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OD REDAKC]JI

P o porozumieniach jaltaniskich i zwycieskim marszu Armii Czerwonej do Berlina wszystkie

kraje Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej znalazly sie w strefie wptywéw Zwigzku Sowieckiego.
Stalin dazyl do przejecia pelnej kontroli nad tymi krajami, aby rozpoczaé proces przej-
mowania wladzy przez partie komunistyczne i marginalizacje innych partii politycz-
nych poprzez $rodki terroru i propagandy. Tematem przewodnim niniejszego nume-
ru ,,Pamieci i Sprawiedliwosci” jest proba ukazania podobienstw i réznic pomiedzy
procesami przejmowania wladzy przez partie komunistyczne w poszczegolnych pan-
stwach naszego regionu w latach 1944-1948. Prezentowane studia obejmujg swoim
zasiegiem terytorialnym Polske, Czechoslowacje, Wegry, Bulgarie, Jugostawie i Albanie
oraz Ukraine sowiecka.

Numer otwiera esej Janusza Wrony, przedstawiajacy uwarunkowania miedzynaro-
dowe i wewnetrzne przejmowania wladzy przez partie komunistyczng w Polsce. Autor
scharakteryzowal strategie i taktyke dzialan Moskwy wobec Polski zaréwno na gruncie
miedzynarodowym, jak i wewnetrznym. Na tej podstawie podjal probe odpowiedzi na
pytanie, kiedy i dlaczego wariant stworzenia z Polski przez Kreml tzw. 17 republiki prze-
stal funkcjonowac jako strategiczny cel ZSRS i zostal zastgpiony programem trwalego
uzaleznienia naszego kraju od wschodniego sasiada.

W drugim eseju Evgenia Kalinova i Iskra Baeva przeanalizowaly miejsce Bulgarii
w polityce Zwigzku Sowieckiego, Stanéw Zjednoczonych i Wielkiej Brytanii w pierwszych
latach powojennych (1944-1948), aby okresli¢ role czynnika zewnetrznego w procesie
dochodzenia do wladzy Bulgarskiej Partii Komunistycznej jako wiodacego czynnika
politycznego. Omoéwily sowieckie wsparcie dla bulgarskich komunistéw w kontekscie
strategii Moskwy wobec Stanéw Zjednoczonych. Pokazaty, w jaki sposob konfrontacja
sowiecko-amerykanska rzutowala na wewnetrzne procesy polityczne w Bulgarii i prze-
sadzala o zwycigstwie partii komunistycznej nad jej przeciwnikami.

W tekscie otwierajacym dzial ,,Studia® Daniel Jézsef Hollosi przedstawit polityke
ekonomiczng Wegierskiej Partii Komunistycznej (Magyar Kommunista Part - MKP)
w pierwszych latach powojennych (1945-1946). Ukazal mechanizmy ksztaltowania tejze
polityki, ktdrej gléwnym celem byly umocnienie kontroli nad gospodarka i walka z hiper-
inflacjg. Stworzono woéwczas wielopoziomowy system kontroli i nadzoru, ustabilizowanie
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gospodarki poprzez wprowadzenie forinta wegierskiego przedstawiano za$ w propagan-
dzie jako wielki sukces komunistow.

