning of December 1944 until 12 February 1945, whenan
armistice was signed which led to the Varkiza agreement. This was later
regarded by the Greek party as ‘an unacceptable compromise and, basi-
cally, a capitulation in the face of the English imperialists and Greek
reaction’,*

On 22 December Churchill, protected by British tanks, was able to
enter Athens, and at a meeting with the leaders of the resistance an~
nounced — in order to make them capitulate — that ‘the British had gone
into Greece with the agreement of President Roosevelt and Marshall
Stalin’, The head of the Soviet mission (who, while the people of Athens
were fighting the British. troops, stayed in the British headquarters,
which was surrounded by partisans) was present at this meeting and
confirmed Churchill’s statements. Two days later, when negotiations
between the resistance and the royal government had broken down and
British aircraft were strafing the inhabitants of Athens, the Soviet-
government appointed an ambassador to the royal Greek government. |
And at the Yalta Conference, although the fighting between the British

 intervention forces and the forces of the resistance was barely over,
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Stalin declared, ‘I have confidence in the British government’s policy in
Greece.’1!

The Varkiza agreement was used by the British imperialists and
Grecek reaction to re-establish royal power and begin a process of brutal
repression against the working class and democratic forces. At the end of
1946 the Greek Communist Party and other resistance groups decided
to reopen armed struggle, and the civil war began. Feeling toe weak to
cope with the situation, British imperialism gave up its role of police-
man to American imperialism, and on 12 March 1947 Truman an-
nounced that the United States was undertaking the ‘protection’ of
Greece and Turkey as the first application of the “Truman doctrine’.

Yugoslav Criticisms of French and Italian Opportunism

The Communist leaders in Belgrade saw the armed intervention of
Yankee imperialism in Greece as a direct threat to the Yugoslav revo-
lution. They took the same view of the reactionary development of the
political situation in France and Italy, accompamed by American mili-
tary implantation in both countries. This is the context of the criticisms
made by Kardelj and Djilas of the policies of the French and Italian
. Communists at the conference which set up the Cominform. The precise
_ formulation of these criticisms is still a secret, but it is possible to get a
fairly accurate idea from the later disclosures of the Yugoslavs and es-.
pecially from the notes taken by Reale (who, with Longo, represented
the PCI), which were published in 1957. In addition, this information
can be compared with the indirect references contained in the published
reports and documents of the conference, espec1ally in Kardelj’s report
on the activities of the Yugoslav party.’2 These are the sources on which
the account which follows is based.

The Yugoslavs felt that during the war and after the victory over
Nazism there had grown up in the international Communist movement
a tendency to revise Marxism-Leninism, which found its most complete
expression in ‘Browderism’. According to this view the end of the war
was the beginning of a period of peaceful development and slackening of
the class struggle, both nationally and internationally. The policies of
the Communist Parties of France and Ttaly, the Yugoslavs implied, were
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a particular expressmn of this tendency. Its starting point was the belief
in the possibility of a peaceful, legal and parliamentary road towards the
seizure of power by the working class. To some extent it was a repetition
of the view accepted by the Social Democrats after the First World
War. The Italian and French Communists had regarded the govern-
ments in which they took part as the beginning of a people’s democracy,
which, according to the Yugoslavs, was a serious mistake.

While these views were being maintained the conspiracy to expel the
Communists from the government was already being formed. It had
been in the interests of the bourgeoisie to collaborate with the Commu-
nists because theé bourgeoisie felt their weakness, and the Communists
should have used this situation to occupy key positions, but they did not
do so. On the contrary, with their theory that governments of col-
laboration with the bourgeoisie meant the beginning of popular democ-
racy, which would now develop from this basis by legal and
parliamentary means, they had achieved nothing but the disarming of
the masses.and the spreading of illusions about Christian Democracy and
other bourgeois parties, and about Social Democracy. The French and
Italian Communists should have realized that their honeymoon with the
bourgeoisie and Social Democracy could not last. It could be no more
than a struggle in which victory would go to those with the greatest
boldness, the clearest vision and the fewest illusions about parliamentary
coalitions, and who were able to win the support of the masses in order
" to seize power.

We maintained very close relations with the Italian comrades during
the war, said the Yugoslavs. We invited them to study our experience,
the approach which enabled us to liberate a great part of our territory
and to build an army. But they were unwilling to take the path of insur-
rection. They said that it was necessary to curb the revolutionary de-
velopments in the north of Italy to avoid cutting it off from the south.
Togliatti believed that the Communists would have been able to seize
power only in part of the country, and that this would result in the
division of the country and the loss of its unity and independence.

" Instead of creating anti-Fascist unity from below, by setting up or-
ganizations with mass support, composed of all the tendencies genuinely ‘
prepared to take part in armed stmggle and the establishment of a genu-
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inely popular power, the French and Italian Communist leaders made
the mistake of forming an anti-Fascist front from above, based on equal
representation of the different parties, working-class and bourgeois, .
even though the aim of some of these parties was to restrain or stop
armed struggle and to prevent any real transformation of the country.
The published text of Kardelj’s report on the activities of the Yugoslav
party contains the following passage, which is a clear reference to the
French and Italian Communists:

Some people have claimed that the formation of national liberation
committees and the implementation of the democratic and revolutionary
demands of the majority of the people would in the end alienate certain
social sectors and certain political groups from the anti-Fascist front. The
Communist Party of Yugoslavia has firmly fought these views. If the Yu-
goslav popular front had adopted these views, it would not have had the
support of the masses, or rather, the majority of the people would not have
been willing to take up arms and fight with the selflessness they have
shown. If they fought with such zeal, it was because they knew that they
were fighting for their democratic and social ideals as well as for national
Iiberation. Practice has shown that the close association between the
national liberation movement and the process of the people’s democratic
revolution, far from weakening the fighting spirit of a national uprising,
gave it an exceptional attraction for the majority of the people.1?

TheYugoslavs sharplycriticized the P CF for allowing and even help-
ing in the disarming and disbanding of the resistance forces at the end of
1944 and the beginning of 1945. They refused to accept the French
leaders’ arguments that the war was not over and any firm action against
de Gaulle’s policies would have meant a confrontation with the allies,
which in turn would have produced a deterioration in the relations be-
tween Britain and the United States and the Soviet Union. This argu-
ment was false, the Yugoslavs insisted, because the most effective help
to the Soviet Union would have been to reduce American influence
among the French people. Similar criticisms were directed at the Ttali-
ans for their policy in the months after the uprising in northern Italy.
Kardelj and Djilas contrasted the behaviour of the Greeks, who had op-
posed the British by force of arms even though the war against Germany
was not over, and their own action, the Yugoslav Communists® fight
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against the allied-supported government of King Peter and its Chetniks.
The Yugoslavs criticized the general attitude of the French and Italian
Communist leaders towards the British and Americans. They criticized
their failure in practice to condemn Anglo-American policy openly,
which made it easier for imperialism to recover its position. They criti-
cized their illusions about ‘democracy’, imperialism and the ‘improve-
ment’ of imperialism, and the way they spread these illusions among
the masses.

The French and Italian Communist Parties were also accused of fail-
ing to give effective support to the armed struggle which the Commu-
nists and other left-wing forces had been waging in Greece since the end
. of 1946. They did not support the struggle, the Yugoslavs claimed,
because the leaderships of these parties believed that the Greek civil war
was a lost cause from the point of view of the popular forces, and would
very soon be over. The French and Italian leaders’ argument, that the
imperialists wished to create a situation of the Greek type in their coun-
tries to give them a better chance of crushing the forces of democracy
and the working class, was false, Kardelj said. The situation was the
opposite: the Americans were afraid of the development of a similar
struggle in France and Italy because that would be a serious threat to
their position. The Yugoslav Communist Party delegates proposed that
the founding meeting of the Cominform should study ways of providing -
effective help for the struggle of the Greek people, but they received no
support. )

This, in essence, was the Yugoslav Communist Party’s criticism of
the policy followed by the Communist Parties of France and Italy in the
period 1941~7. To judge from the information available, it appears that
Gomulka was the only other member of the conference to express a view -
close to that of the Yugoslavs, He maintained that the French and
Ttalian Communists had had an opportunity to press for radical change
in their countries at the moment of the liberation and had not used it.
The stage during which “the invader’s administration was destroyed in
the same process that forced his expulsion® was a ‘decisive period’ for
‘the creation of a new state apparatus’, said the Polish Communist; if
there existed “more favourable conditions in the countries liberated by
the Soviet army than in those entered by the Anglo-Saxon armies’, there-
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were nevertheless even in these countries “serious possibilities of bring-
ing about essential changes in the organization of the new state, es-
pecially where the working-class parties had been active in organizing
the struggle for national liberation and controlled armed partisan units’,
in other words, France and Italy.

Zhdanov and Malenkov, as we have seen, stayed discreetly in the
background, concentrating their criticism on the fact that the two
parties, after being excluded from the government, continued to adopta
governmentalist and parliamentarist attitude instead of mobilizing the .
masses against the pro-American policy of their respective governments.
The other participants in the meeting modelled their attitudes on that of
the Soviet delegates. None of them made any objections to the criticisms
of the Yugoslavs, but nor did any of them deal with the crucial problems
which these criticisms raised.

‘The French and Italians, of course, realized that they were faced with
two critiques from very different standpoints, and that only the one put
forward by Stalin’s spokesmen need be taken seriously. There was no
need for a fundamental analysis of the reasons why the revolution had
failed in France and Italy; all that was required was approval of the
‘switch’ proposed by Zhdanov. Once Longo and Duclos did reverence to
self-criticism by recognizing in a general way that their parties had
committed a number of opportunist errors by not sufficiently com-
bining governmental and mass action, once they admitted their failure
to realize in time the scope of the new American policy and the fact that
the removal of the Communists from the government was. the result
precisely of the new anti-Soviet course of Washington’s policy, once
they promised to carry on a vigorous struggle against the Marshall Plan
and scrupulously apply the new policy insisted on by Stalin, Zhdanov
ended the ‘discussion’ and the next question was taken.

Having achieved this result, the Soviets no longer had the slightest
interest in a deeper analysis of French and Italian opportunism. No
more had the others. All the participants in the meeting were sufficiently
aware of the problems to realize that the Yugoslavs’ criticisms implicitly
entailed a criticism of the policy imposed by Stalin on the Communist
movement during the period of the ‘grand alliance’, and they all knew
that this aspect of the question was taboo. Longo and Duclos could have
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used this argument to defend themselves and to accuse the Yugoslavs of

" criticizing Stalin’s policy through them. But since it was obvious that
Kardelj and Djilas were acting in concert with Zhdanov and Malenkov,
such a “defence’ would have rebounded on themselves. In a private inter-
view, Longo explained to Kardelj and Djilas that the Italian party’s
policy during the war had been dictated by Moscow, but in the official
sessions no one stepped out of his role,® that of expiatory victims on the
one side and that of prosecutor and judge on the other. '

To the extent that the break-up of the ‘grand alliance’ progressed, the
motives for friction between Moscow’s policy and the interests of the
Yugoslav revolution seemed to disperse. While the honeymoon between
the ‘Big Three’ lasted, the Yugoslavs’ revolutionary intransigence was
regarded at Moscow as a ‘negative’ factor, but once London and Wash-
ington began their new anti-Soviet crusade it was suddenly transformed

‘into a “positive’ one. The Yugoslavia of the partisans, with its not incon-
siderable army and its strategic geographical position, became an im-
portant link in the European defence system which Stalin had begun to
construct. And, vice versa, in the face of the threat implied by the -
“Truman doctrine’ to the Yugoslav revolution, Soviet protection seemed
all the more necessary to Tito and his colleagues.

