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THE FAILURE OF THE SOVIET-YUGOSLAV RAPPROCHEMENT 

This  s t u d y  is a working paper  circulated t o  a n a l y s t s  of 
S o v i e t  a f f a i r s  as a c o n t r i b u t i o n  to c u r r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 
Sov ie t  p o l i c y .  Th i s  p a r t i c u l a r  s t u d y  i s  part of a series pre- 
pared under  t he  g e n e r a l  t i t l e  "Project CAF,SAR," des igned  t o  
ensu re  t h e  systematic e x m i n a t i o n  of inforhation on t h e ' l e a d i n g  
m e m b e r s  of t h e  S o v i e t  h i e ra rchy ,  t h e i r  poli t ical  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  
and t h e  policies w i t h  which they  have been i d e n t i f i e d .  
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THE FAILURE OF THE SOVIET-YUGOSLAV RAPPROCHEMXNT 

The breakdown of Soviet-Yugoslav r e l a t i o n s  i n  r e c e n t  months 
can  b e s t  be approached by a review of Moscow's e x p e c t a t i o n s  when- 
t h e  rapprochement began and the  uneven cour se  of r e l a t i o n s  s i n c e  ' 
t h a t  t i m e .  The d i f f i c u l t i e s  t h a t  beset the  rapprochement and 
t h a t  have led  t o  its f a i l u r e  r e s u l t e d  from N i k i t a  Khrushchev's 
p o l i c y  of t r y i n g  t o  e s t a b l i s h  p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  and t o  in -  
t e g r a t e  Yugoslavia  i n t o  t h e  bloc.  If Moscow had been c o n t e n t  
t o  accept Yugoslavia  bs ' .an independent n e u t r a l ,  and the  Yugo- 
s l a v s  had r e f r a i n e d  from meddling too  a c t i v e l y  i n  sa te l l i t e .  
affairs ,  Belgrade's demonstrated w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  pursue  a foreign 
p o l i c y  clos,e t o  t h a t  of the  USSR would have prec luded  s e r i o u s  
c o n f l i c t s  between t h e  t w o  states. 

.... > . .... ... 

For over  three y e a r s ,  even before  Ehrushchev l e d  a S o v i e t  
d e l e g a t i o n  t o  Belgrade i n  May 1955, t h e  a i m  of r e s t o r i n g  i t  t o  ' 
t h e  bloc unde r l ay  S o v i e t  po l icy  toward Yugoslavia.  E s s e n t i a l l y ,  
t h i s  w a s  Khrushchev's p o l i c y ,  apparent ly  o r i g i n a t e d  by him and 
p u b l i c l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  him eve r  s i n c e  h i s  v i s i t  t o  Belgrade. 
I t  c o n t r a s t e d  wi th  t he  views of Molotov, and perhaps o t h e r  S o v i e t  
leaders: t o  treat Yugoslavia simply as a n e u t r a l  a n d  t h u s  t o  
avoid t h e  r i s k s  of seek ing  its re-en t ry  i n t o  " t h e  Sov ie t  camp." 

3 June a t  the Bu lga r i an  pa r ty  congress ,  gave a clear d e s c r i p t i o n  
of these two d i f f e r e n t  ob jec t ives .  

A f t e r  t h e  p a r t y  break i n  1958, Khrushchev, i n  a speech on 

I t  is n o t  d i spu ted  t h a t  those  who s t r u g g l e  for  
socialism c o n s i s t e n t l y  s t r u g g l e  for the*:cause 
of peace. But many leaders who do n o t  s u p p o r t  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of soc ia l i sm a l s o  s t r u g g l e  for  
peace. . . .  Thus i n  t h e  s t r u g g l e  f o r  peace,  forces 
and o r g a n i z a t i o n s  of va r ious  views and p o l i t i c a l  
o p i n i o n s  can be uni ted .  I t  is ano the r  q u e s t i o n  
when w e  speak  of t h e  s t r u g g l e  f o r  t h e  v i c t o r y  of 
socialism.... I t  is necessary t o  s t r e n g t h e n  i n  
eve ry  way coopera t ion  between a l l  stiites i n  the 
s t r u g g l e  f o r  peace and f o r  t h e  s e c u r i t y  of n a t i o n s .  
W e  want t o  m a i n t a i n  such r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  Yugo- 

would l i k e  more. We would l i k e  to  reach mutual 
unders tanding  and cooperat ion on t he  p a r t y  p lane .  

- s l a v  Federal Republ ic .  But w e ,  as Communists, 

Although when Khrushchev spoke he had i n  fact  g iven  up t h e  hope 
of p a r t y  t ies wi th  T i t o ,  t h i s  is a good d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  views 
he had he ld  i n  1955. 



The f a c t  t h a t  Rhrushchev w a s  c l o s e l y  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  the  
p o l i c y  toward Yugoslavia w a s  probably a major reason  why t h a t  
p o l i c y  kemained.unchanged.'for so long d e s p i t e  t h e  ev idence  t h a t  
T i t o  would n o t  a s s o c i a t e  himself w i t h  t h e  b l o c  on MOSCOW~S terms. 
There w a s  s p e c u l a t i o n  t h a t  Sov ie t  criticism of Yugoslavia  (after 
t h e  Hungarian r e v o l u t i o n  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  f o r  a t i m e  Khrushchev 
did not  have complete c o n t r o l  over  t h i s  aspect of po l i cy ,*  but, on 
t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  improvement i n  Yugoslav-Soviet relations later 
i n  1957 w a s  a t t r i b u t e d  to  h i s  e f f o r t s .  

Therefore ,  the  change i n  Sov ie t  p o l i c y  toward Yugoslavia  i n  

... l e a d e r s h i p  wqs again bePng challenged or tha t  he w a s  under  heavy 
Apr i l  and May 1958 i n e v i t a b l y  raised s p e c u l a t i o n  t h a t  Khrushchev's 

p re s su re  f r o m  o t h e r  leaders t o  s h i f t  h i s  p o l i c y .  A rev iew of 
Soviet-Yugoslav re la t ions sugges t s ,  however, t h a t  whi le  such  
p res su re  on Khrushchev is a p o s s i b i l i t y  i t  is n o t  necessary  as 
an  exp lana t ion  for  t h e  r e v e r s a l  of Sov ie t  p o l i c y .  Khrushchev 
on a number of occas ions  i n  t he  las t  three years has  expres sed  
views concerning r e l a t i o n s  with Belgrade t h a t  w e r e  clearly i n  
c o n f l i c t  w i th  Yugoslav concepts .  

t o  impose much stricter s t anda rds  of conformity on t h e  b loc .  
major s t e p  i n  t h a t  d i r e c t i o n  was t h e  meeting i n  Moscow i n  Novem- 
ber 1957 on t h e  40 th  ann ive r sa ry  of t h e  Bolshevik Revolu t ion  and 
t h e  r e s u l t i n g  12-party d e c l a r a t i o n ,  a document no t  s igned  by t h e  
Yugoslav p a r t y .  
a f te r  t h a t .  

The break wi th  Yugoslavia w a s  a by-product of t h e  d e c i s i o n  
A 

Soviet-Yugoslav r e l a t i o n s  cooled  n o t i c e a b l y  

. ._.  . .. 

. . . . .... .: 

The break w a s  p r e c i p i t a t e d  by t h e  Yugoslav p a r t y  congres s  
i n  May 1958 and the  p a r t y  program drawn up f o r  approva l  by the 
congress .  The USSR w a s  fo rced  t o  decide whether o r  n o t  t o  s e n d  
delegates. I t  f e l t  t h a t  a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of its n e g a t i v e  d e c i s i o n  
w a s  necessary ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  o rde r  t o  a s s u r e  complete bloc con- 
formity wi th  t h e  d e c i s i o n .  Moreover, i t  f e l t  t h a t  the  Yugoslav 
pa r ty  program w a s  a n  i d e o l o g i c a l  threat t o  t he  b loc .  When ne- 
' g o t i a t i o n s  on t h e  program failed t o  move the Yugoslavs s i g n i f i -  
c a n t l y ,  t h e  S o v i e t  leaders f i n a l l y  recognized  t h a t  Belgrade could  
not  be shaken from its i n s i s t e n c e  on independence. Moscow then  
decided t h a t  Belgrade must be discredited t o  deg t rog  its i n f l u e n c e ,  
e x i s t i n g  o r  p o t e n t i a l ,  i n  t h e  bloc.  While S o v i e t  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
w i t h  Yugoslavia a n d  concern over b loc  d i s c i p l i n e  had been growing 
f o r  a long t i m e ,  t h e  Yugoslav pa r ty  congress  f o r c e d  a f i r m  de- 
c i s i o n  r ega rd ing  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  Yugoslavia. 

The G e n e s i s  of P a r t y  Rapprochement: The no rma l i za t ion  of 
Soviet-Yugoslav governmental r e l a t i o n s  s ta r ted  soon after S t a l i n ' s  
dea th  a n d  gained momentum i n  t h e  last  half of 1954. Although 
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p u b l i c  Sov ie t  s t a t e m e n t s  i n  t h i s  per iod  cen te red  on t h e  need fo r  
improving s ta te  r e l a t i o n s ,  t h e r e  were i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  i n  pri- 
v a t e  t a l k s  t h e  Russ ians  were a l r eady  urg ing  a p a r t y  rapprochement. 
Yugoslav Vice k e s i d e n t  Kardelj t o l d  a Western j o u r n a l i s t  t h a t ,  i n  

, numerous secret ta lks  i n  1954, Sov ie t  o f f i c i a l s  had sounqed t h e  
Yugoslavs o u t  on t h e  p r o s p e c t  f o r  renewed p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s ,  had 
recognized t h e  Yugoslav p r i n c i p l e  of "many roads t o  socialism," 
and had sought  ways of  drawing Yugoslavia back i n t o  the bloc. 
T i t o  said p r i v a t e l y  i n  A p r i l  1955 t h a t  t h e  Russians wanted Yugo- 
s l a v i a  back i n  the  Cominform. The Yugoslavs i n s i s t e d  t o  W e s t -  
e r n e r s  t h a t  they  were r e b u f f i n g  such  approaches. 