W kolejnych trzech tekstach przedstawiono specyfike Jugostawii — pafistwa opano-
wanego przez komunistow przy niewielkim tylko wsparciu Moskwy. Ale$ Gabri¢ przy-
blizyl kwestie dziatan podjetych przez czotowych dziataczy komunistycznych wobec
opozycji politycznej w ciggu szesciu miesiecy po zakonczeniu II wojny $wiatowe;j.
Unikali oni okreslenia ,,opozycja’, nazywajac swoich przeciwnikow ,,sitami reakcyj-
nymi” i ,,zdrajcami narodowymi”. Autor wskazal przy tym na pewne réznice regionalne
miedzy terenami Serbii, Chorwacji i Stowenii. Aleksandar Zivoti¢ scharakteryzowat rela-
cje miedzy jugostowianskimi komunistami a Kremlem. Starat si¢ okresli¢, na ile Zwiazek
Sowiecki byt sojusznikiem, a na ile takze krajem bedacym wzorem do nasladowania
dla transformacji panstwa i spoleczenstwa Jugostawii. Dragomir Bondzi¢ podjat nato-
miast temat organizacji i dzialalnosci aparatu propagandowego Komunistycznej Partii
Jugostawii, tzw. Agitpropu, w latach 1945-1950. Poprzez rézne formy dzialan Agitprop
kreowat pozadany publiczny wizerunek partii oraz jej polityki i ideologii. Tre$¢ tej pro-
pagandy w obserwowanym okresie zmieniala si¢ zgodnie z wewnetrzng i miedzynaro-
dowg sytuacja polityczng oraz gtéwnymi celami i potrzebami politycznymi komunistow.

Martin Garek w swoim artykule starat si¢ scharakteryzowa¢ droge partii komuni-
stycznej do wladzy w Czechostowacji, ze szczegolnym uwzglednieniem Stowacji. Zwrdcit
uwage na stowacka specyfike. Proces przejmowania wladzy przez komunistéw w tym
kraju roznit si¢ bowiem od drogi, jakg przechodzita czeska czes¢ wspolnego panstwa.
Dominujaca sitg polityczng byta Partia Demokratyczna, co stawialo w trudnej sytuacji
Komunistyczng Partie Stowacji. W rezultacie przejmowanie petni wladzy przez komu-
nistéw dokonalo sie w dwoch etapach od jesieni 1947 r. do lutego 1948 r.

Klejd Kéllici podjat probe analizy funkcjonowania systemu obozéw koncentracyjnych
w Albanii w latach 1945-1950. W obozach tych nowo utworzony rezim umieszczal rodziny
i krewnych przeciwnikéw komunizmu. W przeciwienstwie do obozéw pracy obozy kon-
centracyjne byly zarezerwowane dla 0séb starszych, kobiet i dzieci. Represje byly efektem
dziatalnos$ci Dyrektoriatu Bezpieczenstwa Panstwa, okreslanego potocznie jako Sigurimi.

Galyna Starodubets poswiecita swoj tekst analizie roli kobiet w procesie sowietyzacji
réznych regionéw Ukrainy. Poréwnata ze sobg dwa okresy: lata dwudzieste XX w. oraz
pierwsze lata po IT wojnie §wiatowej. W tym drugim przypadku chodzi o zachodnie regio-
ny Ukrainy, nalezace przed wojng do panstwa polskiego. Wtadze sowieckie podejmowaty
rézne dziatania, aby zaangazowa¢ kobiety we wszystkich sferach zycia. Spowodowane to
byto gtéwnie koniecznoscig ich mobilizacji zawodowej w trudnej sytuacji demograficznej
i poszerzeniem zaplecza spolecznego poparcia dla partii komunistyczne;j.

Jiti Urban poddat analizie role tzw. okregowych tréjek bezpieczenstwa i regionalnych
piatek bezpieczenstwa w procesie umacniania wtadzy komunistycznej na obszarach wiej-
skich Czechostowacji. Przedstawil metody i kierunki pracy tych aktywistow w terenie,
zwracajac uwage przede wszystkim na ich role w kolektywizacji rolnictwa i ,eliminowa-
niu wplywoéw kutackich na wsi”

Ostatnie dwa teksty w dziale ,,Studia” dotyczg wybranych aspektéw sytuacji w Polsce
powojennej. Przemystaw Pazik zrekonstruowat trzy dyskursy, ktérymi postugiwali sie



intelektualisci katoliccy w okresie 1945-1953 po to, by wskaza¢, na jakich zasadach
moglaby odbywac¢ sie ich wspélpraca z komunistami: koncepcje katolicyzmu radykal-
nego ks. Henryka Werynskiego, koncepcje chrzescijanskiego socjalizmu grupy ,,Dzi$
iJutro” oraz koncepcje¢ minimalizmu Stanistawa Stommy, rozwijang péZniej wraz z Jerzym
Turowiczem. Analiza tych dyskurséw doprowadzita do wniosku, ze intelektualici kato-
liccy dynamicznie reagowali na zmiany sytuacji polityczne;.