It was soon to appear, however, that the foundation of this polmcal
convergence was weak. Yugoslav intransigence was useful to the Soviets
to the extent that it complied with the demands of the new Soviet policy.
But the Yugoslavs had aims of their own in the Balkans which did not
coincide with those of Soviet diplomacy. Moreover, Stalin’s plans for
his European outposts clashed with the Yugoslav desire to maintain
national independence. Nevertheless, at the time of the setting-up of the
Cominform the Yugoslavs had no interest in a clash with the Russians —
quite the opposite. The implicit criticism of Stalin’s previous policCies
contained in their attacks on the policies followed by the French and
Italian Communist Parties was probably not deliberate (if it had been,
the Yugoslavs would have said so after their break with Stalin). This
critical content was simply the objective result of the fact that the policy
of the French and Italian Communists had been no more than a faithful
echo of Stalin’s grand strategy. ’

It was one of the weaknesses of the Yugoslav criticism of the French
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and Italians that it avoided this key question of Stalin’s policy during
the period of the ‘grand alliance’, although without an analysis of this it
was futile to claim to be revealing the reasons for the failure to make use
of the revolutionary potential which had been created in France and
Ttaly. This policy has been mentioned several times in the course of this
study, but always in a fragmentary way. The preceding sections, which
have examined the policies of the Communist Parties of France, Italy
and Yugoslavia and looked briefly at the situation in Greece, have re-
corded the specific, local effects of the advice and instructions which
issued from Moscow. Our study of the reasons for the dissolution of the
Comintern and other passages in the first part of this book have also
referred to some general features of this policy of Stalin’s.’® We have
not yet, however, attempted the comprehensive examination which is
indispensible if we wish to obtain an equally comprehensive under-
standing of the reasons and process of the failure of the revolution in
Western Europe. The following section will attempt this examination.

FROM THE ‘GRAND ALLIANCE’ TO THE ‘“TWO CAMPS’

Stalin’s policy during the Second World War was based on two main
strategic rules, which have already been mentioned in previous chap-
ters.!” The first, which was formulated towards the end of the 19208 .
after the check to the revolutionary movement which began with the
Russian revolution, and derives from the theory of ‘socialism in one
country’, can be stated as the subordination of revolutionary action in any
part of the world to the interests of the Soviet state. The second, which
came into being in the thirties after the defeat of the German proletariat
by Nazism, was the result of the loss of confidence in the revolutionary
capacity of the Western proletariat, and called for giving priority to the
exploitation of contradictions between the imperialist powers, and the
subordination of any revolutionary action to this priority. The second
rule is no 'more than the practical application of the first, in view of the
inability of the Western proletariat to create a revolution. Given that the
main object was to guarantee the security of the Soviet state and that
revolution outside the US SR seemed unlikely, the only course open was
the exploitation of inter-imperialist rivalries.
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A typical example of the application of this twofold golden rule was
Stalin’s policy towards the Spanish revolution and the French Popular
Front. Its first large-scale application, however, was Stalin’s policy
during the opening phase of the Second World War, when it was taken
to its ultimate conclusion and did not stop at the monstrous step of
signing an important pact with Fascism and restraining popular struggle
against it, precisely in order to facilitate that pact.*® The same prin-
ciples continued to dominate all Stalin’s policy after the invasion of
Soviet territory by the Nazi armies. The way in which the anti-Hitler
coalition was cenceived, the political motives which dominated col-
laboration in military operations, the content of the political aims given
to the war, the role assigned to the Communist parties, all the main
aspects of Stalin’s policy in the context of the ‘grand alliance’ adhere
strictly to these two rules.

During the ten years between the 1935 Franco-Soviet pact and the
Yalta agreement the supreme aim, the security of the Soviet state, also
took on a significance far removed from that which it had had in Lenin’s
time. In the second half of the 1930s it meant essentially the main-
tenance of the status quo in Europe, in other words, the system of the
Versailles Treaty. During the period of the German-—Soviet pact it
began to include territorial expansion, the revision of frontiers, an-
nexation and the winning of “spheres of influence’. In the war against the
Axis powers this new content — the imperialist and colonialist substance
of which was not completely revealed until many years later, with the
invasion and occupation of Czechoslovakia — completed its domination.
The ‘supreme aim’ took a specific form in Stalin’s policy, the search for
a durable compromise with American imperialism which would allow
joint control of the world. ‘

The war against the Axis powers took on a progressive and liberating
content from the moment at which it began to lead to the destruction of
the Fascist regime and of the form of national oppression which Nazi
and Japanese imperialism had established in a series of countries and
was trying to spread to others. The war tended to turn into a revolution-
ary war once the movement of the struggle against Fascism led to a
conflict with the ruling classes which had used Fascism to maintain their
domination, once the war brought into action the proletarian classes or
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they acquired arms and a consciousness of their power. But Stalin’s
policy, and still less that of Roosevelt and Churchill, was not the faithful
expression of this content. If Roosevelt and Churchill, in spite of their
declarations and promises about the freedom and independence of
peoples, pursued essentially imperialist aims (and Roosevelt’s more lib-
eral position did not neutralize the imperialist essence of American -
policy), Stalin, with his similar promises and declarations, was pursuing
the aims of the bureaucratic class which had replaced the revolutionary
October proletariat in the leadership of the Soviet state. The new auto-
crat of all the Russias and the conservative bureaucracy whose symbol he
was could not catry the revolution to other peoples after castrating it in
their own country; they could not encourage in other countries the free-
dom and democracy they denied to the workers of the USSR. Stalin’s
foreign policy could be no more than the reflection of his domestic
policy. The Soviet armies, like those of the Allies, performed a liberating
function in so far as they destroyed the Fascist regimes and crushed
Nazi imperialism, but at the same time they established a new. form. of
oppression. The British and Americans brought with them support for
capitalism, the establishment or the claim to establish their world do-
minion and the continuation of colonialism under different forms. The
Soviet armies brought with them the establishment of a new social
order, a copy of the Stalinist model, in which the abolition of capitalist
private property did not mean the taking over of the means of produc-~
tion by the workers themselves, but their exploitation by a new privileged
social group, whose bureaucratic domination was based on ideological
mystification, the abolition of political liberties and the most enormous
police apparatus in history. The Soviet armies also carried among their
equipment Great-Russian nationalism’s plans for domination and ex-
pansion. The time had come which confirmed Lenin’s fear of the re-
appearance of Great-Russian nationalism under the banner of
October.

The great mystification

Of course, while the liberating and anti-Fascist aims of the war could be
openly proclaimed, the ‘other’ aims of the British and American
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capitalists and the Stalinist bureaucracy had to be carefully concealed: In
the art, old as history, of disguising the most dishonourable actions under
the noblest ideals, each of the three leaders drew on his own experience,
and Stalin’s was as rich as that of his eminent colleagues. They immedi-
ately found a ‘common language’. The inevitable differences which
arose between them had nothing to do with principles; all three always
agreed in praising them at the very moment that they were trampling
them underfoot. The differences stemmed from their very natural incli-
nation to get the greatest advantage from the new division of the world.
Of course, immediately one of the three felt himself injured he would
brandish the sacred principles fiercely and accuse the others of wanting
to infringe them. But when they reached agreements satisfactory to all
three parties, each of them bore witness with all the weight of his
prestige to the noble intentions of his colleagues.

In this respect Stalin’s role was by far the most important. His enor-
mous credit among the masses of workers throughout the world as the
symbol of socialism and the October revolution rendered an invaluable
service to the representatives of imperialism during the second great
global crisis of the capitalist system. During the first, Wilson, Cle-
menceau and Lloyd George did not have such luck. Stalin’s public inter~
ventions during the war and the accounts given by Soviet propaganda
about the relations and agreements between the three great powers made
a large contribution to the fostering in millions of hunman beings of il-
lusions about the democratic and liberating intentions of the capitalist
and imperialist allies of the US SR. The propaganda of the Communist
‘parties, with rare exceptions, had the same effect, and the same can be
said of their policy of alliances. This deception of the peoples was the
necessary condition which enabled the great demarcation of ‘spheres of
influence’ between British and American capitalism and the Soviet
bureaucracy, the bartering of economic, political and strategic interests
to be carried out with the maximum of docility on the part of the
victims.

"When, in his report to ‘the foundmg meeting of the Cominform in
1947, Zhdanov announced that the world had split into two camps, and
described the Allies of yesterday as ‘rapacious imperialists’, he could not

avoid giving some explanation for such a radical change. Only the day
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before, as it were, Stalin had still been expressing his confidence in a
* world-wide understanding with the other super-power. (In December
1946 he described a wide-ranging agreement between the US A and the
USSR as ‘perfectly feasible’.)'® The division of the world into two
blocs and the transformation of the Allies whom five years of Soviet and
Communist propaganda had presented as collaborators in building a
new, just, democratic and peaceful world into rapacious imperialists or
agents of American imperialism (in the case of the Social Democrats or
the European bourgeois parties) could not have come about by magic in
the summer of 1947. The division and the transformation must have had
a history. Stalin’s spokesmen now therefore found themselves obliged to
produce a new version of the period of the ‘grand alliance’. It was
equally mystifying, but revealed a little of what previously had been
carefully concealed. Now the true aims of the imperialist powers allied
to the USSR were revealed, but the objectives pursued by Stalinist
policy continued to be concealed. '
The declaration adopted by the nine parties said, in effect, that during
the war ‘there had existed in the camp of the anti-Hitler coalition a
. difference about the aims of the war and the definition of the tasks
involved in the organization of the world after the war’. While the
Soviet Union intended to guarantee democracy, national independence
and peace for all peoples, and was guided by the purest respects for the
principle of the self-determination of peoples, the aims of the United
States and Great Britain were “the elimination of competitors [ Germany
and Japan] from markets and the establishment of their own domina-
‘tion’. These powers intended to “strengthen imperialism and throttle
democracy’.2°
This 1947 account contradicted the version current during the war.
Then Stalin insisted that there was a fundamental identity between the
aims of the three great powers. In November 1944, when the defeat of
Germany was within sight and the problems of ‘the organization of the
world’ became immediate, Stalin formulated the following thesis, which
was to be the pivot of the whole strategy of the Soviet government and
the Communist parties in this crucial period: “The alliance between the
USSR, Great Britain and the United States of America is founded not
on casual, transitory considerations, but on vital and lasting interests,’?
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If the aims of the two western powers during the war were those defined
in the Cominform declaration — and there can be no doubt about that —
Stalin’s 1944 thesis was false, unless the ‘vital and lasting interests’ of
the USSR were understood in the Kremlin to mean very different
things from those proclaimed during the war and repeated in the Comin-
form declaration.