I 

The Sov ie t  i n t e r e s t  1 n . a  par ty  accord w i t h  Yugoslavia was 
made p u b l i c  in May 1955, when Khrushchev a r r i v e d  a t  Belgrade 
a i r p o r t  t o  m a k e  a plea for t h e  "re-establ ishment  of mutual under- 
standfngl'  between t h e  two p a r t i e s .  P lac ing  primary blame on : 
Beria, he went as far as could  have been expected i n  a d m i t t i n g  
Sov ie t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  breakdown i n  r e l a t i o n s .  Khrushchev 
apparent ly  cons ide red  t h a t  t h i s  apology w a s  t h e  major p r e r e q u i s i t e  
t o  r e - e s t a b l i s h i n g  p a r t y  c o n t a c t s .  How much t h i s  s u b j e c t  w a s  dis-  
cussed du r ing  t h e  v i s i t  is n o t  known. The Yugoslavs, who empha- 
sized t o  Westerners  t h a t  they  had resisted Sov ie t  approaches for  
p a r t y  contacts, were probably o v e r s t a t i n g  t h e i r  case. The Rus- 
s i a n s  accepted a n  impor tan t  Yugoslav t h e s i s  by ag ree ing  i n  t h e  
j o i n t  communique t ha t  " d i f f e r e n t  forms of development of social- 
ism are t h e  e x c l u s i v e  bus iness  of t h e  peoplesof t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  
count r ies . l l  The communique said nothing s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  however, 
about e s t a b l i s h i n g  p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s  al though t h e r e  w a s  a r e f e r e n c e  
t o  cooperaf ion between "social o rgan iza t ions  ." . 
d i f f e r e n c e s  were n o t  settled bu t  appear t o  have been ignored  by 
mutual agreement. Khrushchev to ld  the  Bulgarian p a r t y  congress  
on 3 June 1958 t h a t  T i t o  agreed t o  f o r g e t  p a s t  d i f f e r e n c e s  and 
es tabl ish a new basis  f o r  r e l a t i o n s  between M o s c o w  and Belgrade. 
Khrushchev sa id  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  w a s  w i l l i n g  t o  do t h i s  even 
though i t  recognized  tha t  t h e r e  remained " i d e o l o g i c a l  d i f f e r -  
ences  on a number of important  quest ions."  H i s  s t a t emen t  makes 
it clear t h a t  he expected t h e  Yugoslavs g radua l ly  t o  conform t o  
the  Sov ie t  viewpoint  on t h e s e  i s s u e s .  

During t h e  Belgrade meeting, ou t s t and ing  Soviet-Yugoslav 

* Subsequently i t  has been r epor t ed  t h a t  Khrushchev o r i g i n a l l y  
proposed t h a t  both D j i l a s  and B e r i a  be blamed for  t h e  break. 
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Khrushchev has claimed ( i n  a speech to t h e  E a s t  German p a r t y  
congress in B e r l i n  on 11 J u l y  1958) t h a t  during t h e  Belgrade meet- 
i n g  t h e  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s  made it clear t h a t  they f e l t  t h e  1948 
Cominform .criticisms of Yugoslavia had been correct. There is 
o t h e r  evidence t h a t  w i t h i n  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  a t  least, t h i s  pos i -  
t i o n  w a s  maintained a t  t h a t  t i m e .  In accord wi th  t h e  agreement 
t o  ignore p a s t  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  however, t h i s  ques t ion  w a s  appa ren t ly  

l e a d e r s h i p  does appear  t o  have been concerned a t  t h e  Belgrade 
meeting wi th  t h e  problem of American aid t o  Yugoslavia a n d  is 
bel ieved  t o  have a sked .unsuccess fu l ly  f o r  Yugoslav a s su rances  
t h a t  t h i s  would soon end. 

- n o t  sjxessed and w a s  ignored i n  p u b l i c  s ta tements .  The S o v i e t  

Yugoslavia 's  R o l e  i n  N e w  S o v i e t  Bloc :  Khrushchev's decision 
openly to seek Yugoslav'membership i n  " the  s o c i a l i s k  camp" was a 
bold move and  perhaps a n  impetuous one which he had n o t  thoroughly 
considered i n  a l l  its impl i ca t ions .  Khrushchev recognized  t h a t  
T i t o  d i d  n o t  wan t  t o  become dependent on t h e  West and d i d  n o t  
f e e l  comfortable  in h i s  Western alignment.  H e  seems, however, 
t o  have underest imated Yugoslavia 's  pass ion  for independence. H e  
ove res t ima ted -  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n s  for  Yugoslavia t o  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  
" s o c i a l i s t "  f o l d .  An o p t i m i s t i c  and m i l i t a n t  Communist, Khrush- 
chev be l i eved  t h e r e  was no p l a c e  for  "socialistt' states o u t s i d e  
'?the socialist  camp." A Pravda edi tor ia l  on 16 J u l y  1955 re- 
flected h i s  views. 

Adherence t o  t h e  necessary socialist foreFgn and 
domestic p o l i c y ,  t h e  expansion and s t r e n g t h e n i n g  
of p o l i t i c a l .  and economic ties, and coopera t ion  
on t h e  part of Yugoslavia w i t h  t h e  Sov ie t  Union 
and t h e  People ' s  Democracies are of great i m -  
por tance  t o  t h e  f u r t h e r  development of Yugoslavia 
a long  t h e  road of socialism. ~ 

Khrushchev's a i m s  w i t h  regard t o  Yugosaavia cannot  be under- 
s tood  except  in t h e  c o n t e x t  of h i s  p l a n s  for r e p l a c i n g  t h e  S t a l i n -  
ist methods of c o n t r o l  over  t h e  sateil i tes.  H e  in tended  t o  
develop a more l o o s e l y  k n i t  bloc, w i t h  control based less on 
force and economic e x p l o i t a t i o n .  H e  apparent ly  had n o t ' c a r e f u l l y  
thought o u t  his p l a n s ,  however, o r  clarified h i s  i n t e n t i o n s  
enough so t h a t  o t h e r  bloc leaders knew w h a t  t o  expec t .  H e  had 
c e r t a i n l y  no t  f u l l y  appreciated the risks of t h e  new p o l i c y .  

Khrushchev's p l an  for t h e  Sov ie t  bloc both pe rmi t t ed  and 
necessitated t h e  r e i n c o r p o r a t i o n  of Yugoslavia. I n  a more 
loose ly  k n i t  b l o c ,  i t  would be p o s s i b l e  t o  p e r m i t  Yugoslavia-- 
a t  least temporarily--an e x t r a o r d i n a r y  degree of freedom of 
a c t i o n .  Conversely,  i n  a period of l i b e r a l i z a t i o n ,  Yugoslavia 
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might be a source  of d i s s e n s i o n  i f  it w e r e  pe rmi t t ed  t o  remain 
a s  a n  independent c e n t e r  of Communism. Khrushchev w a s  t a k i n g  
t h e  risk t h a t  Yugoslavia might have a greater u n s e t t l i n g  e f f e c t  
i f  it were-encouraged t o  expand its c o n t a c t s  wi th  t h e  satell i tes 
while  the  p a r t y  rapprochement w a s  i n % p r o c e s s  and Yugoslavia  w a s  
still  l a r g e l y  independent.  P a r e n t h e t i c a l l y ,  i t  should  be no ted  
t h a t  Khrushchev's r e v i s e d  concept  o f / t h e  b l o c  w a s  no t  only in- 
tended t o  accommodate Yugoslavia b u t  t o  recognize  the  f a c t  of 
C h i n a ' s  more independent p o s i t i o n .  The t r i p  t o  Belgrade i n  May 
1955 followed Khrushchev's and  Bulganin 's  v i s i t  t o  Pe ip ing  i n  
the-  autumn of 1954. 

* 

The Sov ie t  leaders had o t h e r  reasons  f o r  s eek ing  a rapproche-  
ment  w i t h  T i t o .  The i r  a c t i o n ,  showing t h a t  S t a l i n i s m  w a s  dead, 
c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  the general Sov ie t  campaign for reduced t e n s i o n s  
and improved r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  West; 
bu t  only temporary, e f f e c t  on  world opinion.  . As t h e  S o v i e t  ob- . 
j e c t i v e  became more clearly one of drawing Yugoslavia b a c k a h t o  
t h e  b loc ,  i t  appeared menacing r a t h e r  than  r e a s s u r i n g  t o  the 
West. The e n t i r e  campaign s t i m u l a t e d  Western d i s t r u s t  of Yugo- 
s l a v i a  and consequent ly  weakened Yugoslavia 's  t i e s  w i t h  t h e  West, 

Th i s  had an impor t an t ,  

making Belgrade more dependent on t he  USSR. 

Achievements a n d  Obs tac les  in t h e  F i r s t  Year: I n  t h e  y e a r  
t h a t  followed t h e  Belgrade v i s i t  i n  May 1955 , Sovjle t-Yugoslav 
governmental r e l a t i o n s  boomed. 
l oans ,  and nuc lea r  coopera t ion .  Ideo log ica l  d i f f e r e n c e s  were 
no t  apparent  i n  t h e  p r e s s .  Although Yugoslavia s e n t  no dele- 
g a t i o n  t o  t h e  20 th  pat'ty congress ,  T i t o  d i d  d i s p a t c h  a c o r d i a l  

no formal c o n t a c t s  o r  d i s c u s s i o n s  a t  t h e  p a r t y  l e v e l  d u r i n g  t h i s  
first year. The Yugoslavs warmly welcomed t h e  d e c i s i o n s  of t h e  
p a r t y  congress  which po in ted  to  f u r t h e r  l iberalization i n  So- 
v i e t  p o l i c i e s  and seemed t o  cater t o  Yugoslav p r i n c i p l e s .  The 
attack on S t a l i n  r e v e a l e d  la ter  w a s  e s p e c i a l l y  welcome t o  Be l -  
grade.  
considered t o  be a concess ion  t o  T i t o .  

There were agreements Dn trade, 

- message. While in formal  talks may have occurred ,  t h e r e  w e r e  

., - - The d i s s o l u t i o n  of t h e  Cominform in A p r i l  1956 w a s  a l s o  

I The first y e a r  w a s  climaxed by T i t o ' s  v i s i t  t o  the  S o v i e t  
Union in early June 1956. Khrushchev a n d  T i t o  s igned  a com- 

- munique ca l l i ng  f o r  the  " f u r t h e r  development of r e l a t i o n s  and 
cooperation1' between t h e  two p a r t i e s ,  implying there had been  
some previous unpub l i c i zed  r e l a t i o n s .  The communiqu6 l i s t e d  
some s p e c i f i c  forms of contac t - -de lega t ions ,  exchange of lit- 
erature,  and  meetings of pa r ty  leaders--and it spelled o u t  i n  
more de t a i l  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  Belgrade d e c l a r a t i o n  drawn 
UP a y e a r  earlier which were dear t o  t h e  Yugoslavs. 
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The ways of social is t  development v a r y  i n  d i f -  
f e r e n t  c o u n t r i e s  and c o n d i t i o n s ,  t h e  wealth of 
forms of t h e  development of socialism con- 
.tributes t o  its s t r e n g t b .  ... Cooperation 
should  be based on complete v o l u n t a r i n e s s  and 
e q u a l i t y ,  f r i e n d l y c r i t i c i s m ,  and comradely 

*exchange  of views on the  c o n t e n t i o u s  i s s u e s  
between o u r  parties. 

, .: . ,. 