Adam Miodowski przyblizyt zakres partycypacji kobiet w obsadzie organéw parla-
mentarnych oraz wplyw postanek na stanowienie komunistycznego prawodawstwa na
przykladzie reprezentantek Ligi Kobiet w Sejmie Ustawodawczym (1947-1952). Po sfat-
szowanych przez komunistéw w styczniu 1947 r. wyborach do Sejmu Ustawodawczego
mandaty poselskie przypadty 26 kobietom, co stanowilo 5,85 proc. ogétu zasiadajacych
w fawach sejmowych. Rozziew pomiedzy propagandowa narracjg a rzeczywistym wply-
wem kobiet na polityke (rzadzenie) stal sie przyczyna fiaska podejmowanych przez partie
zabiegdw o pozyskanie ,,kobiecych mas” do projektu komunistycznego.

Dzial ,Varia” ma tym razem rozbudowany charakter. Sklada si¢ na niego 13 arty-
kuléw poruszajacych réznorodne zagadnienia zwiazane z historig najnowsza Europy.
Dwa pierwsze teksty dotycza okresu bezposrednio poprzedzajacego wybuch II wojny
$wiatowej. Mariusz Ausz opisal zagadnienie funkcjonowania mlodziezy zydowskiego
pochodzenia w Gimnazjum Handlowym pijaréw w Lidzie w latach 1929-1939. Wojciech
Wichert przeanalizowal obraz Polski w dzienniku wloskiego ministra spraw zagranicz-
nych Galeazza Ciana w latach 1937-1939.

Szes$¢ nastepnych artykuléw poswiecono tematyce zwigzanej z najwigkszym kon-
fliktem w dziejach ludzkosci. Jan Jacek Bruski nakreslif relacje wtadz Polski znajdujg-
cych si¢ na emigracji z rzadem Ukrainiskiej Republiki Ludowej (w okresie od wrze$nia
1939 r. do stycznia 1940 r.). Autor wpisal swoje rozwazania w szerszy kontekst inicjatyw
prometejskich. Jan Szumski i Michael Jonas oméwili historiografie paktu Ribbentrop-
-Molotow. Pierwszy z wymienionych autoréw przyblizyt obraz tego wydarzenia w oficjal-
nej wyktadni sowieckiej oraz w rosyjskiej polityce historycznej; drugi z badaczy przedsta-
wit z kolei obraz paktu w niemieckiej historiografii. Obydwa teksty znakomicie sie uzupet-
niaja, pokazujac szereg punktéw stycznych oraz réznic w ocenach umowy z 23 sierpnia
1939 r. prezentowanych w obiegu publicznym dwdéch naszych najwiekszych sasiadow.
Trzy kolejne artykuly dotycza zagadnien zwigzanych z niemiecka okupacja Polski w okre-
sie IT wojny $wiatowej. Joanna Lubecka opisata role urzednika niemieckiego w systemie
wprowadzonym przez III Rzesze na terenie Polski na przykladzie Josepha Biihlera. Przez
pryzmat loséw jednostkowych mozemy dostrzec, jak funkcjonowata machina biurokra-
tyczna brunatnego okupanta. Maciej Jan Mazurkiewicz omdwil zagadnienia z zakresu
historyczno-prawnej oceny zbrodni niemieckich popetnionych na narodzie polskim
w latach 1939-1945. Roman Wysocki przyblizyt przebieg wysiedlen ludnosci ukrainskiej
przeprowadzonych w dystrykcie lubelskim w latach 1942-1943.