An alternative to this hypothesis is the possibility that Stalin had
made a serious mistake in 1944—5 about the real interests and aims of ’
the imperialist powers. But Stalin’s Marxism was not that rudimentary.
As we shall see later when we examine the actual situation in which this
statement was made, Stalin was expressing a reality; the secret agree-
ments between the ‘Big Three’ had gone a long way. The grand strateg-
isP’s mistake was to believe that these agreements provided a solid basis
for the alliance between the ruling bureaucracy of the US SR and Anglo-
American capitalism, and in particular for the alliance with the Ameri-

. can super-power.

" Once the international situation in 1947 had been explained as the
result of the contradictions between the pure intentions of Moscow and
the evil intentions of London and Washington, the Cominform meeting
was faced with the task of also explaining why the baddies had been
able, with such remarkable speed, to consolidate the old bourgeois
forces, the very forces which had led to war and, in one way or another,
encouraged Fascism in Western Europe. The explanation had to cover
the smooth dismissal of Communist ministers from governments in
Paris, Rome and Brussels, the ability of the imperialist powers to under-
take new colonial wars, to show, in other words, why the forces of capi-
talism throughout the world, under the leadership of American
imperialism, were in a position, two years after the great victory over
Fascism, to go over to the offensive against the forces of the working
class and democracy. According to Zhdanov, the results of the Second
World War constituted ‘an abrupt change in the relation of forces
between the two systems ~ the capitalist and the socialist — to the advan-
tage of socialism .. .; the world capitalist system has suffered another
sharp blow ... the prestige and influence of the working class have
increased incomparably among the people ... the Communist parties
have been considerably strengthened’.?? But if this was the situation,
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why had the Commumst ministers been removed, and not the bourgeois
ministers? Why was it the world-wide forces of capitalism, and not the
revolutionary forces, which had taken the initiative in extendmg the
results of the anti-Fascist victory?

As we have seen, the way out of this awkward situation which was
taken at the secret part of the Cominform meeting was to use the French
and Italian Communist Parties as scapegoats, In the published docu-
ments, however, apart from some very discreet allusions by Longo and
Duclos to the presence of the Allied armies as preventing their parties
from going further, an answer to the question why the high tide of the
working-class and democratic movement gave way so quickly and so
easily to the counter-offensive of the bourgeois and imperialist forces,
the crucial problem, was more or less ignored. Nevertheless, Zhdanov’s
report and the statement adopted by the meeting refer to one fact of
major importance. Zhdanov said that during thewar the Anglo-American
imperialists ‘did not dare to intervene openly against the Soviet Union
arid the democratic forces because they fully realized that the sym-
pathies of the popular masses throughout the world were totally on their
side; but in the.months immediately before the end of the war the
situation was already beginning to change’. And the statement, referring
to the post-war period, says that, in order to achieve their aims, the '
- imperialist forces ‘adopted a mask of liberalism and peace in order to
deceive and ensnare men without political experience’;2® But in noting
this fact ~ without which the course of events between 1945 and 1947
would certainly be inexplicable - the Cominform documents completely
avoid the question which immediately comes to mind: what was done by
the Soviet leaders, who enjoyed the full support of ‘the popular masses
throughout the world’, the ‘considerably strengthened’” Communist
parties and the working class, with its ‘incomparably increased’ prestige
and influence, to prevent the imperialist forces from making their cun-
ning plans for revenge? What did they do to stop reaction from putting
on the mask of liberty, democracy and peace, and being able to deceive a
sufficiently large proportion of the masses to enable it to recover and go
over to the offensive when the defeat of Fascism was barely achieved? If
it had been possible to quote some remark of Stalin’s, one of his instruc-
tions, from the period of the ‘grand alliance’, which had attempted to
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warn the peoples of the true aims of the allied imperialist powers, if
there had been the slightest hint of this in the policy followed by the
~ Communist movement in agreement with the Stalinist line, it would

obviously have been emphasized in the documents of the founding meet-
ing of the Cominform and in the years that followed as irrefutable proof
that Stalin and the Communist movement had foreseen the course of
events and done all they could to check the plans of imperialism. But it
was utterly impossible to find any such sources.

There can be no doubt that the ‘mask’ was very important. By pre-
senting themselves as the defenders of democracy and enemies of Fas-
cism, the supporters of the independence of peoples and of a just peace,
the bourgeois and imperialist forces did indeed succeed in deceiving
‘men without political experience’, and many who regarded themselves
as experienced. During the great world crisis, under the impact of the
horrors of war and the crimes of Nazism, millions of men ‘without
political experience’ became active in the hope of creating a new social
system without wars and without oppression. In them the Communist
parties possessed a revolutionary potential without precedent in history,
provided that they could raise their level of political consciousness
during the course of the war, help them to understand the reality of
society and politics and show them in time the forces which, behind the
famous ‘mask’, were pursuing goals very different from those of popular
aspirations. This however weuld have made no sense unless the strategy
of the Communist movement had, from the very first day of the war,
taken as its main objective to give a revolutionary outcome to the second
general crisis of the capitalist system. L —

In such a strategy the decisive factor could only be the strength of the'
popular masses, their political consciousness and their organization. In
this strategy the whole activity of the Communist parties and the Soviet -
state would have had to be devoted to bringing this factor into play. This
indispensable exploitation of inter-imperialist contradictions, or of con-
tradictions within each country between the Fascist forces and the
‘democratic’ bourgeoisie, would have had to be seen as accessory to the
development and constant reinforcement of the proletarian and popular
forces. But Stalin’s strategy, the strategy of the Soviet bureaucracy, to
which the policy of the Communist movement subordinated itself, was
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completely the opposite. It was based, as we have said, on giving ab-
solute priority to the exploitation of inter-imperialist contradictions and
on the subordination of the actions of the popular forces to the re-
quirements of that priority. During the period of tacit alliance with
Hitler’s Germany this strategy was reflected in a limitation of the
struggle against Fascism and the abandonment of the standard of
democracy, anti-Fascism and national independence to the bourgeois
and imperialist enemies of Germany. During the period of alliance with
the anti-Nazi powers it was reflected in a limitation on the action of the
popular masses, in order to contain it within limits acceptable to these
powers. This attitude necessarily entailed concealing from the masses
the true aims of Anglo-American imperjalism and tacit collaboration
with it to deceive the peoples.

But this was not all. The fundamental aim of the Soviet leaders — the
division of the world into “spheres of influence’ and the consolidation of
the division through a compromise with the Washington government —
required something more than concealing from the peoples the true aims
pursued by the imperialist powers; it required endorsing the credibility
of their apparent aims, since this was the only way in which the appar-
ent aims of the USSR itself could be made credible. In other words,
this was the only way of justifying the identity of the ‘vital and per-
manent interests’ of the three great powers. Since the fact that the
USSR was beginning to employ imperialist methods had to be con-
cealed at all costs, if the myth which sheltered the Stalinist bureaucracy -
was not to collapse, it was also necessary to pretend that these methods
had been abandoned by the United States and Great Britain.

- Earl Browder’s theories, which were put forward immediately after

the Teheran Conference, were only a clear and extreme formulation-of
what Soviet and Communist propaganda was saying hardly more dis-
creetly at the same time. The common background shared by Browder’s
position of January 1944 and the views of more important Communist
leaders is clear: ‘Capitalism and Communism have begun to march
together towards the peaceful society of tomorrow’ (Browder); ‘Our
meeting here in the Crimea has reaffirmed our common determination to
maintain and strengthen, in the peace to come, that unity of purpose and
of ‘action which has made victory possible and certain for the United
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Nations in this war’ (the Yalta declaration signed by Stalin in February
1945); “The democratic great powers must guide the reorganization of
the whole world in such a way as to guarantee peace and justice to all’
(resolution of the Fifth Congress of the Italian Communist Party, Janu-
ary 1946). _

It is a significant detail that not until a year after they had been
uttered were Browder’s extreme expressions (especially concerning the
abolition of the ‘instrument’, the party - this was his mortal sin) con-
demned by Stalin, through Duclos. And it is even more significant that
the condemnation was made shortly after Roosevelt, a few days before
his death, had threatened Stalin with a deterioration in relations be-
tween their two countries if the Soviet leader did not moderate his
demands with regard to the Polish government.?

The setting-up of ‘spheres of influence’

Discussion still continues about whether the division of the world into
‘spheres of influence’ took place at Yalta or at previous negotiations
between the ‘Big Three’, or whether it was the result of a de facto
situation created by military operations and crystallized during the ‘cold
war’. (The fact itself is denied only in official Soviet versions, in the face
~of a whole series of documents which Moscow was obliged to make
public as a result of their publication by the Western powers — corre-
spondence between Stalin, Churchill and Roosevelt, records of the
Teheran and Yalta Conferences, etc. — which amply prove its reality.)*®
In my opinion the abundant information available on this period sup-
ports the conclusion that the famous ‘division’ took place gradually,
through a series of actions and decisions spread over the period from
the beginning of the war to the break in 1947. During the ‘cold war’ the
situation in Europe took on the stability which still characterizes it. (The
situation was quite different in the third world, where the plans of the
. ‘three’ collapsed, mostly in the face of the assaults of the national revo-
lutionary movement.) The division was a policy, implemented by means
of military operations and diplomatic negotiations, the “activities of
parties and secret services. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, the
beginning of this policy can be precisely dated: it begins with the secret
396
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clauses of the German—Soviet pact. After the Nazi attack on the USSR
the problem of ‘areas of influence’ was immediately raised in the nego-
tiations between the ‘Big Three’, and was equally quickly accompanied
by mystification about the real aims of the three powers spread by
propaganda.

When Nazi Germany attacked the USSR and so removed the check
placed on the activities of the Commumist parties and popular masses by
the German-Soviet pact, Roosevelt and Churchill realized the political
urgency of competing with Stalin, who had announced in his speech on 3
July, ‘Our war for the defence of our fatherland will merge with the
struggle of the peoples of Europe and America for their independence
and for democratic freedoms.’ (‘America’ here means the United States.)
In the declaration of principles known as the Atlantic Charter, issued on
14 August 1941, the leader of the largest colonial empire and the leader
of the largest capitalist power solemnly proclaimed that

+ + - their countries seck no aggrandizement, territorial or other;

.. they desire to see no territorial changes that do not accord with the
freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned.

-+« they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of government
under which they will live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and self-
government restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them.

« . they will endeavour with due respect to their existing obligations, to
further the enjoyment by all states, great or small, victor or vanquished, of
access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the raw matena]s of the world
which are needed for their economic prosperity,

and promised ‘a peace . . . which will afford security that all the men in
all the lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want’. |
“The democratic emblem of the Atlantic Charter,’ the very Stalinist
Soviet historian Deborin was to write years later, ‘was intended to con-
ceal the true imperialist aims of the North American and British govern-
ing circles.’?® This was perfectly clear to Stalin and the Deborins from
14 August 1941, but did not prevent the Soviet government from pub-
lishing, on 24 September, a declaration of adherence to the Atlantic
Charter. Even if it is admitted that this gesture was necessary to obtain
assistance from the United States, and that the time was not right to
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reveal the real aims of imperialism, the Soviet government could very
well have suggested in the friendlest way to its new allies that, simply to
collect the greatest number of allies against the common enemy, they
should grant, or at least promise, national independence to the colonies.
This would have been all the easier since it was the direction in which
Roosevelt’s policy was moving, not, obviously, from anti-imperialist’
feeling, but to facilitate the penetration of North American capitalism
into the colonial world, which had hitherto been a European reserve. But
the Soviet government did not take this opportunity of putting to the
test, even discreetly, in the eyes of the peoples of the world, the ‘demo-
cratic emblem’ of the Anglo-Saxon imperialists. The Stalin~Eden inter~
views of December 1941 enable us to understand why.