Behind t h i s  facade of agreement,  however, c e r t a i n  major 
disagreements cont inued  t o  e x i s t  between Tito and Khrushchev, 
some of which were sugges t ed  by e v e n t s  d u r i n g  t h e  Moscow m e e t -  
ing .  The fundamental  d i f f e r e n c e  involved t h e  q u e s t i o n  of Yugo- 
s l a v  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  bloc. In t h e  final speeches i n  Moscow, 
Khrushchev spoke of a '*monoli thic  c l o s i n g  of r a n k s  and u n i t y  
among t h e  socialist  coun t r i e s . "  H e  stressed the paramount im- 
portance of u n i t y  among the bloc states and t h e  role t h a t  i n t e r -  
p a r t y  coopera t ion  p layed  in c r e a t i n g  such  u n i t y ;  he impl ied  t h a t  
Yugoslav-Soviet p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  e s s e n t i a l  i n  order t o  ach ieve  
a s i m i l a r  u n i t y  between t h e  t w o  states. He asserted t h a t  Western 
"fr iendship" fo r  Yugoslavia w a s  false,  in tended  only  f o r  the 
mal ic ious  purpose of winning Yugoslavia away from llsocialism.'l 
T i t o ,  by c o n t r a s t ,  e m p h a s h e d t h a t  there were d i f f e r e n t  "roads 
to  socialism'* a D d  t h a t  "our way, , too ,  d i f fe rs  somewhat from t h e  
road you t raversed. ' '  H e  stressed Yugoslavia's i n t e r e s t  i n  con- 
t i n u e d  good r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  nonbloc c o u n t r i e s .  

There were numerous reports ,  some of them not r e c e i v e d  u n t i l  
l a te r ,  of specific d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  underlay t h e s e  c o n t r a s t i n g  
speeches.  The USSR w a s  cri t ical  of Yugoslav dependence on trade 
and a id  from t h e  West. There were s h a r p  ideological debates i n  
Moscow. 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l  Communist o r g a n i z a t i o n .  
cri t icized Yugoslavia 's  f a i l u r e  t o  recognize E a s t  Germany. 

The USSR a l l e g e d l y  pressed Yugoslavia t o  j o i n  a new 
Moscow also r e p o r t e d l y  

T i t o  disclosed la ter  i n  h i s  P u l a  speech on 11 November 1956 
t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  over fo rmula t ions  on p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s  i n  the 
Moscow d e c l a r a t i o n  were 

i 

a l i t t l e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  settle. Here w e  c o u l d  
n o t  completely agree b u t ,  n e v e r t h e l e s s ,  t h e  
d e c l a r a t i o n  w a s  i s s u e d  which, in o u r  op in ion ,  
is in tended  f o r  a wider circle than  Yugoslavia 
and t h e  S o v i e t  Union. We warned t h a t  t h o s e  
tendencies  which once provoked such  s t r o n g  re- 
s i s t a n c e  i n  Yugoslavia  existed i n  a l l  c o u n t r i e s ,  
and t h a t  one day they  might  f i n d  expres s ion  i n  

more d i f f i c u l t  t o  correct. 
' other c o u n t r i e s ,  too, when t h i s  would be fa r  
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T i t o  also claimed t o  have argued t h a t  

. .  ? 

. . .  . .  

Rakosli's regime and Rakosi himself had no 
- q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  whatever t o  lead t h e  Hungarian 
s ta te  and t o  b r i n g  a b o u t  i n n e r  u n i t y ,  b u t  
t h a t ,  on the c o n t r a r y ,  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  c o u l d  
only  b r i n g  about grave consequences. Unfor- 
t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  Soviet comrades d id  n o t  b e l i e v e  
us . .  .. The S o v i e t  comrades said he  (Rakosi) 
w a s  p ruden t ,  t h a t  he w a s  going to  succeed, 
and t h a t  theykuew of no one else on whom t h e y  
could  r e l y s i n  t h a t  country.  

Mounting C r i s i s  i n  the  S a t e l l i t e s :  I n  t h e  l as t  h a l f  of 
1956,while Yugoslavia was r e s i s t i n g  Sov ie t  e f fo r t s  to c u r b  its 
independence and avo id ing  i n c o r p o r a t i o n  i n  " the  socialist camp,?' 
T i t o  also i n c r e a s e d  h i s  pressure on Moscow fo r  l i b e r a l i z a t i o n  i n  
t h e  sa te l l i t es .  Yugoslavia d id  n o t  want t o  be bound by the ob- 
l i g a t i o n s  of a bloc m e m b e r ,  b u t  i t  w a s  eager t o  assert t h e  p r i v -  
ilege of a d v i s i n g  Moscow on satel l i te  problems. Th i s  c o n f l i c t  
over  t h e  sa te l l i t es  w a s  a very s e r i o u s  obstacle t o  improving 
Soviet-Yugoslav r e l a t i o n s .  

T i t o  la ter  charged t h a t  Moscow had fa i led t o  a p p l y  t h e  p r i n -  
c i p l e s  of t h e  Belgrade and Moscow d e c l a r a t i o n s  t o  its r e l a t i o n s  
w i t h  t h e  satell i tes.  I t  is c e r t a i n  t h a t  Moscow had no i n t e n t i o n  
of extending t o  t h e  sa te l l i t es  the  degree of freedom of a c t i o n  
i t  w a s  w i l l i n g  t o  ex tend ,  a t  least t empora r i ly ,  t o  Yugoslavia.  
Yugoslav demands fo r  l i b e r a l i z a t i o n  i n  Eas t e rn  Europe uoinc ided  
w i t h  t h e  first spark of r e v o l t  i n  the satel l i tes ,  t h e  Poznan 
r i o t s  i n  Poland late i n  June 1956. These and o t h e r  s i g n s  of 
u n r e s t  i n  t h e  sa te l l i tes ,  and t o  a lesser e x t e n t  t h e  chaos i n  
Western Communist parties fo l lowing  the  d e n i g r a t i o n  of S t a l i n ,  
i n s p i r e d  a series of impassioned edicts by Moscow for  u n i t y  i n  
t h e  Communist ranks .  

A c e n t r a l  committee r e s o l u t i o n  issued i n  Moscow on 30 June 
1956 warned t h a t  bourgeois ideologists were seek ing  t o  sow con- 
f u s i o n  i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  Communist ranks.  On 16 J u l y ,  Pravda 
denounced " n a t i o n a l  Communism." Bulganin,  speaking  i n  W a r s a w  
on 21 J u l y ,  warned t h a t  o p p o r t u n i s t s  i n  some "socialist" coun- 
tr ies were a i d i n g  t h e  imperialists i n  attemp.ts t o  weaken i n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  "socialism under t h e  banner of so-called ' n a t i o n a l  
p e c u l i a r i t i e s . ' "  Moscow realized t h a t  i t  had underest imated 
the  c e n t r i f u g a l  forces a t  work w i t h i n  t h e  bloc and consequent ly  
t h e  dangerous r e s u l t s  bo th  of its own steps t o  relax c o n t r o l s  
and of t h e  theories advocated by Yugoslavia and g iven  some l i p  
s e r v i c e  by Moscow. 
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. The repea ted  Sov ie t  attacks on na- iona l  Communism anL the  
s t e r n  demands f o r  u n i t y  a n d  uni formi ty  were viewed in Belgrade 
w i t h  s e r i o u s  concern.  The f i n a l  straw w a s  a secret c i r c u l a r  
letter which t h e  Russians s e n t  t o  t h e  satel l i tes  i n  early Septem- 
ber w a r n h g  them against fo l lowing  t h e  Yugoslav example and  
c i t i n g  t h e  USSR as t h e  proper  model. 

Khrushchev and T i t o  i n  September 1956, first I n  Yugoslavia and 
then  in t h e  Crimea.  
ject of conversat ion.  
w a s  advocat ing f u r t h e r  l i b e r a l i z a t i o n  wh i l e  t h e  Sov ie t  l e a d e r s  
resisted. 
c l e a r l y  persisted a t  its end .  T i t o  sugges ted  in h i s  Pula speech 
t h a t  du r ing  t h i s  meeting " S t a l i n i s t  elements"--presumably n o t  
Khrushchev--were i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  t h e  Sov ie t  l eade r sh ip .  There is 
no evidence,  however, t h a t  Khrushchev had lost c o n t r o l  of po l i cy  
toward'Yugoslavia a t  t h a t  date. On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  it seems ev i -  
d e n t  t h a t  Khrushchev w a s  j u s t  as concerned over  developments i n  
t h e  satel l i tes  and j u s t  as r e l u c t a n t  t o  t a k e  T i t o ' s  advice  as 
were other Sovie t  leaders. 

These d i f f i c u l t i e s  p r e c i p i t a t e d  a two-stage meeting between 

The satel l i tes  were presumably t h e  main sub- 
T i t o  la ter  s a i d  p u b l i c l y  t h a t  Yugoslavia 

The seriohs d i f f e r e n c e s  which had l ed . to  t h e  meeting . 

The E f f e c t  of Hungary: The upheaval i n  Poland a n d - e s p e c i a l l y  
t h e  r evo lu t ion  i n  Hungary a t  t h e  end of October shoQk the  founda- 
t i o n s  of Soviet-Yugoslav r e l a t i o n s .  There followed s e v e r a l  
months of polemics,  p r i m a r i l y  i n  t h e  press, between t h e  two coun- 
tries. 
d i f f e r e n c e s  between Moscow and Belgrade which had been aggravated 
by t h e  upheavals i n  E a s t e r n  Europe. 

t h e  d i s p u t e s  over c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  satellites t h a t  had preceded 
the  Polish and Hungarian upheavals.  
l i t e  leaders w i t h  t i m i d i t y  i n  making reforms, cont inued sub-  
s e rv i ence  t o  S t a l i n i s t  p r i n c i p l e s ,  and consequently,responsibil- 
i t y  fo r  t h e  upheavals.  H e  claimed t h a t  changes i n  t h e  Sovie t  
s y s t e m  i t s e l f  were necessary if a r e v i v a l  of Sta l in i sm w a s  t o  
be prevented. He ques t ioned  Sov ie t  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  c a r r y  o u t  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of the  Belgrade and MOSCOW declarations as they 
a p p l i e d  t o  the satell i tes.  Other Yugoslav leaders emphasized 
t h a t  t he  primary i s s u e  was t h e  S o v i e t  i n s i s t e n c e  on  b r ing ing  
Yugoslavia i n t o  " the  socialist camp" and  Belgrade's d e t e r m i n a t i o n  
t o  rema in  independen t .  

