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“%ion in the West, arising primarily from Polish ingpired gsources,4 that Mao =
uﬂ/m‘ the Stalinist slements in Peking had supported Suslov and/or an unidenti-
fied opposition in Moscow in forecing Khrushchev to renounce his former pro
'!mm'r‘p.oltq While very litthcmhothtdﬂthwl'-dn'lw concerning
~%he reasons for the timing or intensity of the belated Chinesge intervention
- in the protracted controversy between the Kremlin and Belgrade, the tenacity
- with which Khrushchev has maintained his ideological position throughout the
put three years of tactical shifting can be established beyond any reasonable -
doubt, - From documentary sources—Soviet as well as Yugoslav—it is possible ht
*to dmtnte that the First Secretary, while ruthlessly. exploiting the :
~reconciliation with Tito in his own intra-Party struggle for power, smltanemly

: ic concession to Tito(Jume 1955
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< of 1949 m-labnlhd umm and m:lust. In other words, the tactical
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llthouch the J.ndorsh:lp ort t-he two uost !.lpowtant Hutcrn Communist g R
partios had thus suggested the 1ine which Khrushchev had drawn as the limit = =
. - of his retreat, no such hints appeared within the Soviet orbit. After a one e
~., 7 day stop in Sofia the communique, concise and conclusive as always with this
loyal partner, expressed "gomplete unanimity® on the questions of establishing
ifr!.andl,y coopera; lém m betwean f.he USSR tnd Iugoalum nnd between Bulga.r:ln.
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o+ ~‘The n-xt dqr tha cmmniqnn o!' tho rour mtriee-nmgu'y, Rmn:h.,
/7 Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet Union—was much less exact; "complete unanimity®
m reserved for "international questions" in general lnd“oﬂ.y "satisfaction S o
“ . was expressed regarding friendly cooperation achieved between thomsnl.nd s
;__J' - Yagoslavia.®l7 0On their behalf Rakosi, Novoilny, and Gheorgin Dej merely -
: "expressed...hope and confidence that friendly eoopmt:lon would be
. achieved."l8 yhen and how was, of course, not specified and the impression
e was clearly ,hft that the removal of dectrinal differences and the settling
. | .of ocononic accounts would be a matter of individual oomenienu—md strength.

l‘rm tho poli.t:l.ca.l testament of Imre !a,gy there is confirmation that

Rekosi, at least, had indeed recognized the opportunistic character of the
C' Soviet concessions. With the naivite that garked so much of his writing and

'actim, the fomor Ghnimn of the Bunca.rian Goum:ll ot Niniatern wrotes

' e he leadership of the Hungarian Workers Party as evidenced by
v \ : many manifestations roguﬂs—-cc-plntd; inch'rocﬁy—tho Bol;rade
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Returned to Moscow Khrushchev reported to the plemum of the Central
Committee on the Belgrade Agreement, but neither his speech nor the resolu-
tion has yet been published. Except for an excerpt from ‘the resolution -
which was, as usual, "unanimously adopted",20 no reference was made in
official Soviet sources to the discussion of Yugoslavia at this

-8ession until' the expulsion of the anti-Party group in July 1957. Then it
was stated that E

"the -incorrect position of Comrade Molotov on the Yugoslav
question was unanimously condemned by the Plenum of the Central
Committee in July 1955 'as not conforming to the interests of
the Soviet State and the socialist camp and not corresponding
to a Leninist policy!.n2l

The castigation of Molotov as the protagonist of an anti-Yugoslav policy
was, no doubt, justified, but revealed nothing of ' . 'his arguments nor
of the rebuttal by Khrushchev and others. For this there is, even today,
only a single source, a former functionary of the Polish Central Committee,
who bhad seen the sble copy of the minutes of the July 1955 Plemum sent to
Poland.?2 Bailer's detailed published report, unfortunately, omits the key
argumentation of the First Secretary in his polemics with Molotov. In a

sumarized form it was, however, included in material prepared for RFE,
‘Munichs ;

"Khrushchev then discussed Yugoslavia. in discussing the
esolution of the C orm adopted 1948 shchev
ed the first resolution, although casting doubt upon

the case of Soviet technicians in Yugoslavia, saying the
accusations in this specific instance had been invénted by

- Beria. He also stated that the resolution !'The Yugoslavia
Communist Party is in the Hands of Murderers and Spies! was
an error and that the blame again belonged to Beria. Khrushchev
next discussed his visit to Yugoslavia, praising Yugoslavia, saying
it bad not joined the capitalistic block and saying the main reason
for Yugoslavia's trouble was that it had separated itself from the
Soviet Union. In conclusion, he said the problems raised by -
nationalism and peculiar to nationalism had never been correctly
understood. He added that some of the feilures which had taken
place in the relations between the USSR and the Satellites could
be explained by this failure to understand the force and meaning
of nationalistic feelings. Kbrushchev also said that the Soviet
Politburo had suggested to those Communist Party members of the
Cominform that the resclution 'The Yugoslav Communist Party is

the Hands of Murders and Spies' be declared ied.