With no attempt at concealment - no doubt regarding this
distinguished representative of British imperialism as an ideal partner in
discussions about a share-out — Stalin explained his first ideas for
changes in the map of Europe. East Prussia would have to be taken
away from Germany -~ in order to compensate Poland for the territories
which Russia had annexed — and also the Rhineland and perhaps Ba-
varia; Independence could be given to Austria, and the Sudetenland
restored to Czechoslovakia. The ‘area of influence’ acquired by Italian
Fascism should be divided between Yugoslavia, Greece and Turkey
(from which- Stalin hoped to obtain bases in the Dardanelles), and
should France not re-emerge as a great power Great Britain might well
keep bases at Boulogne and Dunkirk, as well as in Belgium, the
Netherlands, Norway and Denmark. In return for this gracious con-
cession to His Majesty’s Government, Stalin asked for only one thing -
which he made the essential condition for the signature of the treaty
of Anglo-Soviet alliance proposed by Eden: Great Britain was to
recognize immediately the Soviet frontiers as they had been established
by the division of ‘areas of influence’ between Stalin and Hitler under
the secret clauses of the 1939 pact. The Anglo-Soviet treaty of alliance,
" Stalin explained could consist of two public parts, one dealing with
the military alliance during the war and the other with the setlement of
European problems after the victory. There should also be added to these
two public documents a secret protocol recording Great Britain’s re-
cognition of the Soviet frontiers of 1941. Eden opposed these suggestions,
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and invoked the Atlantic Charter. Stalin replied, ‘I thought that the
Atlantic Charter was directed against those people who were trying to
establish world dominion. It now looks as if the Charter were directed
against the USSR.’?"

Commenting on this edifying scene in his History of the Cold War,
André Fontaine remarks that Eden could have reminded Stalin of the
first decisions of the Soviet power, repudiating secret diplomacy and
publishing the secret treaties negotiated by the Tsars. Eden, of course,
was not so indiscreet. He could only welcome Soviet diplomacy’s un-
ambiguous return to the time-honoured methods of which Tsarism was a
past master, as Marx noted more than once. It was the first essential for
an understanding. Stalin’s interpretation of the Atlantic Charter was in
fact in perfect accord with the views of its authors. It was directed solely
against new aspirants to world dominion, but not against the oppression
of peoples by British colonialism or American imperialism, or against
the subjection of the peoples of the former Tsarist empire to Great-
Russian nationalism. Eden’s use of itwas not more than a polemical feint,
and Stalin’s severe reprimand was perfectly understood by the English
minister, who was completely unconcerned at the fact that the peoples of
Finnish Carelia, the Baltic states, the eastern territories of Poland, Be-
ssarabia and Bukovina were not to be free to choose their destiny, His
only concern was to safeguard the traditional interests of British imperi-
alism in Eastern Europe.

As has been seen, the negonatlons on the sharing-out of ‘areas of
influence’ between the ‘Big Three’ began on the first day of the ‘grand
alliance’ and were carried out in careful synchronization with the public
activities designed to camouflage them and deceéive the peoples. Shortly
after the conversations between Eden and Stalin the United Nations
declaration was published (1 January 1942), which ratified the Atlantic
Charter and carried, as well as the signatures of Great Britain, the
United States and the USSR, those of other countries whose names
alone are eloquent proof of the fidelity of the first two signatories to the
principles proclaimed in the document: India, Panama, Haiti, Cuba, the
Dominican Republic, etc. We shall not follow all the twists and falterings
of the secret negotiation on the one hand and the public mystification on
the other, with its close connectiens with the policies imposed by
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Moscow on the Communist movement. We shall limit ourselves to
pointing out some of its more important episodes.

In May 1942 the Anglo-Soviet treaty of alliance, for a period of
twenty years, was signed. It did not include recognition by Great Britain
of the Soviet frontiers of 1941, but this did not mean that the Russians
had abandoned their demands. They had simply been postponed. The
difficult military situation is the likely explanation of this apparent and
temporary concession on Stalin’s part. His real concession was in
another area, as can be seen from the policy of the Communist Party of
India.

On the outbreak of war between Great Britain and Germany, Gandhi
and the Congress Party had taken up a position which is summed up in
the following statement: ‘India cannot regard herself as involved in a
war said to be for democratic freedoms, when she herself is deprived of
freedom.” They stuck firmly to this position, even after Russia entered
the war. They took advantage of the position of British imperialism to
intensify the struggle for national independence. While the National
bourgeoisie adopted this ‘Leninist’ tactic, the Indian Communist Party
- adopted a Social Democratic tactic: it declared in favour of support for
British imperialism against its German rival. During the summer of
1942 the colonial authorities began a policy of brutal repression against
the national movement. They arrested Gandhi and all the members of
the executive of the Congress Party and banned all the party’s activity.
At the same time they legalized the Communist Party, which had oper-
ated illegally since 1934.2%

In the same month of May 1942 there took place the interview be-
" tween Molotov and de Gaulle which has already been mentioned.?® In
- return for the General’s support, as well as that of the British and Am-

ericans, for the Soviet demand for the opening of a second front, the
Soviet minister offered Moscow’s good offices to persuade the resistance
and the French colonies to recognize the General’s authority. This was
followed shortly afterwards by the beginning of the French Communist
Party’s policy ~ examined above ~ of submission to de Gaulle and de-
fence of the French Union.

Throughout this year the Soviet government supported the Yugoslav
instruments of British imperialism, the royal government in exile in

400



Revolution and Spheres of Influence

London and Mihailovié’s Chetniks. It brought strong pressure to bear
on Tito’s partisan- forces to make them abandon their revolutionary
policy and take their stand, like the French and Italians, on ‘national
unity’,

In January 1943, when the victory at Stalingrad had produced a sharp
improvement in the military situation, Stalin renewed his pressure on
the question of the 1941 frontiers. In March the Americans and the
British agreed to make concessions on Carelia, Bessarabia and Bukovina,
but maintained the opposition with Eden. Roosevelt said that they might
have to give way on everything, but in return for Russian concessions.*®
One of these was spelt out publicly by the North American Press and
officials. Stalin was to give more specific and more reliable guarantees of
having finally given up any idea of ‘fomenting world revolution’.

The highly authoritative New York Times recognized on 20 Nov-
ember 1942 that the Soviet leader had already made noticeable progress
in this direction: ‘Stalin’s slogans . . . are not Marxist slogans urging the
proletarians of the world to unite, but slogans about patriotism, liberty
and the fatherland.” This, however, was not enough, and stirring up fears
of the reversal of alliances, the New York Times wrote that Hitler’s
Germany might be able to persuade a number of countries of the need to
join it in a crusade against the USSR if there continued to exist a
‘Communist International inspired by the Trotskyite ideology of world -
proletarian revolution’.

-On 9 March 1943 Vice-President Wallace, rightly regarded as one of
the strongest supporters of cooperation with the USSR, said, ‘War
would be inevitable if Russia again adopted the Trotskyist idea of fo-
menting world revolution.’s!

As we have seen, these requests were heard, and there is no need to
repeat the analysis of the dissolution of the Comintern presented in the
first volume of this book. That dissolution symbolized the abandonment,
not of the ‘“Trotskyist’ idea of world revolution (this way of putting it
was simply a piece of cunning on the part of the Americans to make
things easier for the man to whom the message was addressed), but of
any idea of bringing the terrible crisis through which the capitalist
system was passing to a revolutionary conclusion. None of the necessary
conditions for such a conclusion, however, was known in advance; they
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depended to a great extent, though not completely, on the direction
taken by the advanced forces while the war was still going on. The'
direction indicated by the Comintern’s last words meant a limitation in
advance of the aims of the proletariat and the masses, their reduction to
what was compatible with the ‘permanent and vital interests’ of the
three great powers. The specific, practical definition of what was ad-
missible exactly followed the course of the secret agreements between
the “Three’, without giving the peoples the slightest chance of giving
their opinion. To put it more precisely, the bourgeois classes of Great
Britain and the United States (and through them those of 2 number of
European countries occupied by the Nazis) possessed considerable op-
portunities of influencing the decisions of the two Western leaders, while
the proletarian classes of Europe, and even more the colonial peoples,
had no means of influencing the decisions of the one man who was the
supreme representative of their interests. The only chance would have
been for the Communist parties to adopt an independent revolutionary
policy, but the leaders of these parties had long ago become unques-
tioning vassals of the Kremlin. The exception of Tito merely confirms
the rule. As a result of this it was possible for the masses, including the
- Communist masses, to be ideologically and politically conditioned
throughout the course of the war to the spirit of the ‘grand alliance’ and
‘national unity’, to class collaboration in the capitalist countries and to
collaboration between the oppressed peoples of the colonies and the
capitalist metropolitan states. - ;

Writing in 1936 about the Franco-Soviet pact of 1935, and drawmg
on Lenin, Trotsky said,

However one may judge the advantages or disadvantages of the
Franco-Soviet pact, still, no serious revolutionary statesman would deny
the right of the Soviet state to seek supplementary supports for its in-
violability in temporary agreements with this or that imperialism. Tt is

_only necessary clearly and openly to show the masses the place of these
partial and tactical agreements in the general system of historical forces.
In order to make use particularly of the antagonism between France and
‘Germany, there is not the slightest need of idealizing the bourgeois ally, or
that combination of imperialists which temporarily hides behind the
screen of the League of Nations. Not only Soviet diplomacy, however, but
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in its steps the Communist International systematically paints up the epi-
sodical allies of Moscow as ‘friends of peace’, deceives the workers with
slogans like ‘collective security’ and ‘disarmament’, and thus becomes in
reality a political agent of the imperialists among the working
classes,32

If he had not been assassinated, Trotsky could have seen that the
‘idealization’ of the thirties was no more than a timid venture, almost a
childish lie, compared with the ‘idealization’ of the forties. The same
scale could be applied to the deception of the masses. The ‘grand al-
liance’, the imperialist combination camouflaged as the ‘United
Nations’, the alliance with the European bourgeoisies, became the pan-
acea, capable not only of solving the great immediate problem of de-
feating the Axis powers, but also of establishing the new peace,
democracy, national independence, social justice, concepts which ~ as
befits idealizations — were flourished in the1r most abstract forms, empty
of any class content.