These a rgumen t s  r evea led  more c l e a r l y  t h e  under ly ing  

T i t o ' s  f r a n k  speech a t  Pula  on 11 November 1956 l a i d  bare 

H e  charged Sov ie t  and satel- 

In a series of newspaper e d i t o r i a l s . a n d  h igh- leve l  state- 
men t s  dur ing  the  w i n t e r  of 1956-1957, t h e  Sov ie t  l e a d e r s h i p  ' 

s p e l l e d  o u t  its p o l i c i e s  toward the  bzoc and  Yugoslairia. Moscow 
elaborated a formula which recognized both t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of 
u n i t y  among, " s o c i a l i s t "  c o u n t r i e s  and  " n a t i o n a l  v a r i a t i o n s  ,I1 but  
i t  gave greater emphas is  t o  t h e  former a i m .  
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Given u n i t y  of purpose wi th  a view it0 s e c u r -  
i n g  t h e  v i c t o r y  of swial ism,  va ry ing  forms 
and methods of t h e  s o l u t i o n  of t h e  c o n c r e t e  
problems of Bocialislh may be a p p l i e d  i n  v a r i o u s  
c o u n t r i e 6 ,  i n  accordance w i t h  h i s t o r i c  and na- 
t i o n a l  p e c u l i a r i t i e s .  (Pravda, 23 November 1956) .  

H e  who, l i k e  Rakosi and Gero, cannot  and w i l l  
n o t  correctly and c r e a t i v e l y  appl-y t h e  basic 
p r i n c i p l e s  of.Communism t o  n a t i o n a l  state con- 
d i t i o n s  i n f l i c t s  great harm on our cause.  H e  
who p u t s  natiOna3 state d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  first 
p l a c e  f o r g e t s  t h e  basic p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  dic- 
t a t o r s h i p  of t h e  p r o l e t a r i a t  and i n f l i c t s  no 
less harm on t h e  cause of soc ia l i sm.  (Pravda, 

* 

.. .I 18 December 1956) 

Concrete  and o b j e c t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  determine 
t h e  creative v a r i e t y  of t he  only road t o  so- 
c ia l i s t  progress i n  d i f f e r e n t  c o u n t r i e s .  
(Pravda, 23 November 1956) - 

Pravda denied t h a t  t h e  USSR demanded submission from anyone 

and Yugoslavia had been corrected. 
s t r o n g e s t  theme i n  t h e  Sov ie t  argument. 

Moscow emphasized occas iona l ly  t h e  l e a d i n g  role of t h e  
USSR i n  t h e  bloc. Konhunist sa id  t h a t  a l l  Communist parties 
looked t o  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  exper ience  of t h e  S o v i e t  Union as an 
example t o  follow b u t  t h a t  some Yugoslavs took j u s t  t he  oppos i t e  
a t t i t u d e .  Accord ing ' to  Pravda of 11 March 1957, 

asserted t h a t  mistakes i n  re la t ions w i t h  t h e  sa te l l i tes  
But u n i t y  remained t h e  

i n  t h e  mutual r e l a t i o n s  of socialist  coun- 
tries, re la t ions w i t h  t h e  Sov ie t  Union as 
t h e  first count ry  of v i c t o r i o u s  socialism, 
as a state which has  accumulated the r i c h e s t  
expe r i ence  i n  s o c i a l i s t  b u i l d i n g  d u r i n g  40 
y e a r s  of its h i s t o r y ,  are of no s m a l l  sig- 
n i f i c a n c e .  

Moscow's f e w  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  " n a t i o n a l  Communism" were in 
cr i t ica l  t e r m s .  In January 1957 g h s h c h e v  called i t  a d i v i s i v e  
t o o l  used by the  e n e m i e s  of t he  working class. 
t h e  legitimate v a r i a t i o n s  i n  socialism i n  d i f f e r e n t  c o u n t r i e s  
must n o t  be g iven  p r i o r i t y  and could  n o t  i n v a l i d a t e  t h e  l'basic . 
laws of the S o c i a l i s t  Revolution." The communiqu4,signed in 

H e  warned:that 
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Budapest on 6 January  by l e a d e r s  of t he  USSR and f o u r  sa te l l i tes  
(Hungary, Czechoslovakia ,  Rumania, and Bulgaria)  warned t h a t  t h e  
" fa3se  s l o g a n  of t h e  so -ca l l ed  ' n a t i o n a l  Communism'" w a s  be ing  
used by i m p e r i a l i s t s  t o  undermine i n t e r n a t i o n a l  Communist u n i t y .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e  g e n e r a l  pronouncements w i th  obvfous 
i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  Yugoslavs, Moscow d i r e c t e d  some . a t t a c k s  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  a t  Belgrade. In November 1956, Pravda charged 
Yugoslavia w i t h  c l a i m i n g  t h a t  its "road t o  so-m'' w a s  t h e  
c o r r e c t  one ,  i n t e r f e r i n g  i n  t h e  i n t e r n a l  a f f a i r s  of o t h e r  "so- 
cialis't" gtates,  a n d  t r y i n g  to d iv ide  - " the  socialist  camp." 
Pravda c r i t i C i z e d  some a s p e c t s  of t h e  l'Yugoslav road," p a r t i c -  

an  u n s t a b l e  basis on which t o  "bui ld  soc ia l i sm."  The newspaper 
a l s o  said t h a t  s o m e  Yugoslav leaders were g u i l t y  of d e v i a t i o n s  
from Marxis t -Lenin is t  theory  and t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of p r o l e t a r i a n  
i n t e r n a t i o n a l i s m  b u t  said t h a t  Moscow would be t o l e r a n t  and 
p a t i e n t  in r e a c h i n g  agreement on such ques t ions .  

its dependence on Western a id ,  which Moscow claimed w a s  , 

The l i n e  t h a t  Moscow was developing:  p u b l i c l y  d u r i n g  the 
w i n t e r  of 1956-1957 w a s  no t  a new one. But as long as t h e s e  
p r i n c i p l e s - h a d  n o t  been made e x p l i c i t , ' t h e y  d i d  n o t  have a d i v i -  
s i v e  e f f e c t  on So.viet-Yugoslav r e l a t i o n s . '  When t h e  Hungarian 
r e v o l t  s p l i t  the  USSR and Yugoslavia,  these under ly ing  i s s u e s  
r o s e  t o  t h e  s u r f a c e  and made .it d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e p a i r  t h e  break. 
The views expres sed  i n  Moscow endors ing  u n i t y  and c r i t i c iz ing  
"na t iona l"  Communism probably r e f l e c t e d  r a t h e r  a c c u r a t e l y  Khrush- 
chev ' s  views i n  t h a t  pe r iod .  A l l  of t h e  S o v i e t  lehders. obviously 
thought it necessa ry  t o  d i s c r e d i t  Yugoslavia i n  t h e  Communist 
world and t o  i s o l a t e  it from t h e  E a s t  European satel l i tes  as 

cooled ,  and i n  February 1957 promised Sov ie t  l o a n s  w e r e  indef -  
' much as p o s s i b l e .  A t  the  same t i m e  governmental r e l a t i o n s  

. 1 .. ixil.tely postponed. 

Although it s e e m s  l i k e l y  t h a t  Khrushchev agreed  wi th  t h e '  
d i r e c t i o n  of t h i s  p o l i c y  as a temporary tactic, it seems doubt- 
f u l  tha t  he w a s  r e s p o n s i b l e  for t he  f u l l  i n t e n s i t y  of t h e  a n t i -  
Yugoslav campaign. Th i s  w a s  a t i m e  when t h e r e  were r e p o r t s  
t h a t  Khrushchev w a s  under f i re  w i t h i n  the Sov ie t  l e a d e r s h i p  from 
s u c h  men as Molotov because of t h e  apparent  f a i l u r e  of h i s , p o l i c y  
toward t h e  sa te l l i t es  and Yugoslavia. Khrushchev's later p o l i c y  
sugges t s  he w a s  probably still determined t o  heal t h e  breach 
w i t h  Yugoslavia and make another  a t tempt  t o  restore it t o  t h e  
bloc.  Some of  t h e  S o v i e t  tactics after t h e  Hungarian r e v o l t ,  
however, seemed c a l c u l a t e d  to des t roy  t h e  p r o s p e c t s  for a recon- 
c i l i a t i o n  between Moscow and Belgrade. The polemics  against 

'Yugoslavia  las ted as long as Moscow appeared s e r i o u s l y  worr ied 
about r e - e s t a b l i s h i n g  s t a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  bloc and  n e a r l y  as l o n g  
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as Molotov r e t a i n e d  a place on t h e  presidium. 
of t he  crisis i n  t h e  bloc, Khrushchev began aga in  t o  t a l k  of 
better r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  Yugoslavia. 

During t h e  v i s i t  of Albanian 
leaders t o  Moscow i n  m i d - A p r i l  1957,gbrushchev emphasized t h e  
Sovie t  d e s i r e  for a r e s t o r a t i o n  of good r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  Yugo- 
s l a v i a .  H e  thought  t h i s  could be accomplished by emphasizing 
po in t s  of agreement r a t h e r  than  d i f f e r e n c e s ;  t h e  l a t te r  he 
thought were greatest i n  t he  i d e o l o g i c a l  f i e l d .  
t h i s  theme on 2 June. This  w a s  t h e  principle t h a t  w a s  t o  guide 
the  r e v i v a l  of Soviet-Yugoslav relations.  T h e o r e t i c a l  dif- 
f e rences  were ignored  r a t h e r  than  resolved.  
newspapers of both c o u n t r i e s  came to  a v i r t u a l  h a l t .  Jn m i d -  
May Moscow a l l e g e d l y  s e n t  a d i r e c t i v e  t o  t h e  s a t e l l i t e s  a d v i s i n g  
them,for ' . the  time:being to  improve t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  Yugo- 
s l a v i a  d e s p i t e  ideological d i f f e r e n c e s .  

With t h e  e a s i n g  

A Pragmatic Rapprochement: 

Pravda echoed 

Polemics i n  t h e  

The d i smis sa l  of Molotov from the  p a r t y  presidium i n  June 
1957 w a s  a new s p u r  t o  the  rapprochement. 
s t a t e m e n t  on t h e  June purge of t h e  "an t i -par ty  group" of  Molotov, 
Yalenkov, and Kaganovich i n  Moscow cited Molotov's mi s t akes  in 
pol icy  toward Yugoslavia.  S h o r t l y  a f te rward ,  Khrushchev made 
a n  impromptu speech  i n  Czechoslovakia t h a t  provided a clear 
d e s c r i p t i o n  of S o v i e t  p o l i c y  toward Yugoslavia. 