According to Khrushchev, this had been agreed upon and the mmlli-
fication had already taken place." 23

2pﬂavda., 23 November 1956, in response to Tito's Pula speech.

avda, 3 July 1957.

%25, Bialer; I Chose Freedom, News from Behind the Iron Gurtain,
Free Europe Press, October 1956, pp. 9-15. .

 ®ackground Information on S.-Bialer, Office of the Political
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:\n - lély ‘challenged $his point—is tantamount to acceptance of Khrushchey's

on bétween having ‘sinned in practice (1949) and while
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*~ .. resolution a8 & new facteér in Mdb-!hgoﬂnpulniu;g merely, and .
.~ this 'is of course important, revealed Khrushchev's»1955 position officially
Tor the first Pime. ““Furthermore, ‘as Bialer had earlier stated (see above) 5
the Chiness, never a signatory 0 ‘either of the Cominferm resolutions, also -
disclosed that the 1949 resolition "had béen wit by the Commmist Parties
("} which took part I the Information Buro meeting.® “The SED which,like the
@ "' Chinese, came to power after the founding of the Cominform, has also joined
; the ‘groving 1ist of retroactive revealers of the truth. In a 34-page article,
~ ‘published in Einkeit, #5, (passed for publication 31 May) Ulbricht's Agit- =
‘Prop now deems it necessary to.evaluate the 1948 criticism of the Yugoslav s
Party as "in essence correct", adding the stereotype that only "the methods o
used....and the false personal charges against the YCL leaders" in the 1949
resolution were wrong. For good measure, the SED then makes the following
contribution to an understanding of Khrushchev!s tactics at Belgrade in
May 19553 - - ST i -

",..the Commnist and workers'! Parties were qu.‘l.t-e.‘t..'.lear—-
o4 the CPSU left no doubt t either—that they continued

—a " 4o regard the criticism made in 1948....88 correct and that
% there were still'a number of ideological disagreements. <0
' After lhrushchw'ﬁ unambiguous declaration of the unimpaired validity
( of the 1948 resolution in Sofia (see above p. 1), the other Party signatories
to the Cominform resolution are hastening to stand up and be counted once

) ;gain.thror the G:eglezoslomkl {a.rty the First Secretary Novotny has easily
- ound the appropriate phraseology: :

o

.

"Our Pafty has supported end still cortifmes to support the R
point of view that the resolution of the Information Buro on v i
.Yugoslavia of June 1948 was cofrect, in principle; that however,

mistakes were made in the methods of implementation and that

the second resoclution of November 1949 was incorrect."

o e S 19,
: ghaohﬁidn‘hfxsdcond's'ession of the Eigl.rbh National Congress,
NCNA, 27 May 1958,

L

:26!1m1t, #, 1953 .quoted from d&, General -Desk, Background
Report, #284, 13 Jume 1958) . o
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" fhere can be 1ittle doubt that the others, like the soldiers in
the platoon Khrushchev described to K. Popovie,“® will march in step—

_except for Poland. In Warsaw's ohly major commentary to the Soviet-Yugoslav

dispute Prybuna Ludu hed not accepted the facile differentiation between
1948 and 1949. The words of May l4, 9 days after the Chinese had sounded

the 'si.gm_l,’ are pregnant with reminders of Gomulka's dilemma a decade ago:
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- mQour Party, too, had committed serious mistakes with regard

to Yugoslavia both in 1948 and subsequently. These had barmful
" consequences also for the internal 1life of our country......Ihere
can be no return to the errors and methods of ‘the previous period."

~ After the execution of Imre Nagy, nnﬁ the hra.ndins of Tito as Judas, Gum:fl.ks,
" once before a victim of ideological and political terror, now faces the

combined pressures of the bloc of "Ruling Parties". The man who on his return
from Moscow after the November meeting found not a single’ favorable word for
the Cominform will not yield easily to threats. In October 1956 he called

- “Khrushehev!s bluff and won; in June 1958, the 10th anniversary of his own

defeat, he faces his greatest challenge on almost the same issues. From

- Khrushchev whose tactics with 1948 Cominform resolution are the words-

which provide the background for the infamous deed of the execution of
Nagy, Gomulka can expect as little mercy as he received at the hands of
8talin. ‘ :

hr
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Pravda, 4 June 1958
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