The big American newspapers were quick to welcome the dissolution
of the Comintern, seeing in this event ‘a diplomatic victory of wider
importance than the victories of Stalingrad and Cap Bon’. ‘The world
can breathe again,’ said the léader writers. “Trotsky’s old folly has been
abandoned. Marx’s dream is over.” The Chicago Tribune wrote, ‘Stalin
- has buried the dervishes of the Marxist creed. He has executed the
Bolsheviks whose kingdom was of this world and who wanted universal
revolution.” And the New York Times, acting as spokesman for the
American government, called for this great decision to be followed by
specific measures, the abandonment by Moscow of the Polish patriots,
recognition by the Yugoslav partisans of the émigré government in
London and participation of the French Communists in ‘real
unification’.?® The first demand was wasted breath, because Stalin was
not prepared for any substantial concession on the ‘Polish question’. In
the case of the Yugoslavs, the Western demands were satisfied only in
appearance, although in this the fault was not Stalin’s but Tito’s. On the .
other hand, the participation of the French (and Italian) Communists in
‘real unification’ fulfilled the most secret desires of the great American
paper and its advisers. \

Once the train of history had lost its engine (as Marx had called
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revolution), it was open to the “Three’ to go on peacefully with the work
of translating their ‘permanent and vital interests’ into specific decisions
— at least in so far as such an ambitious operation was within the control
of the ‘great conductor’.

The first milestone on this new stretch was the conference of the
Foreign Ministers of the USSR, Great Britain and the US A (with the
representative of Chiang Kai-shek in a walk-ori role), which was held
in Moscow in October 1943. The communiqué issued at the end
of this conference stressed that only maintaining the “closest collab-
oration and cooperation’ between the three great powers would
make it possible, once hostilities had ceased, ‘to preserve peace and
stimulate to the full the political, economic and social wellbeing of the
peoples’.

Among other measures, the conference prescribed the new political
system which was to be established in Italy after the fall of ‘Mussolini
and the declaration of war on the Axis powers to be made by the Bad-
oglio government. This was an excellent opportunity for the ‘Big Three’
to show how they understood the application of the principles set out in
the Atlantic Charter and accepted by the US SR. They agreed to grant
the people of Italy the right to “the final choice of its own form of
government’, once the war was over. Until then real power, in all fields,
and not just those concerned with the conduct of military operations,
would remain with the allied military authorities. During this time -
which the Allies expected to be long and which in fact lasted two years -
the people of Italy would retain the right to the final choice of the
government of its liking, while the allied authorities exercised the right
to create political structures which would condition the Italian people to
their liking, to avoid the possibility of surprises when that people was

- finally allowed to exercise its right.

The first specific measure designed to ensure this political develop-
ment was the decision to keep Badoglio as leader of the government,
against the wishes of the main anti-Fascist forces. We have already seen
how the prestige and political skill of Togliatti contributed decisively to
the subjection of the Italian Communists and the whole Italian left to
the plan of the ‘Big Three’ and made them follow the path of ‘real
unification’ urged by the New York Times (the Times only mentioned
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the French Communists because its editorial was written on the eve of
Mussolini’s fall.) .

The Soviet position on the ‘Itahan question’, together with its posi-
tion on the ‘French question’ (support for de Gaulle and the sub-
ordination of the French Communist Party to his leadership) confirmed
Stalin’s choice in the share-out of “areas of influence’, which was already
partly visible in his conversations with Eden and which can be summed
up as concessions (diplomatic and political) in the West to keep the East.
Indeed, in a strategy based on a ‘share-out’, there was no other choice,
because the instrument of the strategy was the movement of armies, not
the action of the masses of the people. If Stalin’s strategy had included
the revolutionary struggle in Europe as a primary factor, the situation
created in Italy by the fall of Fascism would have provided it with an
excellent opportunity. The wave of strikes which had shaken northern
Italy in the spring of 1943, and the formidable mass movement of the
suminer, showed clearly that the crisis of Italian society was ready to

turn into a revolutionary crisis, and this was confirmed in the following .
months by the exceptionally rapid development of the partisan move-

“ment under the predominant influence of the Communists, Socialists
and members of the Action Party, and the impressive general strike by a
million workers in the occupied zone.?*

The only point of real convergence between the Allies and the Italian
bourgeoisie on the one hand and the Italian workers on the other was the
struggle against Hitler’s Germany, which could either help to strengthen
the revolutionary content of the crisis, as in Yugoslavia, or, on the con-
trary, to dilute it. This depended, basically, on the direction taken by the.
advanced forces in Italian society, but the position of the Soviet Union
enabled it to exercise considerable influence. Even while keeping strictly
within the bounds of the United Nations declarationof principles, and by
invoking the need to develop to the full the war effort against Germany,
Stalin could have demanded, not only in secret negotiations, but pub-
licly, immediate recognition of the full and unfettered sovereignty of a
people which had given such a magnificent example in the struggle
against the common enemy, the recognition of its right to choose im-
mediately, in the liberated area and more generally as this area
expanded, democratically elected organs of government, chosen by the
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unrestricted use of its democratic liberties. ‘Only in this way,” Stalin
might have said, ‘only if the Italian people knows itself to be in control
of its own future, will its morale in the fighting, the development of its
energies and initiative, reach their highest level and make their maxi-
mum contribution to the operations of the allied armies. This approach
to the Italian people will demonstrate to the other peoples of Europe the
genuineness of the intentions proclaimed by the three great powers and
encourage them to take the same course. We will be able to tell the
German people that if they do with Hitler what the Italian people have
done with Mussolini, the three great powers will immediately recognize

_the independence and sovereignty of the new democratic Germany.’
Such a position would have won the Soviet Union the sympathy and
support of the genuinely democratic and patriotic forces in Italy, and
would have above all helped to demystify the policy of London
and Washington. Such an attitude would have had the same effect on
other European peoples. But in the “Italian question’ Stalin played the
Allies’ game and the PCI played Stalin’s.

In this case, as in the case of his attitude towards de Gaulle, or that of
his abolition of the Comintern, Stalin’s principal justification, repeated
with a number of variants by the official Soviet historians and taken up
like an echo by the Western Communist leaders as a simultaneous
justification of their own policy, was that in order to make sure of vic-
tory over Germany it was necessary at all costs to avoid a reversal of
alliances. Since this justification concerns the whole of Stalin’s policy up
to the end of the war, we shall not analyse it until we have completed the
catalogue of concessions made by Stalin to the reactionary and imperi-
alist aims of his two big allies.

Once the foreign ministers had cleared the ground, the ‘Big Three’
could meet in person, in Teheran at the end of 1943. Part of the joint
communiqué read:

With our diplomatic advisers we have surveyed the problems of the
future. We shall seek the cooperation and the active participation of all
nations, large and small, whose peoples in heart and mind are dedicated,
as are our own peoples, to the elimination of tyranny and slavery, op-
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pression and intolerance. We will welcome. them as they may choose to
come into a world family.of democratic nations.

Since this solemn promise, no less than the creation of a peaceful and
democratic world family from which tyranny and slavery,oppression and
intolerance would be finally banished, appeared over the signature of
Stalin, why should the workers of Europe and the world have any doubts
about the sincerity of Roosevelt and Churchill> The policy of ‘national
unity’ in the framework of the ‘grand alliance’ carried out by the Com-
munists of France and Italy, received a solid foundation. Since, once
Germany was defeated, there would be a general democratic and peace-
ful solution, the main thing was to concentrate and unite the efforts of all
those who had an interest ~ of whatever sort — in winning the war. What
reason was there in Italy to oppose the carrying-out of this unification
and concentration under the supreme command of allied headquarters?
If, after the war, the people wanted socialism, all it would have to do
would be to vote accordingly, peacefully and democratically. The
interests which were opposed to it would give way before this popular
will. This, at least, was what the ‘Big Three’ promised, and what recalci-
trant bourgeois could resist their all-powerful will?

At the same time as they were publicly reaffirming their generous
objects before the world, the “Three’ secretly continued, at the Teheran
Conference, the laborious task of giving them detailed practical form. In
a concession to Stalin, Churchill and Roosevelt accepted the Curzon
Line as the frontier between Poland and the USSR; in return Poland
would be given the German territories as far as the Oder. Stalin ac-
cepted, but indicated to his partners that he would be very glad to keep
Konigsberg and its surroundings for himself. Churchill saw nothing
against this: the Poles would be very pleased to get the rich industrial
areas of Silesia in return for the Pripet marshes. Churchill and Roose-
velt agreed that it was quite reasonable and natural for the Russians
to want access to warm waters, and Roosevelt in particular indicated
to Stalin that he would be able to recover Port Arthur and Dairen,
which had been taken from the Tsars by the Japanese during the
Russo-Japanese war and before that from China by the Tsars. On the

- question of the Finnish territories occupied by the US SR, Stalin refused
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to give them up. Churchill had the impertinence to remind him that in
1917 the Soviets had declared themselves in favour of a peace with ‘no
annexations and no indemnities’. Stalin’s reply, made ‘with a broad
grin’, was: ‘I have told you I am becoming a Conservative.”*® With
regard to Germany, the ‘Three’ were agreed that the country should be
split up. The discussion centred on the way this should be done. The
main problem discussed at Teheran, however, was that of the second
front. At first sight this appeared to be a purely military question, but in
fact this was an essential aspect-of the share-out of ‘areas of influence’.
Differences over the opening of a second front had arisen between the
Americans and the British. The Americans were in favour of opening it
in France, since, according to the Soviet historian Deborin, they wanted
to establish United States influence in Western Europe and weaken the
British position. The British proposed the opening of the front in the
Balkans because, again according to the same historian, they were trying
-to safeguard their interests in this area and to prevent a ‘Soviet incur-
sion’. Churchill insisted on-his Balkan plan at the Teheran Conference,
*but the USSR delegation demonstrated that this plan had nothing to
do with the task of defeating the Germans as quickly as possible, and
had in reality other aims’.*® In fact, as emerges from the more detailed
account given by Deborin himself and is confirmed by the available
records of the Teheran Conference, the Soviet delegation did not make
the slightest reference to any ‘other aims’ of the British, but limited
itself to discussing the problem merely from the point of view of mili-
tary effectiveness. These were the terms in which it-argued in favour of
the opening of the second front in France, and gained the full support of
the Americans. In both cases Stalinwasacting on a fundamental political
choice, which he hoped would enable him to achieve two aims at once, to
win freedom of action in Eastern Europe and ‘contribute’ to deepening
the contradiction which, he held, would create serious divisions between
the imperialist powers after the defeat of Germany and Japan, the con-
tradiction between the old European colonialist states, seriously weak-
ened by the war, and the American super-power which aspired to
 replace them in exploiting the world.
Among the main concessions made by Stalin to his allies in the West
in order to have his hands free in the East, a particularly sinister one
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concerns Spain. During the Second World War Churchill and Roosevelt
consistently maintained the policy towards Spain which they had fol-
lowed between 1936 and 1939. The letter Rocsevelt wrote on 8 Nov-
ember 1942 to Franco, at the moment of the allied landings in North
Africa, in which he described himself as ‘your sincere friend’ and ‘as-
sured him that he had nothing to fear from the United States’, was not a
simple tactical manoeuvre; it was the expression of a fixed policy. The
same is true of Churchill’s cynical statement to the Commons on 24
May 1944, according to which the internal affairs of Spain were a
matter for Spaniards alone.