The c e n t r a l  committee 

Marxist c o n v i c t i o n s  demand t h a t  w e  advance 
w i t h  a l l  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  forces. 
t h e  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  working class must be 
broadened, and Yugoslavia must n o t  be de- 
p r i v e d  of t h i s  f r o n t .  So w e  did e v e r y t h i n g .  
t o  ach ieve  that. I cons ide r  t h a t  a t  p r e s e n t  
c o n d i t i o n s  are forming.between us and Yugo- 
s l a v i a  t h a t  w i l l  improve r e l a t i o n s  both  be- 
tween o u r  c o u n t r i e s  and between our  p a r t i e s ,  
and w e  w i l l  make every  effort t o  reach complete ,  
so t o  s a y ,  u n i t y  and i d e o l o g i c a l  unders tanding  
and  unanimity of a c t i o n  of t he  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  
f o r c e  and Communist parties of t h e  whold world; 
i n c l u d i n g  Yugoslavia! ... What do w e  want? W e  . 
want u n i t y ,  closed ranks ,  and rallied forces. 
We acknowledge d i f f e r e n t  pa ths ,  comrades. Bu t  
among the  d i f f e r e n t  p a t h s ,  t h e r e  is one g e n e r a l  
p a t h ,  and t h e  o t h e r s  are, as you know, l i k e  a 

f r i e n d l y  r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  socialist  coun- 
tries, between our  Communist and  w o r k e r s ' p a r t i e s ,  

The f r o n t  of 

big r i v e r  w i t h  t r i b u t a r i e s . .  .. W e  must devylop 

-11- 



and s t r e n g t h e n  ou r  socialist camp i n  every  
way. Of cour se ,  it is t r u e  t h a t  our f r f e n d s ,  
t he  Yugoslavs, somehow badly pronounce t h e  

-words "socialist camp." However, Yugoslavia 
is a socialist coun t ry  and t h i s  f a c t  remains.  

Khrushchev warned t h a t  t h e  t w o  c o u n t r i e s  should  avo id  cri i icism 
of each o t h e r ' s  i n t e r n a l  policies and he aga in  c a u t i o n e d  Yugo- 
s l a v i a  about its dependence on American aid. 

The next major s t e p  i n  t h e  rapprochement w a s  t h e  meet ing  
between Khrushchev and T i t o  i n  Rumania e a r l y  i n  August 1957. 
How much agreement  resulted from t h i s  meeting is n o t  clear; t h e  
p r e s s  s ta tement  f o l l o w i n g  it w a s  vague, shedding no l i g h t  on 
t he  outcome of t h e  talks. S o v i e t  propagancla concern ing  t h e  
meeting stressed the  importance of t h e  u n i t y  of r s i m s  and  l n -  
terests between the  t w o  c o u n t r i e s  and said t h a t  t h e  prospects 
for coopera t ion  had been improved by t h e  o u s t e r  of Molotov, 
Malenkov, and  Kaganovich. The f r e q u e n t l y  well-informed I t a l i an  
Communist paper  L 'Unita  said that  t h e  t w o  leaders discussed 
Yugoslavia 's  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  '?the s o c i a l i s t  camp" and Belgrade's 
economic ties w i t h  t h e  W e s t .  .Yugoslav officials confirmed t o  
Westerners t h a t  Yugos lav ia ' s  r e l a t i o n s  with. the bloc were a 
s u b j e c t  of debate and also said t h a t  t h e r e ' w e r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  ove r  
the s ta tement  i s s u e d  a t  t h e  conclus ion  of the mee t ing .  

Later, Khrushchev (in a 3 June 1958 speech in S o f i a )  claimed 
t h a t  t he  Buchares t  meet ing l e f t  cer ta in  ideological q u e s t i o n s  
unse t t l ed .  He asserted, however, t h a t  t h e  Yugoslavs agreed t o  
a t t end  t h e  November 1957 p a r t y  meeting i n  Moscow and t o  p a r t i c i -  
pa t e  i n  drawing u p ' t h e  p a r t y  d e c l a r a t i o n  t h e r e .  
pears  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  Yugoslav agreement t o  recognize E a s t  
Germany, announced i n  mid-October, w a s  reached  a t  t h e  Buchares t  
meeting. There have been r e p o r t s  t h a t  t h e  t w o  s i d e s  agreed t o  
avoid polemics and  keep any f u t u r e  disagreements  from becoming 
publ ic .  Khrushchev said i n  h i s  Sofia speech t h a t  he warned 
the  Yugoslavs t h a t  Moscow would r e p l y  t o  any Yugoslav criticisms 
of bloc c o u n t r i e s  or p a r t i e s .  For a cons ide rab le  t i m e  after 
t h e  Bucharest  meet ing ,  t h e  two sides d id  avoid  b i t t e r  p u b l i c  
exchanges. 

e r n  European satel l i tes  has been a major de terminant  of S o v i e t  
po l icy  toward Yugoslavia. Khrushchev's l i b e r a l i z a t i o n  of con- 
t r o l s  over the s a t e l l i t e s  made possible the  o r i g i n a l  rapproche- 
m e n t  with T i t o ;  t h e  Hungarian r e v o l t  caused the  first break- 
down i n  re la t ions  w i t h  Belgrade; and t h e  e f f o r t  t o  i n t e n s i f y  
c o n t r o l s  i n  the  satel l i tes  has been a primary cause  of t h e  m o s t  
recent breakdown. 

I t  also ap- 

. .. 

1 

MOSCOW'S Satel l i te  Pol icy :  Sov ie t  p o l i c y  toward t h e  E a s t -  
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While t h e  U S S R  had been t r y i n g  to es tab l i sh  s t a b i l i t y  and 
u n i t y  in the satel l i tes  e v e r  s i n c e  t h e  Hungarian r e v o l t ,  t h e  
most formal  and impor t an t  s t e p  taken  i n  t h a t  d i r e c t i o n  was t h e  
November 1957 conference  in Moscow. On t h i s  occas ion ,  t he  U S S R  
succeeded i n  winning bloc-wide acknowledgment: of the n e c e s s i t y  
of bloc u n i t y .  Moreover, it created t h e  precedent  f o r  sim$l%& 
m e e t i n g s  i n  t h e  future--such as t h a t  he ld  i n  May 1958--as a 
technique for e n s u r i n g  u n i t y .  A t  t h a t  t i m e ,  also, the p re l imi -  
nary d e c i s i o n  w a s  t aken  t o  p u b l i s h  a t h e o r e t i c a l  journal--al though 
i t  did n o t  appear  u n t i l  August 1958. While t h e  U S S R  would prob- 
ab ly  have p r e f e r r e d  a more formal o rgan iza t ion ,  t h i s  appa ren t ly  
was r e s i s t e d  by so,me Communist p a r t i e s ;  a series of ad hoc m e e t -  
ings, however, shou ld  s e r v e  most of Moscow's purposes.  

... 

Marshal T i t o ' s  d e c i s i o n  n o t  to a t t e n d  t h e  November con- 
fe rence  in Moscow and the Yugoslav r e f u s a l  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  
t a l k s  on t h e  12-party declaration or t o  sign i t  undermined t h e  
newly reborn Moscow-Belgrade rapprochment. A t  t h e  E a s t  German 
pa r ty  congress  i n  B e r l i n  (on 11 July 1958) Khrushchev said t h e  
Yugoslavs had s e e n  a n  advance copy of t h e  p a r t y  d e c l a r a t i o n .  
Yugoslavs have r e c e n t l y  conf ided  t h a t  t h i s  d r a f t  was so b i t t e r l y  
anti-Western t h a t  a t  t h e  t i m e  they  realized they  could  no t  pos- 
s i b l y  sign i t ,  s i n c e  t h i s  would commit them completely t o  t h e  
bloc.  There is some evidence  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  Union subsequent ly  
modified c e r t a i n  fo rmula t ions  for  t h e  b e n e f i t  of the Yugoslavs, 
bu t  these m o d i f i c a t i o n s  w e r e  nu l l5f ied  by H a o ' s  p roposa ls  a t  
t h e  November meet ing which were unacceptab le  t o  the-Yugoslavs.  
There were a lso rumors t h a t  Sov ie t  leaders had r e v i s e d  a speech  
T i t 0  proposed t o  make ' in  Moscow, which so provoked the Yugoslav 
leader t h a t  he r e f u s e d  t o  a t t end .  Whatever t h e  reason f o r  t h e  
Yugoslav a b s t e n t i o n ,  t h e  appa ren t  l ack  of Sov ie t  i n t e r e s t  in 
n e g o t i a t i n g  r e v i s i o n s  in t h e  d e c l a r a t i o n  t o  s u i t  Yugoslavia l n -  
dicates how much greater w a s  t h e  pr ior i ty .Hoscow a t t a c h e d  t o  
s o l i d i f y i n g  bloc u n i t y .  The dismissal  of Marshal Zhukov on h i s  
r e t u r n  from Yugoslavia s h o r t l y  before t h e  Moscow conference had 
a l s o  increased t h e  f r i c t i o n  between Moscow and Belgrade. 

The 

The S o v i e t  p o s i t i o n  on i n t r a b l o c  re la t ions w a s  s p e l l e d  O u t  
i n  Khrushchev's speech  on 6 November and  i n  t h e  12-party declara- 
t i o n  Of 22 November: u n i t y  a n d  agreement on fundamentals are 
essential  w i t h i n  t h e  bloc. The v a r i a t i o n s  t o  be pe rmi t t ed  are 
i n  t he  detai ls  of e x e c u t i n g  po l i cy .  The Sov ie t  Union, w i t h  t h e  
he lp  of "o the r  socialist" c o u n t r i e s ,  has a l r eady  established t h e  
"h igh  road t o  socialism." For each count ry  t o  s ta r t  looking  for 
" s o m e  k i n d  of comple te ly  new, a r t i f i c i a l  road to  soc ia l i sm" would 
p l a y  i n t o  t h e  hands of t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t s  who are t r y i n g  t o  promotea 
d i v i s i v e  theories of " n a t i o n a l  Communism. '* "Revisionism" is t h e  
greatest danger i n  t h e  bloc, a l though i n  some b loc  p a r t i e s  dog- 
m a t i s m  may be a m o r e  p r e s s ing  problem a t  a given t i m e .  Intrabloc - 



\ 

r e l a t i o n s  are based,on e q u a l i t y ,  independence, non in te r f e rence  
in i n t e r n a l  a f f a i r s ' ;  and mutual aid.  A l l  l'socialistl' c o u n t r i e s  
must' a ccep t  c e r t a i n  basic laws, inc lud ing  t h e  l e a d e r s h i p  of t h e  
Communist p a r t y ,  public ownership of t h e  basic means of pro- 
duc t ion ,  g radua l  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  of a g r i c u l t u r e ,  and " p r o l e t a r i a n  

also accepted  t h e  pre-eminence of t he  USSR i n  *'the socialist  
camp. " 

t ens i f ied  its e f f o r t s  t o  keep t h e  satel l i tes  i n  l i n e ,  and its 
propaganda l i n e  reflected s t r o n g  concern w i t h  t h e  problem of 
"revisionism." 
e f f o r t s  to  c o l l e c t i v i z e  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  and  i n  A p r i l  Kommunist 
urged t h a t  t h e s e  efforts be f u r t h e r  i n t e n s i f i e d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
those satell i tes which are f u r t h e s t  advanced i n  socialization. 
The Sov ie t  bloc Counci l  of Mutual Economic Ass is tance  (CEMA) 
m e t  i n  December and held a high-level  meeting i n  May as the USSR 
sought  t o  e f f e c t  an i n c r e a s e  in economic i n t e g r a t i o n  and in -  
d u s t r i a l  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  bloc t h a t  would serve  p o l i t i c a l  
as w e l l  as economic ends.  A meet ing  i n  May of bloc p a r t y  a n d  
governmental leaders a lso appeared aimed a t  ach iev ing  greater 
p o l i t i c a l  u n i t y  i n  t h e  bloc. There were a series of v i s i t s  
w i th in  the  bloc by v a r i o u s  bloc leaders, inc lud ing  Khrushchev-- 
who went t o  Hungary i n  A p r i l ,  to Bulgar ia  in June,  and t o  E a s t  
Germany in J u l y .  
p o r t s  of subsequent  t r ials i n  Hungary provided even s t r o n g e r  
evidence of S o v i e t  in ' tent ions t o  impose conformity on t h e  bloc. 
Even i f  t h e  Hungarian t r i a l s  are n o t  d u p l i c a t e d  e l sewhere ,  they  
have se rved  as a s t e r n  warning t o  o t h e r  Eas t e rn  European states. 
The bloc is l i k e l y  t o  cont inue  holding more f r e q u e n t  consu l t a -  
t i o n s ,  as t h e  USSR seeks t o  minimize p o l i t i c a l  and economic con- 
t rove r sy  among t h e  satel l i tes  
Sov ie t  hegemony in p r i n c i p l e .  

A l l  t h e  s i g n e r s  of t h e  Moscow D e c l a r a t i o n  

Following the November 1957 meeting i n  Moscow t h e  USSR in- 

Severa l  of, t h e  satell i tes s tepped  up t h e i r  

In June t h e  execut ion  of Nagy e t  a1 and re- 

and t o  o b t a i n  r e c o g n i t i o n  of 

Per iod  of Watchful Wait ing:  From t h e  November1957 conference  
i n  Moscow u n t i l  t h e  Yugoslav p a r t y  platform w a s  pub l i shed  in .mid-  
March 1958, Soviet-Yugoslav relations appeared t o  be a t  a s tand-  
still. There were no m a j o r  s t e p s  toward improving r e l a t i o n s ,  
such as h igh- leve l  v i s i t s  o r  pub l i c ly  announced agreements-- 
a l though on  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  ques t ions  t h e  Yugoslav Fore ign  Min- 
i s t r y  appeared t o  echo every Soviet p o s i t i o n .  
hand, there were no o u t b u r s t s  of polemics. The S o v i e t  press 
a n d  r a d i o  s t u d i o u s l y  ignored Yugoslavia's--a tactic which T i t o  
f i n a l l y  complained of i n  mid-March. 

On t h e  o t h e r  
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Khrushchev 5 remark, however, a t  t h e  E a s t  German p a r t y  con- 
gress, t h a t  t h e  bloc p a r t i e s  " d r e w  t h e i r  own conclusions"  from 
t h e  Yugoslav behavior  a t  t h e  t i m e  of t h e  November conference  is 
supported,by o t h e r  r e p o r t s ?  Khrushchev c l e a r l y  set great s t o r e  
by t h e  November confe rence , ' and  by Yugoslav p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  it. 
H e  had tried p a t i e n t l y  b u t  unsuccess fu l ly  for w e l l  over  t w o  
y e a r s  t o  b r i n g  T i t o  back i n t o  t h e  bloc, even t o  t h e  p o i n t ' o f  
r i s k i n g  t h e  u n i t y  of " the  socialist camp." The November meet- 
i n g  acco rd ing ly ' r ep resen ted  t h 8  c u l m i n a t i o n  of a l l  h i s  long- 
drawn-out effor ts ,  and he appa ren t ly  had had reason  t o  b e l i e v e  
from T i t o ' s  assurances  i n  Bucharest  three months earlier t h a t  
Yugoslavia would p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  some way i n ' . t h e  bloc declara- 
t i o n .  Thus, h i s  disappointment  was the more extreme and ,a s  in -  
dicated by h i s  r e p o r t e d  remark t o  Kardelj ,  h i s  a t t i t u d e  toward 
Yugoslavia p e r c e p t i b l y  hardened. 
h i s  independence and either j o i n  t h e  bloc on f a v o r a b l e  terms or  
break h i s  l i n k s  wi th  t h e  West w a s  not clear. T i t o ' s  r e l u c t a n c e  
t o  forego  Western aid w a s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  o f f e n s i v e  t o  Khrushchev, 
and Pravda's emphasis on i t  as an i s s u e  when t h e  break occurred  
i n  M-8 s u g g e s t s  t h a t  i t  w a s  one of t he  major r easons  f o r  
Sovie t  f r u s t r a t i o n  w i t h  Yugoslavia,  The announcement i n  Decem-  
ber t h a t  Yugoslavia would n o t  r e c e i v e  f u r t h e r  m i l i t a r y  a id  w a s  
only a l imited concession because it did no t  apply t o  economic 
aid. 

which r e s u l t e d  f r o m  the e v e n t s  in November, t h e  SovJlet leaders 
were determined t o  l e a r n  from S t a l i n ' s  mistake of 1948 and avoid  
making a martyr  of T i t o .  Soviet-Yugoslav r e l a t i o n s  were t o  con- 
t i n u e  w i t h  c o r r e c t  b u t  cool f o r m a l i t y  u n t i l  some Yugoslav in-  
i t i a t i v e  should  p r e s e n t  t h e  Sov ie t  l e a d e r s  w i t h  a sui table  ex- 
cuse  t o  make an open break. 

T i t o ' s  unwi l l ingness  t o  abandon 
/ 

Despi te  t h e  hardening i n  t h e  Sov ie t  a t t i t u d e  toward T i t o  

when Kardelj and Rankovic 

. . . . .  . . . . .  ........ ..'S 
. .  . . .  

The Yugoslav P a r t y  Congress: The p a r t y  congres s  and  par- 
t i c u l a r l y  its p re l imina ry  d r a f t  program provided t h e  chance fo r  
which t h e  Sov ie t  leaders had been wa.iting. M o s c o w  cou ld  n o t  
ignore t h e  congress ;  it w a s  forced t o e e i t h e r  send  a d e l e g a t i o n  
o r  boycot t  it. Moreover, i f  i t  decided on a b o y c o t t ,  other 
members of t h e  bloc must be prevented from a t t e n d i n g  i n  order 
t o  maintain bloc u n i t y .  Moscow t h e r e f o r e  criticized t h e  Yugo- 
s l a v  d r a f t  p a r t y  program, not only  because it cha l l enged  the 
Sovie t  gospel b u t  because a p u b l i c  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  boycot t  
was requi red .  

I 
T 
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Yugoslavia released t h e  p a r t y  program on 13 March. On 5 
A p r i l  Moscow p r i v a t e l y  informed Belgrade t h a t  no S o v i e t  dele- 
g a t i o n  would a t t e n d  t h e  p a r t y  congress,but n o t  u n t i l  18 A p r i l  
t i id t h e  Sov ie t  Kommunist article c r i t i c i z i n g  t h e  Yugoslav p a r t y  
program appear.  
comment. Iq t h e  i n t e r i m ,  however, Moscow, and some of t h e  
E a s t e r n  European p a r t i e s  engaged i n  p r i v a t e  n e g o t i a t i o n s  sup- 
posedly aimed'at o b t a i n i n g  mod i f i ca t ions  i n  t h e  Yugoslav program. 
Khrushchev m e t  w i t h  t h e  Yugoslav ambassador on 15 A p r i l  ap- 
pa ren t ly  to  discuss t h e  program. On 17 A p r i l  the  Yugoslavs 
announced some mod i f i ca t ions ,  a p p a r e n t l y  in tended  to m e e t  s o m e  
of t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y ' s  o b j e c t i o n s  and perhaps those  of o t h e r  
Communist parties, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  area of f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  
and i n  r e f e r e n c e s  to  t h e  S o v i e t  and Western blocs. Some of t h e  
p o i n t s  Kommunfst c r i t i c i z e d  had been revised by t h e  Yugoslavs 
on t h e  prev ious  day. Kommunist had gone t o  press on 15 Apr i l .  
Poss ib ly  t h e  Yugoslavs had a l r e a d y  o f f e r e d  t h e s e  r e v i s i o n s  i n  
p r i v a t e  talks wi th  t h e  Russ ians ,  on ly  t o  have them r e j e c t e d  as 
inadequate.  The Kommunist art icle did inc lude  expres s ions  of 
hope t h a t  t h e  Yugoslav congress  would make changes i n  t h e  program, 
but  i t %  unlikely t h a t  Moscow q t  t h a t  p o i n t  expected Belgrade t o  
re t reat .  

Prior to  tkat date t h e r e  w a s  no p u b l i c  Sov ie t  

I n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  Controversy: In o r d e r  t o  estimate 
t h e  p re sen t  o b j e c t i v e s  of S o v i e t  p o l i c y  toward Yugoslavia ,  it 
is necessary to  survey  b r i e f l y  t h e  developments fo l lowing  t h e  
Belgrade congress  in May 1958. On 5 May t h e  Chinese Communist 
pa r ty  newspaper, People ' s  Dai ly ,  p r i n t e d  a s h a r p  pe r sona l  a t t a c k  
on T i t o ,  echoed verba$im t&T3!Zllowing day i n  Pravda, t h a t  
l abe led  
form r e s o l u t i o n  b a s i c a l l y  correct. 
committee probably d i s c u s s e d  Yugoslavia d u r i n g  a p lena ry  meeting 
on 6 and 7 May, a l though  t h i s  w a s  never admitted p u b l i c l y .  On 
9 May Pravda sharpened t h e  a t t a c k ,  c l e a r l y  t h r e a t e n i n g  to  s t o p  
a i d  t o  m a v i a  and warnlng t h a t  state r e l a t i o n s  cou ld  n o t  i m -  
prove if p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s  d e t e r i o r a t e d .  
por ted ly  s e n t  a let ter t o  t h e  Yugoslav p a r t y  s t a t i n g  t h a t  i t  w a s  
up t o  Yugoslavia t o  change its independent  policies if re lat ions 
w e r e  t o  be improved. On 11 May Belgrade announced t h a t  Voro- 
s h i l o v  had canceled a p rev ious ly  scheduled v i s i t  t o  Yugoslavia ,  
a n d  on 27 May t h e  USSR announced a f ive-year  postponement of its 
program of credits f o r  Yugoslavia.  