From the first day of the anti-Hitler coalition, Stalin acquiesced in
the Spanish policy of Roosevelt and Churchill, The Soviet statement of
24 September 1941, approving the principles of the Atlantic Charter,
has no mention of Spain, nor is there any such mention in any of the
Soviet war documents or any of Stalin’s public statements. The same
silence will be found in the record of the negotiations between the
“Three’, from the Stalin-Eden meeting at the end of 1941, when Stalin
began his attempt to reform the map of Europe, through Teheran and
the different Foreign Ministers’ meetings, to Yalta: Franco’s Fascist
dictatorship remained untouchable,

And yet there were few European matters in which Stalin had such
solid political motives for taking up a clear and firm position as the
problem of Francoism. Not only because the Spanish people, in their
three-year struggle, had been the first to resist the Axis powers; not only
because Francoism was the product of the armed intervention of these
powers; but for the simple reason that Franco was at war with the Soviet
Union: the ‘Blue Division’ was part of the force which had invaded
Soviet territory. Moreover, a declaration of war by the Soviet Union on
Franco’s Spain and an insistence that the Republican government-in-
exile should be recognized as the only legal government, in the same way
as the other governments-in-exile from countries occupied by the Nazis,
were both actions which would have found support amongst the great
majority of the public within the anti-Hitler coalition, including Great
Britain and the United States.

But Stalin did not make the slightest effort to help the Spanish
Republic during the war. He made not the slightest attempt to ensure that
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the victory over Fascism would also benefit one of the peoples which had
shed the most blood for it. The maintenance in power of the Fascist
~ dictatorship in Spain after the Second World War is one of the clearest
results of Stalin’s policy of sharing out ‘areas of influence’. Nor is the
derisory decision, made at Potsdam ona Soviet initiative, to exclude the
Franco regime from the United Nations enough to absolve the Kremlin
before history of its heavy responsibility for the fact that the regime was
able to survive the disaster of the Axis.

But let us return to the question of the second front. Stalin had de-
manded its opening constantly since June 1941, presenting it as the
essential condition for victory over Germany. So essential did he regard
it that the practical, immediate object of the abolition of the Comintern,
as was noted in the first volume (Chapter 1) was to smooth the path to
agreement on the opening of this second front. And Stalin’s concessions
to allied policy in regard to Italy, France and Spain were also directed to
this end, though the concessions also concealed, as we have seen, a plan
with wider implications. In his ‘order of the day’ for 1 May 1944 Stalin
reaffirmed strongly that the defeat of Germany was only possible if a
second front were opened in Western Europe. After the Normandy land-
ings he was constant in his praise for the ‘precision’ with which ‘the
decision of the Teheran Conference on joint actions against Germany’
had been carried out. “The brilliant realization of that decision,’ said
Stalin, is ‘one of the striking indications of the consolidation of the front
of the anti-Hitler coalition’.??

Following the Kremlin’s lead, the Commumst parties had carried on
- for three years a violent campaign for the opening of a second front, and

it is therefore bardly surprising that at the moment of the landings the
Communist press should have greeted the event as ‘the fulfilment of
what all mankind has daily been eagerly asking and hoping for’.%¢ From
1047 on onwards, once the ‘grand alliance’ had collapsed and under
the pressure of the demands of the new Soviet foreign policy and the
- evidence of the facts ~ which meanwhile had fully revealed the secret
intentions behind the second front ~ the Kremlin found itself compelled
to destroy this myth of its own creation. Soviet historians were given
permission to reveal this facet of history, provided always, of course,
that they ignored the awkward questions this critique could provoke
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about Moscow’s policy during the period of the ‘grand alliance’. The
Soviet historians’ version, which is still in circulation, can be summed up
in the following three points:

1. The dominant idea of Anglo-American strategy in the military oper- -
ations in Europe was to let Germany and the U S SR weaken each other
as much as possible and meanwhile to develop allied military power to
the maximum in order to be able to intervene at the right moment with
fresh forces and impose the sort of peace which was in the interests of
imperialism. The military aid and food supplied to the U S SR was what
was strictly necessary to prevent a German victory and prolong the
German—Sowet duel until this ‘right moment’ should come.

2. These calculations proved wrong in the course of 1943. After the
victory at Stalingrad and the further heavy blows struck by the Soviet

army at the enemy during the spring and summer of 1943, Germany’s
war-weariness became clear, while the military potential of the Soviet.
Union was increasing day by day, both as regards the manufacture of
weapons and the mobilization of human resources and as regards the

fighting spirit of its armies. At the same time the extent of the resistance
movement in the occupied countries seriously alarmed the Anglo-Am-

erican leaders. ‘In these conditions, a further delay in the opening of a
second front in Northern France would involve the risk of severely weak-

ening the post-war position of the United States. The British and Am-
erican leaders found themselves obliged to make a sharp change of
policy, which they did in August 1943 at the Quebec Conference.’®® At
this meeting Churchill tried to assert the British interest in having the
second front opened in the Balkans, but the Americans imposed the.
decision which corresponded with their interests. Once this decision had

been taken, Roosevelt and Churchill left for Teheran, where the British

Prime Minister again defended his Balkan plan, but Roosevelt and

Stalin were in complete agreement in favouring a landing in France.

3. During the early months of 1944 ‘it became clear that the Soviet
Union was capable of defeating Nazi Germany and liberating the
European countries, including France, with no forces but its own’.¢° In
addition, ‘the French people’s liberation struggle, which was tending to -

-
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turn into a general insurrection against the German invaders, had begun
to worry world reaction.” This prospect seemed to overcome the last
hesitations in London and Washington, and the allied landing on
the Normandy beaches was carried out with the sole aim of ‘frustra-
ting the democratization of the countries of Western Europe and
blocking the route to the west to the Soviet army’.** »

This Soviet version of history rests on a solid analysis of Western
documents and has been borne out by the policy practised by the Am-
erican imperialists in Europe from the moment that their armies set foot
on the continent. Soviet historians have been able to respect the truth on
this specific question - if we ignore the inevitable simplifications and
elements of propaganda of a version submitted to the ‘judgement of the
party’ - because after 1947 Moscow had no need to continue to lie about
this section of history. On the contrary, for the reasons already men-
tioned it had to reveal the truth about it. From this point Soviet histori-
ans could make use of such a reliable tool as the class interest which
must inevitably have dominated military and political decisions in
London and Washington. It would indeed have been absurd if Anglo-
American strategy had been inspired by a wish to promote the streng-
thening of the Soviet Union and the coming to power of the European
working-class parties.

Nor were the Soviets alone in holding the view that at the end of 1943
ard the beginning of 1944 the USSR was capable of defeating Ger-
many and liberating Europe with no forces but its own and those of the
national resistance movements. In November 1943 Roosevelt thought
that ‘by next spring, the way things are going in Russia now, maybe a
" second front won’t be necessary’.*? And in May 1944 Admiral Leahy,
Roosevelt’s Chief of Staff, argued in a report on the relation of forces at
that time that in the event of a break in the ‘grand alliance’ and war
with the Soviet Union, the United States could at the most defend Great
Britain, but not defeat the Soviet Union. ‘In other words, we would find
ourselves involved in a war which we could not win.’® It should also be
remembered here that at this period the United States was in one of the
hardest stages of the war against Japan, while the Soviet Union had
secured its Far Eastern front by the Soviet-Japanese pact of 1941.

The second front therefore was an essential condition, not for the
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defeat of Germany, as Stalin claimed, but to forestall the danger of
socialist revolution, which -was emerging in Western Europe. This was
simply one aspect, though of course one of the most important, in the
sharing out of ‘areas of influence’ in Europe. The day on which Stalin
approached the problem of the second front, from the moment the
‘grand alliance’ began to take shape, was inspired by this aim. Instead of
explaining to the peoples of Europe that their liberation had to be in the
first place the result of their own armed struggle and that this was the
only way they could hope to control their own fate, instead of holding up
as an example the formation in Yugoslavia of a national liberation army
and the setting-up of popular power in the liberated areas, and inciting
the resistance in France, Italy and other countries to follow this path,
Stalin’s arguments and Soviet propaganda for the second front — like
their echoes in the propaganda and policies of the Communist parties —
encouraged illusions about the liberating and democratic mission of the
British and American armies, and encouraged the tendency. to consider -
armed resistance movements as auxiliary and subordinate forces.

A feature of this attitude was that it became stronger as the military

situation became more favourable to the Soviet armies. The firmest
Soviet statements on the need for a second front date not from 1941 or
1942 when the situation of the Soviet armies was at its most difficult;
they begin in spring 1943, coinciding with the dissolution of the Comin-
tern, become firmer towards the end of the year, and the strongest
statement of all is the one already mentioned included in the ‘order of
the day’ of 1 May 1944. In this Stalin, after announcing that the Soviet
army was preparing to throw the invader back across the frontiers of the
fatherland, added that the task of liberating the peoples of Europe could
not be undertaken without ‘the joint efforts of the Soviet Union, Great
Britain and the US A, by joint blows from the east dealt by our troops
and from the west dealt by the troops of our allies’. Stalin insisted:
“There can be no doubt that only this combined blow can completely
crush Hitlerite Germany.’#

This declaration amounted to a tecommendatlon and, coming from
Stalin, an order — to the Communist parties of the West on the eve of the
allied landing: any action by the forces of the resistance and all national
political objectives should be subordinated to the actions and objectives
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of the Anglo—American forces. And this was the rule - strictly observed
in practice, as we have already seen, by the Communist Parties of
France and Italy — which led the Greek Communist Party to the Var-
kiza capitulation.

In parallel with the intensification of his insistence on a second front,
as an absolute necessity for the military defeat of Germany and the
liberation of the occupied countries, Stalin stressed the ideological
justification for this subordination to the Allies which he demanded of
the European left. He insisted that the unity of the ‘grand alliance’ was
growing daily stronger, and the community of interests and aims among
the ‘Big Three’ greater. As a result of this, the peoples could put their
trust in them. In proportion as the contradictions increased within the
coalition - as Zhdanov was to recall in 1947, as Soviet and Western
historians were later to show, and as could not have been otherwise once
the defeat of imperialist Germany was within sight, since the struggle
against Germany was the only force of any strength which held the
coalition together — in proportion as this inevitable process developed,
Stalin increased the dose of mystification.

On 9 October 1944, when the Soviet armies began to cross the Soviet
frontier and penetrate into Romania and Bulgaria, Stalin and Churchill
agreed on their respective percentages of influence in the Balkans. In
essence, Churchill resigned himself to letting Stalin do as he liked with
Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary, provided that he left Churchill’s hands
free in Greece and allowed him a 50 per cent ‘influence’ in Yugoslavia, a
deal which the ‘Father of the Peoples’ accepted with generosity.*® On 6
November, in his speech on the anniversary of the October revolution,
Stalin extolled the unity of the ‘Big Three’ and predicted a long life for
it. It was in this speech that he gave the clearest expression to his view
that the alliance between the US SR and the two great capitalist states
was based, not on ‘accidental and temporary’ motives, but on ‘vital and
lasting interests’. Naturally, said Stalin, differences appear from time
to time, but ’

the surprising thing is not that differences exist, but that they are so few,
and that as a rule in practically every case they are resolved in a spirit of
unity and coordination among the three great powers. What matters is
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not that there are differences, but that these do not transgress the bounds
of what the interests of the unity of the three great powers allow, and
that, in the long run, they are resolved in accord with the interests of that
unity.