Khrushchev broke h i s  c u r i o u s l y  long  s i l e n c e  on t h e  Yugoslav 
d i spu te  and for t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  savagely  a t t a c k e d  t h e  Yugoslav 
regime. Seeking t o  overcome any impress ions  of i n t r a b l o c  d i f -  
ferences on Yugoslav p o l i c y ,  he called t h e  Chinese a n d  other 

t h e  Yugoslavs reactionaries and callea3€iF1948 Comin- 
The S o v i e t  p a r t y  c e n t r a l  

The S o v i e t  p a r t y  re- 

On 3 June i n  a speech  t o  t h e  Bulgar ian  p a r t y  congress  
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bloc criticisms of Yugoslavia f u l l y  j u s t i f i e d .  H e  echoed Pei- 
p ing ' s  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  1948 Cominform r e s o l u t i o n  as funda- 
menta l ly  correct and maintained t h a t  t h e  Yugoslav party platform 
r e p r e s e n t e d  a fundamental  r e v i s i o n  of Marxis t -Lenin is t  t heo ry  
c o n t a i n i n g  i n s u l t i n g  a p p r a i s a l s  of b l o c  parties. Khrushchev 
asserted, however, k?oscow's cont inued  interest  i n  p a r t y  c o n t a c t s  
w i t h  Belgrade if t h e  Yugoslavs y i e l d e d  on p o i n t s  of i d e o l o g y , .  
and i f  p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  imposs ib le ,  t h e  USSR would still 
"develop normal r e l a t i o n s  wi th  Yugoslavia on t h e  s ta te  plane."  

I n  speeches  on 11 and 12  J u l y  i n  B e r l i n  and M o s c o w ,  Khrush- 
chev aga in  emphasized t h a t  the d i s p u t e  wi th  Yugoslavia  w a s  an  
ideological one ipvo lv ing  Be lg rade ' s  attempt t o  s p l i t  " the  so- 
c ia l i s t  camp" w i t h  its " r e v i s i o n i s t "  t h e o r i e s .  H e  avoided  any 
t h r e a t  of breaking  state relations and t r i e d  t o  r e b u t  t h e  charge  
t h a t  Moscow had used  t h e  withdrawal of aid as p r e s s u r e  on Bel -  
grade.  H e  i n s i s t e d  t h a t  t h e  suspens ion  of aid followed n a t u r a l l y  
and n e c e s s a r i l y  from what was i n  effect Yugoslavia 's  formal with- 
drawal from " the  socialist camp." Except for  c e r t a i n  under- 
developed areas, t h e  USSR could  no t  a f f o r d  to  aid nonbloc coun- 
tries, a l though it always welcomed mutual ly  p r o f i t a b l e  t r a d e .  

Yugoslavia,  S o v i e t  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  t h e  Yugoslav p a r t y  p l a t fo rm,  
which was i n  effect an  ind ic tment  of much of S o v i e t  p o l i c y  and 
practice, is not d i f f i c u l t  t o  e x p l a i n ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when t h e  
Sov ie t  p a r t y  had fa i led t o  come up w i t h  a new progr? of i ts 
own s i n c e  1919. The Kremlin's  i n i t i a l  criticism w a s  much more 
r e s t r a i n e d ,  however, than  what subsequent ly  appeared i n  t h e  USSR 
and o t h e r  b l o c  c o u n t r i e s ,  and i t  avoided t h r e a t s  t o  damage state 

. 

r e l a t i o n s .  Moreover, Moscow had o r i g i n a l l y  announced Voroshi lov ' s  
v i s i t  t o  Yugoslavia ,  appa ren t ly  as evidence of its desire t o  
main ta in  good state r e l a t i o n s ,  s h o r t l y  after informing  Belgrade 
p r i v a t e l y  t h a t  it could  no t  send d e l e g a t i o n s  t o  t h e  Yugoslav 
p a r t y  congress .  
why later bloc a t t a c k s  on Yugoslavia became so i n t e n s e  and em-  
b i t t e r e d  and why Moscow then  extended t h e  p a r t y  d i s p u t e  i n t o  
t h e  area of s ta te  r e l a t i o n s .  While t h e s e  t h e o r i e s  have been and 
may y e t  be e x t e n s i v e l y  debated,  a f e w  obse rva t ions  h e r e  may be 
p e r t i n e n t .  

I n  t h e  l i g h t  of t h e  evidence of t h e  Sov ie t  a t t i t u d e  toward 

Many t h e o r i e s  have been developed t o  e x p l a i n  

I t  is possible,  a l though extremely u n l i k e l y  i n  view of pre-  
v ious  e v e n t s ,  t h a t  Moscow f e l t  i,ts p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  criticisms 
would l e a d  t o  a r e v e r s a l  of Yugoslav p o l i c y  a t  the p a r t y  con- 
gress. When t h i s  d i d  no t  occur ,  Moscow abandoned its r e s t r a i n t .  
I t  may have been t h a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  r e s t r a i n t  w a s  merely a t ac t i ca l  
pose of reasonableness  and t h a t  Moscow in t ended  t o  i n t e n s i f y  t h e  
attack la te r .  The USSk could have been w a i t i n g  f o r  o t h e r  b loc  
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m e m b e r s ,  such  as China, t o  take t h e  l e a d  i n  order t o  avo id  t h e  
impression t h a t  t h i s  was j u s t  a bilateral d i s p u t e .  I t  may, i n  
a d d i t i o n ,  have a n t i c i p a t e d  t h e  s h a r p  Yugoslav reaction a t  t h e  . 
p a r t y  congress  and f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  would then j u s t i f y  a s t r o n g e r  
Sov ie t  l i n e  of a t t a c k .  I t  is also p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h i s  d i s p u t e  
began t o  snowball  i n t o  a major break  because a more v i o l e n t  Yugo- 
s l a v  reaction m a t e r i a l i z e d  than  Moscow had a n t i c i p a t e d .  

These exp lan8 t ions ; a l l  c o n t a i n  some logic. While Moscow may 
have be l i eved  t h a t  its or iginal  criticisms would be s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  discredit  Yugoslavia i n  Communist eyes  and to  isolate it from 
t h e  satel l i tes ,  t h e r e  are o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  exp lana t ions  for  t h e  
i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  d i s p u t e  t h a t  cou ld  have f a r - r e a c h i n g  i m -  
p l i c a t i o n s .  

One p o s s i b i l i t y  I s  t h a t  Khrushcp-ev w a s  under pressure from 
o t h e r  Sov ie t  l e a d e r s  t o  break more compzetely w i t h  T i t o .  Khrush- 
chev w a s  pe r sona l ly  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  p o l i c y  of rapprochement 
with Yugoslavia from t h e  beginning. I t  seems l i k e l y  t h a t  t h i s  
f a c t  accounts  i n  large p a r t  f o r  t h e  p e r s i s t e n c e  of S o v i e t  a t t empt s  
t o  sa lvage  t h e  rapprochement even a f t e r  t h e  Hungarian r e v o l t  and 
r epea ted  Yugoslav r e f u s a l s  t o  j o i n  t h e  bloc had demonstrated t h e  
f a i l u r e  of Khrushchev's po l icy .  This  paper  has  also sough t  to. 
demonstrate,  however, t h a t  Khrushchev's views on Yugoslav ia ' s  
re la t ions  wi th  t h e  bloc w e r e  s h a r p l y  a t  va r i ance  w i t h  T i t o ' s  and  
t h a t  Khrushchev became i n c r e a s i n g l y  d i s i l l u s i o n e d  w i t h  Yugoslav 
p o l i c i e s .  I t  seems probable ,  and h i s  subsequent  s t a t e m e n t s  re- 
i n f o r c e  t h e  view, t h a t  Khrushchev himse$f cons ide red  it necessary  
t o  a t t a c k  t h e  Yugoslav.party p l a t fo rm and t o  brand T i t o  as a n  
i d e o l o g i c a l  h e r e t i c .  He may have been r e l u c t a n t  t o  make a com- 
p l e t e  s h i f t  i n  h i s  p o l i c y ,  however, and t o  f o r c e  any more of a 
break wi th  Yugoslavia than  w a s  necessary  t o  save  t h e  satell i tes 
from contaminat ion by Belgrade. Some of t h e  s h i f t s  i n  Moscow's 

. tactics dur ing  t h i s  pe r iod  could have r e s u l t e d  f r o m  differences 
i n s i d e  the  Kremlin, n o t  over t h e  b a s i c  d i r e c t i o n  of p o l i c y  to- 
ward Belgrade b u t  over  how f a r  i t  should  be carried. Khrushchev's 
more recent speeches ,  which have avoided some of t h e  clear i m -  
p l i c a t i o n s  of a break i n  s ta te  relat ions e v i d e n t  earlier, may 
mean t h a t  Khrushchev won a v i c t o r y  f o r  a compromise p o s i t i o n .  
I t  c e r t a i n l y  appears  t h a t ,  whatever disagreements  he may have 
encountered over  Yugoslav p o l i c y ,  Khrushchev main ta ined  p o l i t i -  
ca l  a u t h o r i t y  i n  Moscow. 

The harshness  of Chinese a t t a c k s  on Yugoslavia and t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  s e v e r a l  s p e c i f i c  charges  against Belgrade were made by Mos- 
cow only af ter  they had been made by Pe ip ing  have led t o  specula-  
t i o n  t h a t  Chinese p re s su re  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  
Sovie t  at tack on Belgrade. H e r e  a g a i n ,  t h e r e  is so much evidence  
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of growing S o v i e t  d i s i l l u s i o n m e n t  wi th  Yugoslavia t h a t  Chinese 
pressure  is n o t  necessary  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  or iginal  S o v i e t  d e c i s i o n  
t o  attack t h e  Yugoslav p a r t y  platform. I t  can be argued that  t h e  
promptness-with which Moscow r e p r i n t e d  Chinese criticisms of T i t o ,  
a n d  Khrushchev's p u b l i c  endorsement of t h e  Chinese attacks as 
j u s t ,  i n d i c a t e  some c o o r d i n a t i o n  of Sino-Soviet t r e a t m e n t  qf t h e  
d i spu te  wi th  Tito. I t  is p o s s i b l e , t h a t  Moscow p r e f e r r e d  t o  have 
t h e  s h a r p e s t  attacks come f r o m  other m e m b e r s  of t h e  bloc. How- 
eve r ,  t he  S o v i e t  leaders may n o t  have a n t i c i p a t e d  the  degree of 
savagery of t h e  Chinese a t t a c k ,  which seems most p l a u s i b l y  
prompted by P e i p i n g ' s  own domestic concern s i n c e  t he  s p r i n g  of . 
1957, wi th  t h e  dangers  of  "revis ionism.  '* To p r e s e r v e  appearances  
of u n i t y , t h e n ,  t h e  Kremlin may have had t o  i n t e n s i f y  its own 
p o s i t i o n  b u t ,  after t h e  p o i n t  had been made and  it w a s  p o s s i b l e  
t o  d i s c u s s  the  s i t u a t i o n  a t  l e n g t h  and wi th  calmness,  a g a i n  ob- 
t a i n e d  agreement f o r  its more r e s t r a i n e d  l i n e .  

not  seem reasonable  t o  a s s i g n  t o  China a major role in changing 
Soviet  p o l i c y  i n  t h i s  area of concern.  
combination of t h e o r i e s  i n  r e p o r t s  emanating l a r g e l y  f r o m  W a r -  
s a w :  
opponents i n  t h e  S o v i e t  l e a d e r s h i p  to  f o r c e  a change i n  h i s  
po l icy  toward Yugoslavia.  The Chinese went o u t  of t h e i r  way i n  
November 1957 t o  p r a i s e  a cluster of Khrushchev's p o l i c i e s ,  and 
i n  t h e  fo l lowing  May t o  approve h i s  p a s t  effor ts  ( w i t h  which 
t h e y  had been associated) t o  effect  a rapprochement w i t h  Yugo- 
s l a v i a .  

Even though some such  Chinese p r e s s u r e  is p l a u s i b l e  it does 

Even less l i k e l y  is a 

t h a t  Chinese leaders plotted j o i n t l y  w i t h  Khrushchev's 

One f u r t h e r  e x p l a n a t i o n  is t h a t  t h e  r e l u c t a n c e  of s o m e  E a s t  
European p a r t i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e ' P o l i s h  a n d  to  some e x t e n t  
H u n g a r i a n  parties, t o  j o i n  i n  t h e  &attack on Yugoslavia led  
Khrushchev t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  he must i n t e n s i f y  h i s  attack on B e l -  
grade i n  o r d e r  t o  accomplish h i s  purposes i n  the satel l i tes .  
T h i s  paper has eought  t o  demonstrate  t h a t  Sov ie t  p o l i c y  toward 
Yugoslavia is i n e x t r i c a b l y  t i ed  to Sov ie t  p o l i c y  toward the  
sa te l l i t es  and t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  condemn t h e  Yugoslav p a r t y  
platform w a s  o r i g i n a l l y  taken  t o  undermine T i t o ' s  s t a n d i n g  i n  
E a s t e r n  Europe and t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  t he  sa te l l i t e  parties would 
boycbt t  the Yugoslav congress  as w e l l  as c u t  p a r t y  ties wi th  
Belgrade-' The condemnation of Yugoslavia r e p r e s e n t e d ,  above 
a l l ,  a n  increase i n  pressure on Poland. Poland w a s  s l o w  and 
caut ious  in j o i n i n g  the criticism of Yugoslavia. 
ping may bo th  have f e l t  t h a t ,  as a r e s u l t ,  it w a s  necessary  t o  
take a more r i g i d  s t a n d ,  and t o  make t h e  condemnation of Yugo- 
s l a v i a  so s t r o n g  t h a t  Poland would no t  dare t o  t r y  to f i n d  a 
middle  ground on which t o  s t a n d .  

Moscow-and Pei- 
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I n  t h i s  connec f i -n ,  too, the harsher l i n e  adopted by the 
Chinese a g a i n s t  T i t o  would demonstrate  once and f o r  a l l  t o  the  
Poles  t h a t  t hey  c o u l d  n o t  hope t o  p lay  off China a g a i n s t . t h e  
USSR i n  o r d e r  t o  get s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e i r  ownposition w i t h i n  "the 
socialist  camp. " 

. 

.I . . .  

The USSR did n o t  begin  t o  break w i t h  Yugoslavia u n t i l  'it w a s  

The crit$cisms of Yugoslavia were n o t  made w i t h  
ev iden t  t h a t  t h e  p o l i c y  of winning t h a t  country back i n t o  the  
b loc  had f a i l e d .  
the primary hope of winning Yugoslavia back, t h e r e f o r e ,  nor  i n  
the .hope  of c r u s h i n g  the Yugoslav pa r ty .  Rather  they  w e r e  de- 
s igned  t o  p re se rve  i n t a c t  what Moscow still  had i n  t h e  bloc. 
There were probably p r i v a t e  debates between Moscow and Warsaw 

s tha t  r evea led  more c l e a r l y  t o  Khrushchev than any p u b l i c  dis- 
putes  how necessary  it had become t o  t i g h t e n  d i s c i p l i n e  i n  the I 

bloc. 
still n o t  known.) The Hungarian execut ions  are the  s t r o n g e s t  
proof t h a t  such  d i s c i p l i n e  seemed necessary t o  Moscow. 
Yugoslav s i t u a t i o n  is placed i n  proper  perspec t ive  as p a r t  of 
t h e  broader sa te l l i t e  problem, and the dangers of P o l i s h  Don- 
conformity are kep t  i n  mind, the  i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  attacks 
on Yugoslavia appea r s  t o  have been motivated p r imar i ly  by an 
inc reas ing  s t r u g g l e  t o  assert Sov ie t  a u t h o r i t y  over the satel- 

(The subs t ance  of h i s  t a lk s  wi th  Gomulka i n  January are 

If t h e  

l i t e s .  

* .. 
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CONCLUSION 

A t  t h e  end of J u l y  Khrushchev t r a v e l e d  t o  Fkiping for t a l k s  
wi th  Mao Tse-tung and on 3 August 1958 the  t w o  i s s u e d  a j o i n t  
communique which proclaimed t h a t  

The unshakable u n i t y  of t h e  two Marxist- 
L e n i n i s t  p a r t i e s  w i l l  f o reve r  be t h e  relia- 
ble gua ran tee  of t h e  triumph of our  common 
cause.  

The Communist p a r t y  of t h e  Sov ie t  Union and 
t h e  Communist p a r t y  of CHina w i l l  unf laggingly  
guard t h i s  sacred u n i t y ,  w i l l  f i g h t  f o r  t h e  
p u r i t y  of Marxism-Leninism, w i l l  uphold t h e  
p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  Moscow Declara t ion  of t h e  
Communist a n d  Workers' P a r t i e s  and w i l l  wage 
an i r r e c o n c i l a b l e  s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  t h e  c h i e f  
danger of t h e  Communist movement, rev is ionism.  
Th i s  r ev i s ion i sm has found clear express ion  i n  
t h e  program of t h e  League of Communists of 
Yugoslavia.  

I .  

. .  

Following t h i s  s t a t emen t  of common purpose by t h e  l e a d i n g  
members, and despite its emphasis on ideology,  i .e.,  " rev is ion-  
i s m , "  bloc p o l i c y  toward T i t o  soon began t o  s h i f t  from ideo- 
l o g i c a l  a t t a c k  t o  criticism i n  generail Of 'Yugoslavia and its 
p o l i c i e s .  By t h e  end,oP t h e  summer of 1958 t h e  Sino-Soviet  
l e a d e r s  may w e l l  have f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  i d e o l o g i c a l  a t t a c k s  were 
becoming counterproduct ive .  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  Yugoslav theo ry ,  they d e c i d e d - t o  move i n t o  t h e  
next  phase of t h e  campaign: coord ina ted  pol i t ical  and economic 
p res su re  on T i t o  for t h e  purpose of f u r t h e r  weakening h i s  po- 
s i t i o n  and i n f l u e n c e  a t  home and abroad. 

The USSR, Communist China, and Albania undertook t h e  in-  
i t i a l  moves. Moscow r e s t r i c t e d  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of Yugoslav 
pub l i ca t ions  in t h e  USSR, v a c i l l a t e d  r ega rd ing  promised sh ip -  
m e n t s  of wheat and coal t o  Yugoslavia,  and a t t a c k e d  Belgrade 
for  a l l e g e d  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  a g a i n s t  Sovie t  ci t izens i n  customs 
procedures.  The Chinese "relieved" t h e i r  ambassador i n  Belgrade, 
and, accord ing  t o  t h e  Yugoslavs, began t o  boycot t  Yugoslav s h i p s  
and po r t s .  Albania  renewed its old tactics of d ip lomat i c  pro- 
tes ts  and re ta l ia t ion  f o r  a l l e g e d  m i s t r e a t m e n t  of i ts  n a t i o n a l s  
i n  Yugoslavia. Bu lga r i a  j o i n e d  A l b a n i a  by reopening attacks on 
Yugoslavia 's  ' ' chauvinis t ic"  po l i cy  i n  Macedonia. The other 
satel l i tes ,  excep t  f o r  Poland which was r e l a t i v e l y  i n a c t i v e ,  
have c o n t r i b u t e d  va ry ing ly  t o  t he  anti-Yugoslav campaign. 

Rather  than direct a t t e n t i o n  
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Thus the  l i n e s  were drawn aga in  f o r  i s o l a t i n g  Yugoslavia  from 
any p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  $he a f f a i r s  of  " the  social is t  camp:'" But i n  
1958 there w a s  t o  be none of t h e  1948 S t a l i n i s t  heavyhandedness. 
Khrushchev had to ld  t h e  E a s t  German party congress i n  B e r l i n  on 
11 J u l y  t h a t  "we must n o t  devote  more a t t e n t i o n  t o  Yugoslav re- . 

. v i s i o n i s t s  than they  are worth,'l b u t  he wished t o  "preserve  some 
s p a r k  of hope and  t o  s e a r c h  f o r  accep tab le  forms of  making con- 
tact  on c e r t a i n  ques t ions"  wi th  the  Yugoslavs. Subsequent ly ,  
however, w h i l e  ma in ta in ing  tha t  they  wished t o  conduct  c o r r e c t  
s tate relations w i t h  Belgrade, t h e  USSR and other bloc c o u n t r i e s  
were t r y i n g  t o  impose an  e f f e c t i v e  qua ran t ine  on T i t o  by a cam- 
paign of harassment  and i r r i t a t i o n .  

The Yugoslavs, i n  the.meantime, sought  t o  g i v e  the impres- 
s i o n  of a reasonable a t t i t u d e ,  commenting p u b l i c l y  and qu ick ly  
on bloc  d i sc r imina to ry  p r a c t i c e s  and s t o u t l y  a s s e r t i n g  t h e  cor- 
rectness of t h e i r  own p o l i c i e s .  

By the  e n d  of September 1958 i t  appeared t h a t  t h i s  stalemate 
could cont inue  i n d e f i n i t e l y .  Each side had its own r easons  for  
avoiding a n  open break: Moscow and Pe ip ing  wished t o  d e s t r o y  t h e  
in f luence  of Ti to ism i n  t h e  satell i tes b u t  d i d  n o t  care t o  make 
T i t o  a martyr aga in ;  T i t o  d i d  n o t  wish t o  lose whatever i n f l u e n c e  
he still had i n  E a s t e r n  Europe and ,  as a Communist, w a s  n o t  
anxious t o  c u t  himself o f f  from t h e  bloc. Perhaps t h e  best com- 
mentary on contemporary Yugoslav - S o v i e t  bloc relat ions was t h e  
29 September Borba r e p o r t  t h a t  t he  Chinese.Cormuqist  Embassy i n  
Prague had recen't ly asked t h e  Yugoslav ambassador there t o  re- 
t u r n  h i s  i n v i t a t i o n  to  a Chinese p a r t y  f o r  "co r rec t ion . "  The 
only c o r r e c t i o n  made, acco rd ing  to  t h e  Yugoslav newspaper, w a s  
t o  change t h e  address from "comrade" t o  " m i s t e r . "  "And so," 
concluded Borba, "at t h e  l as t  minute,  a dangerous r i g h t i s t  de- 
v i a t i o n  w a s i d e d  and a t  the same t i m e  another  decisive blow 
w a s  de l ive red  t o  rev is ionism."  

...... . . .  .\:.... ..... 
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