After mentioning, in support of these claims, the discussions on the
second front, and the more recent ones on the structure of the future
United Nations Organization, Stalin added:

A still more striking indication of the consolidation of the front of
the United Nations are the recent talks in Moscow with Mr Churchill,
the head of the British Government, and Mr Eden, the British Foreign
Secretary, held in an atmosphere of friendship and a spirit of perfect
unanimity.*é ~

Thus the negotiations which had seen the secret completion, with
consummate cynicism, of the share-out of ‘areas of influence’ in the
Balkans, in which Stalin had left Churchill - as he put it in his telegram
to Eden of 7 November ~*7 the “freedom’ to launch the British navy and
British tanks and aircraft against the Greek people, this typical example
of secret diplomacy and disregard for a people’s right to self-deter-
mination, was presented by Stalin - on an occasion as appropriate as the
anniversary of the October revolution — as the most striking proof of the
unity between the three great powers. ‘

The armed British intervention against the Greek resistance aroused
strong opposition among liberal opinion and working-class circles in
Great Britain and the United States. Leading newspapers, including the
London Times, expressed their disapproval. The operation was con-
demned by the trade unions, by almost all Labour M Ps and by a section
of the Liberals. The motion of confidence put down by Churchill eb-
tained only 279 votes of the total of 615 members in the Commons.
According to the evidence of his son, Roosevelt was scandalized by the
British methods, and Secretary of State Stettinius made an official state-
ment reaffirming that the United States supported the right of peoples to
decide their own futures and were hostile to any intervention in the
internal affairs of any country.® .

- All of which means that the political situation was extraordinarily
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favourable for a Soviet gesture in support of Greek democracy. In this
final stage of the war against Fascism, actions as openly reactionary as
Churchill’s could not but provoke the most widespread aversion, and the
U S SR enjoyed immense prestige among the peoples of the West. More-
over, the military situation could not have been more favourable.
The Soviet armies had reached the frontiers of Greece, Yugoslavia and
Bulgaria in October, and the last of the German forces had had to
evacuate the Greek peninsula, leaving it completely under the control of
" the resistance. The British troops which had been landed at Piraeus
controlled no more than the ground they stood on. If the secret agree-
ment between Churchill and Stalin had not existed, nothing could have
- prevented a few Soviet units from continuing south to Athens to ‘link
up’ with the British expeditionary force. This military presence, sup-
ported by a statement from Moscow similar to that of Stettinius, would
have shattered Churchill’s plan. But Stalin not only made not a single
military or diplomatic move to defend the Greek resistance, not only
maintained a guilty silence during the thirty-odd days that British tanks
‘and aircraft machine-gunned the population of Athens; he even put
pressure on the Greek Communist leaders to agree to the Varkiza ca-
_ pitulation ~ which was far from being the inescapable outcome of the
relation of forces.«® :
 While Churchill was devoting large numbers of tanks and aircraft to
his little war against the Greek resistance, von Rundstedt broke through
the allied front in the Ardennes and threatened the Anglo—American
* armies with a new Dunkirk.® (The British offensive in Athens began on
"5 December, the German offensive in Belgium on the 16th, and both
continued until mid-January.) On 6 January Churchill sent a message to
Stalin, urging him to bring forward the Soviet offensive planned for the
end of January so as to relieve the serious situation in which the allied
armies were placed on their principal front. Stalin could have asked why
the allied armies did not attack on the Apennine front, and why the
armoured divisions and aircraft engaged in Greece against the Greek
~ people were not sent to that front, on which an allied offensive could rely
on the powerful support of the partisan army active on the territory
occupied by the Germans. Instead of this, Stalin sent Churchill an im-
mediate reply, and promised that, in spite of the bad weather on the
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eastern front, which made it difficult to use aircraft and artillery, the
Soviet army would: bring forward its offensive. ‘Rest assured,’ said
Stalin’s telegram, ‘that we shall do all in our power to support the val-
iant forces of our allies.”s* Sure enough, five days later the Soviet army
attacked on a 1,200-km. front, finally forcing Hitler to aceept, according
to General Guderian’s memoirs, ‘that the western front must go over to
the defensive so that forces could be made available for transfer to the
east’,”?

As the Soviet official history explains, Stalin knew very well, and had
known for some time - and it was confirmed by events in Greece - that
the allied armies had landed on the continent to “complete their imperi-
alist plans for Germany, save from total annihilation the reactionary
forces, prevent the democratization of the countries of Western Europe
and close the route to the west to the Soviet army’.5® Stalin knew that
on 18 December, two days after the beginning of von Rundstedt’s big
offensive, the British had moved troops from Italy to Greece, instead of
moving them in the opposite direction, from Greece to Italy for an
attack in the Apennines to rélieve the allied position in the Ardennes.’
Stalin knew that the western front was no longer necessary for victory
over Germany, and had not been since early 1944; he knew that the
Soviet armies, with the help of the European resistance movements, were
capable of imposing the final decision. But Stalin did not hesitate to
accept a considerable increase in Soviet losses ~ the inevitable result of
mounting an offensive in bad weather conditions, which made it difficult
to use aircraft and artillery, and drawing to the eastern front part of the
German troops stationed on the western front — in order to help ‘the
valiant forces of the allies’. He did not hesitate to take a decision which,
in such a situation, would inevitably not hesitate to have the effect of
facilitating the further advance of the British and American armies
towards the heart of Germany and equally of facilitating operations
against the Greek resistance fighters and giving the allied troops in
France and Italy greater freedom of movement to meet any action by the
resistance which threatened the bourgeois system in these countries.

The Soviet historians, who reproduce the official version, justify
Stalin’s decision of 7 November 1945 by saying that by acting in this
way the Soviet government ‘was fulfilling, disinterestedly, consistently
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and honourably, the commitments it had undertaken and giving neces-~
sary help to its allies’.’® If we ignore the ‘disinterestedness’ and the
*honour’, the language of this apologetic justification gives a quite accu-
rate description of the real content of Stalin’s action. Stalin was indeed
‘consistently fulfilling the commitments he had made’ to his imperialist
allies, to precisely the same extent as he failed to fulfil his duty to the
European revolution.

However, apart from a few vague phrases, such as those just quoted,
the Soviet official history gives no explanation of the immediate reasons
which determined the decision Stalin made on 7 January 1945. While

_there were general motives, which are perfectly intelligible in the light
of Stalin’s overall policy - ‘commitments undertaken’ — it is certain that
considerations-stemming from the particular moment at which the de-
cision was taken also played a part. The Soviet historians do not reveal
these, but hint at them when they stress that the German offensive in the

. Ardennes was planned with a specific object in view, to teach the Allies,
by dealing them a sudden blow, that their interest lay in a separate
peace.®® By his ‘generous’ gesture, Stalin in all probability intended to
show his allies how much it was to their advantage to keep a soiusnik so
generously disposed to help with the carrying out of Anglo-American
plans on the continent. In other words, Stalin wanted to avoid the threat
of a separate peace. But, as we shall see, he had no fear of taking such
risks when questions affecting the agreed Soviet “areas of influence’ were -
involved. To ward off the possibility of a separate peace he was prepared
to make concessions, provided that they affected only the interests of the
revolutionary movement in the ‘areas of influence’ assigned to the
British and Americans, and not in his own. ;

When the ‘Big Three’ met at Yalta at the beginning of February, the
sharing-out of Europe was already well under way. Apart from the
points already mentioned, a preliminary agreement had been reached in
the course of 1944 on the crucial problem of zones of occupation in
Germany. The agreement was ratified at Yalta without difficulty, no
doubt because each of the “Three’ regarded it as temporary and com-
patible with his longer-term plans for Germany. The line of the Elbe
amply satisfied the most ambitious security demands of the Soviet
state, as this was seen by Stalin and his generals. (Engels showed re-
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markable foresight when he wrote, in 1853, that Russian expansionism,
invoking the pan-Slavist myth, would not be satisfied until it had ob-
tained its ‘natural frontiers’, which corresponded, more or less, to a line
running from Danzig or less, to a line running from Danzig or Stettin to
Trieste.)®” On the other side, British ahd American capitalists were nat-
urally satisfied at being able to get their hands on the most highly
industrialized areas of Germany. ‘

For the rest of Europe, even though the demarcation of ‘areas of
influence’ was practically fixed, it remained to solve the problem of what
might be called the ‘shares of influence’ of the Western allies in the zone
under Soviet Russian control. Just as Stalin controlled certain ‘shares of
influence’ in the area under Anglo-American control through the Com-
munist parties and their participation in-the governments of France,
Italy and other countries, the recognition by Roosevelt and Churchill of
Saviet control in Eastern Burope did not mean that they had given up all
idea of having political and economic footholds in these countries. The
secret Stalin—Churchill agreement, for example, provided for elements, '
‘areas’ and ‘shares’. Greece was to stay an area of absolute
Anglo-American control, and Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary were in .
the area of Soviet control, but the Greek Communists had a right to a 10
per cent influence in the organs of the monarchical state, which was a
vassal of Britain and the USA. If they had been satisfied with such a
modest percentage, Churchill would not have felt obliged to persuade
them with bombs. Once these arguments had proved their force -13,000
national liberation army dead in Athens alone — and the Greek Com-
munists, in the Varkiza agreement, had agreed to the disarming of
ELAS throughout the country, Churchill, honouring his agreement
with Stalin, offered no opposition to the Greek Communist Party’s
legally taking the modest place alloted to it by the agreed compromise in
the democratic order symbolized by George II and General Plastiras.

And with the same scrupulousness with which Churchill respected, in
Greece, the percentages agreed with Stalin, Stalin was to do the same in
the countries within the Soviet area of influence. The problem was
tackled in practical terms at Yalta, in the cases of Yugoslavia and
Poland. With regard to Yugoslavia, the ‘big Three’ limited themselves
to making an explicit recommendation that the Tito-Suba¥ié agreement
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should be implemented rapidly.®® The difficult problem at Yalta, as in
the previous negotiations, was Poland. o

Stalin saw Poland as the central link in the chain of defences which
was to protect the security of the Soviet state, and this is why the new
Polish state had to offer guarantees to the Kremlin in all areas. The
genuinely pro-Soviet forces were, however, very weak in Poland. During
the period of the German—-Soviet pact Stalin had treated the Polish
nation and people as enemies; his methods had been indescribable and
had had the predictable effect of sharpening the traditional anti-Russian
feelings of Polish nationalism, which were comparable only with Polish
fears of Germany. Even the small Communist groups had not escaped
Stalin’s blows.® There is consequently nothing surprising in the fact
that the main forces of the Polish resistance should have formed around
the bourgeois and Social Democratic parties, which as early as 1939 had
set up a government-in-exile based in London, which was recognized by
the Western allies as the legal government of Poland.

Thus to secure the Polish state he needed, one which would be uncon-
ditionally pro-Soviet — a sure link in the defence system — Stalin could
not afford the smallest concession to any democratic process, whether of
bourgeois democracy or proletarian democracy. He could rely only on
the setting-up, by authoritarian measures, of a state apparatus under the
firm control, especially in army and police matters, of the Soviet secur-
ity services. To obtain this it was necessary, among other measures, to .
destroy the organized armed forces of the resistance, which were very
strong and under the control of bourgeois or Social Democratic leaders.
The political shortsightedness of these leaders, which led them into the
premature Warsaw rising of 1944, made Stalin’s schemes easier. The
German troops took on the task of doing to the Polish nationalist resist-
ance what British troops were a little later to do to the Greek revolution-
ary resistance.®® At any rate the basic problem of the hostility of the
great majority of the Polish people to Poland’s entry into the Russian
defence system still remained unsolved. Roosevelt and Churchill were
prepared to make large concessions to the motives of ‘security’ pleaded .
by Stalin, but insisted on a ‘share of influence’ in the new Poland and in
addition pressed for the appearances of democracy to be preserved; both
were under heavy pressure from public opinion, which had been aroused
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to sympathy with the cause of Poland from the beginning of the war.
They finally succeeded at Yalta in persuadmg Stalin to ‘widen’ the
provisional government put together in the Kremlin and installed in
Warsaw by the Soviet army, by adding a number of figures who had the -
support of the government-in-exile. The final administration was to be
produced by general elections which the new provisional government
would organize as soon as possible.

The Western ‘Big Two’ had hardly arrived back in their capitals when
they learned that their colleague in the East had not the slightest inten-
tion of carrying out his undertaking. Stalin was insisting that discussions
on the new Polish government should be limited to ‘people who have
demonstrated by deeds their friendly attitude to the Soviet Union, who
are willing honestly and sincerely to cooperate with the Soviet state’.s*
And who better than Stalin himself to determine the degree of friend-
ship honesty and sincerity towards the Soviet Union in the minds of the
candidates for the Polish government? Stalin rightly insisted that his
qualifications in the matter should be recognized, a step which threat-
ened to make the Western ‘share’ much smaller than the Soviet ‘share of
influence’ in Greece. The two Western leaders reacted vigorously. In
one of his last messages to Stalin,Roosevelt gave a barely disguised warn-
ing that any solution ‘which would result in a thinly disguised con-
tinuance of the present Warsaw regime’ could lead to the break-up of the

‘grand alliance’.2 Churchill sent a similar message to the Soviet leader
at the same time.

Stalin would not move, even though this threat of a break was given
additional plausibility by its coincidence with a very significant event,
the first occasion on which the possibility of a separate peace between the
Nazis and the Western allies acquired any substance. Around the middle
of March representatives of the allied High Command had had secret
conversations in Switzerland with representatives of the German High
Command. They had already started when the Western powers, no
doubt fearing that the Soviets would be informed by the other side,
notified Moscow, justifying the talks by the pretext of a possible capitu-
lation by the German army occupying northern Italy. The Soviet
government asked to take part in the talks, but the British and Am-
ericans refused, which could only increase Moscow’s suspicions. In a
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message to Roosevelt dated 3 April (Roosevelt’s message to Stalin about
Poland was dated 1 April), the Soviet leader claimed that it was certain
that the talks in Switzerland had led to “an agreement with the Germans,
whereby the German Commander on the Western front, Marshal
Kesselring,is toopen the front to the Anglo-American troopsand let them
move east, while the British and Americans have promised, in exchange,
to ease the armistice terms for the Germans’. Thus, continued Stalin,
‘what we have at the moment is that the Germans on the Western front
have in fact ceased the war against Britain and America. At the same
time they continue the war against Russia, the ally of Britain and the
USA»

These alarming signs were made worse a few days later by the death
of Roosevelt and the succession as president of Truman,who had told the
New York Times in 1941 that in his view, out of Germany and Russia, -
the United States should support whichever seemed to be winning.®
But Stalin still made no concession over Poland. In a message to
Truman and Churchill dated 24 April he set out with unparalleled cyni-
cism his view that each of the ‘Big Three’ should decide, without inter-
ference from the others, the form of government to be established in
countries they considered vital to their national security:

Another circumstance that should be borne in mind is that Poland
borders on the Soviet Union, which cannot be said about Great Britain or
the USA. :

... You evidently do not agree that the Soviet Union is entitled to seek
in Poland a government that would be friendly to it, that the Soviet Union
cannot agree to the existence in Poland of a government hostile toit... I
do not know whether a genuinely representative government has been
established in Greece, or whether the Belgian government is a genuinely
democratic one. The Soviet Union was not consulted when those govern-
ments were formed, nor did it claim the right to interfere in those matters,
because it realizes how important Belgium and Greece are to the security
of Great Britain. I cannot understand why in discussing Poland no at-
tempt is made to consider the interests of the Soviet Union in terms of
security as well.%8

At the same time as he was fighting on the diplomatic front to obtain
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the same ‘freedom’ in Poland as Churchill had in Greece, Stalin
ordered the Soviet army and security services to begin the methodical
elimination of the activities of the non-Communist resistance. He did
not refrain from using methods such as the following. The principal
military and political leaders of the resistance were invited to friendly
conversations by the Soviet military authorities; they were given safe-
* conducts and guarantees of safety. Once they reached the place proposed
for the meeting they were all arrested and taken secretly to prisons in
Moscow. Several months later they appeared before a Soviet military
~ tribunal and were sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment on charges of
attempted sabotage against the Soviet army. Many local resistance
leaders were similarly arrested and executed without trial.®®
It will be seen that Stalin had no hesitation in risking the ‘grand
alliance’ if the stake was Moscow’s control over the countries which
history had designated as part of the Soviet defence system. At the same
time, however, and at Stalin’s orders, Thorez was disarming the resist-
ance and putting the Communist Party under the leadership of de
Gaulle, arguing from the danger of a reversal of alliances. This was also
the pretext under which the magnificent resistance movement of north-
ern Italy surrendered its arms to the Allies and the Greek Communists
accepted the disarmament of EL AS. Stalin considered it legitimate to
run the risk of a conflict with the Western allies for the sake of his
sovereignty over the Soviet defence system, and at the same time in~
sisted that Communists in the Anglo-American ‘area of influence’
should regard as a crime any revolutionary action which might unleash a
similar conflict. If any such action provoked armed intervention by the
British or Americans, there could be no reliance on Soviet military as-
sistance (as long as the Western intervention did not affect the Soviet
defences): Greece was a wammg
The problem of ‘areas’ or ‘shares’ of influence in Europe was not
discussed in detail at Yalta except in the cases of Germany, Poland and
Yugoslavia. (In regard to Germany it is important to note that not only
were the boundaries of the occupation zones fixed, but agreement was
also reached on their dismemberment, and a committee of the “three’ set

* " up to study it.)*" In the case of the other European countries, the three

powers agreed on the norms to be followed for joint intervention ‘where
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in their judgement conditions require’. In fact, all the previous compro-
mises in connection with the share-out of Europe were renewed.

Yalta, however, did more than study European questions. A secret
protocol provided that the Soviet Union should enter the war against
Japan shortly after the end of hostilities in Europe, and that once the
Japanese were defeated ‘the former rights of Russia, violated by the
treacherous attack of Japan in 1904’, would be restored. The Soviet
Union would recover Sakalin and all the neighbouring islands; China
. would lease Port Arthur to her and Dairen would be internationalized;
the East China and South Manchuria railways would be operated by a
joint Sino—Soviet company. In short, the Soviet Union would take over
the bases and concessions obtained by Tsarism in the Far East at the
time of the division of ‘areas of influence’ in China among the Western
powers. There would even be an extra, the Kurile islands, which be-
longed to Japan. There were also talks between the three Foreign Minis-
ters at Yalta about Iran, at that time divided into British and Soviet
‘areas of influence’, and Moscow’s hope of a share in control over the
Dardanelles.

Yalta was thus an essential stage in the carving-out of ‘areas of
influence’ throughout the world, and not just in Europe. At the same
time it was the high point of the great mystification which concealed this
carve-up and presented the ‘Big Three’ as the guardian archangels of
peace, democracy and the national independence of the peoples. Hun-
dreds of millions of human beings, and among them millions of Commu-
nists, firmly believed in the solemn declaration signed by Churchill,
Roosevelt and Stalin:

- Our meeting here in the Crimea has reaffirmed our common deter-
mination to maintain and strengthen in the peace to come that unity of
purpose and of action which has made victory possible and certain for the
United Nations in this war. We believe that this is a sacred obligation
which our governments owe to our peoples and to all the peoples of the
world.

Only with continuing and growing cooperation and understanding
among our three countries and among all the peace-loving nations can the
highest aspiration of humanity be realized — a secure and lasting peace
which will, in the words of the Atlantic Charter, ‘afford assurance that all
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the men in all the lands may live out their lives in freedom fiom fear and
want’.

The Undoing of Stalin’s Opportunism

As has already been noted, the behaviour of the ‘Big Three’ in the weeks
which followed Yalta is an eloquent illustration of their ‘common deter-
mination’ to maintain ‘unity of purpose and of action’ and ‘continuing
and growing cooperation and understanding’ in order to establish a
‘secure and lasting peace’. The Western powers accused Stalin of not
respecting the agreement about Poland. Stalin accused the Western
powers of negotiating separately with Germany. Every day brought new
causes of tension. Churchill showed himself particularly aggressive.
He tried to convince the American leaders that Soviet Russia, exalted
until that moment by Churchill himself as a heroic and loyal ally, in
fact represented “a mortal danger to the free world’. Four days after
the German surrender he wrote to Truman: ‘An iron curtain is drawn
down upon their front. We do not know what is going on behind.’
He suggested to Roosevelt’s successor that he should not evacuate the
American armies before forcing new concessions out of Stalin, the
German territories east of the Elbe, which, under the Yalta agreements,
were to be included in the Soviet occupation zone.® (The Americans
had occupied these territories, getting there before the Russians because
the Germans had left the way clear.)

Churchill’s nervous aggressiveness at this moment reflected the weak-
ness of the British position. ‘A mortal danger’ was indeed threatening
the interests of British imperialism in the Baltic and in Eastern Europe,
in the Balkans and the Dardanelles and in the Middle East. It threat-
ened the constant premise of British foreign policy, the maintenance of a
European balance of power which would prevent the domination of the
continent by any one power. Great Britain came out of the war seriously
weakened. Financially she was at the mercy of the United States.
Militarily she could not match, by a long way, the other two ‘great
powers’. Without American protection, the British ‘shares of influ-
ence’ within thé area under Soviet control were in danger of evapor-
ating. Churchill also feared that the two ‘super-powers’ might reach a
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world-wide arrangement without taking account of imperial interests, or
"even at their expense. As well as contradictions between the Soviets and
the Americans, there were contradictions between the Americans and
the British, and Stalin was relying on these. This is why Churchill’s
diplomacy used the slightest opportunity to poison relations between the -
Soviet Union and the United States.

While Great Britain’s chief ambition, like France’s, was to preserve
her colonial empire, the aim of the powerful American capitalist system
‘was to destroy all barriers which hindered its world expansion. The
practical significance of Roosevelt’s idealism was nothing but this. Ad-
dressing the two houses of Congress, meeting in joint session a few
months before Yalta, Roosevelt’s Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, had
solemnly proclaimed: “There will no longer be need for spheres of
influence, for alliances, for balance of power, or any other of the special
arrangements through which, in the unhappy past, the nations 