Pie¢ artykuléw z dzialu ,Varia” dotyczy okresu po 1945 r. Te cz¢$¢ numeru otwie-
ra tekst Daniela Koresia Zanim wybuchta afera TUN. Generat Stanistaw Tatar, Komitet
Trzech, fundusz ,,Drawa” i operacja ,,Brzoza” 1944-1947. Trzy kolejne studia zostaly
przygotowane w jezyku angielskim. Dariusz Magier w syntetyczny sposéb przedstawit
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funkcjonowanie nomenklatury komunistycznej w PRL. Pavel Za¢ek nakreslit dzialalnos¢
pionéw kontrwywiadowczych panstw komunistycznych w zakresie zwalczania terrory-
zmu na przykladzie Czechoslowacji w latach osiemdziesigtych. Marek Handerek z kolei
przyblizyt droge do nawigzania stosunkéw dyplomatycznych miedzy Polskg a Republika
Korei. Ostatni z tekstow w tym dziale zostal przygotowany przez Tomasza Koztowskiego.
Historyk z Instytutu Pamigci Narodowej opisal mechanizm uwlaszczenia si¢ nomenkla-
tury, wpisujac go w szeroki kontekst polskiej transformacji ustrojowe;j.

Dziat ,,Dokumenty” sklada si¢ tym razem z dwéch edycji zrédtowych dotyczacych
tematyki koscielnej. Ewelina Slazak podala do druku charakterystyke kluczowej postaci
Episkopatu Polski, bp. Michata Klepacza, przygotowang przez aparat bezpieczenstwa.
Zrédlo zostato poprzedzone obszernym wstepem, w ktérym autorka wpisata edytowany
przez siebie materiat w szeroki kontekst biografii ordynariusza 16dzkiego. Lucja Marek
zamiescila z kolei dokumenty dotyczace rozmowy bp. Herberta Bednorza i kierownika
Wydziatu do Spraw Wyznan Edmunda Laty. Jest to interesujaca perspektywa poréwnaw-
cza, gdyz zaprezentowano notatki obydwu rozméwcow dotyczace przebiegu spotkania
5 marca 1966 r.

Tre$¢ numeru uzupelnia pie¢ recenzji przygotowanych przez: Rafata Leskiewicza,
Dominika Marcinkowskiego, Mirostawa Szumite, Macieja Franza i Jana Zaryna. Do dzia-
tu , Konferencje” weszto tym razem sprawozdanie z konferencji Pierwsza ,,Solidarnos¢”.
Geneza, organizacja, konteksty, zorganizowanej w Gdansku w dniach 2-4 wrzes$nia 2020 r.
(pidra Daniela Czerwinskiego i Mateusza Kubickiego).

Rafat Latka, Mirostaw Szumito
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UWARUNKOWANIA MIEDZYNARODOWE
I WEWNETRZNE PRZEJMOWANIA WEADZY
W POLSCE PRZEZ PARTIE KOMUNISTYCZNA

D la wspdlczesnego historyka truizmem jest stwierdzenie, ze instalacja wtadzy komu-
nistycznej w Polsce byla zdeterminowana przez czynnik zewnetrzny, czyli polityke ZSRS.
Analizy wymaga strategia i taktyka dzialania Moskwy na tym polu, zaréwno na gruncie
miedzynarodowym, jak i wewnetrznym naszego kraju. Szczegdlnie jest to istotne dla
okresu pierwszych lat po zakonczeniu IT wojny §wiatowej. Poza czynnikami politycznymi
nie mozna réwniez poming¢ uwarunkowan spofecznych i gospodarczych, ktére aktywnie
wplywaly na proces przejmowania wladzy przez komunistow.

Ludzko$ci od zawsze towarzyszyty dwa marzenia — o $wiecie sprawiedliwym i rozum-
nym. O takiej rzeczywisto$ci méwil juz Platon. Pragnienia te zwigzane sa immanentnie
z niezadowoleniem z kondycji indywidualnej i zbiorowej czlowieka. Ich wlasciwe spet-
nienie obiecywal komunizm i jego ideologia, gloszaca hasta humanizmu, sprawiedliwo-
$ci i wolnosci. Szczegoélnego znaczenia nabrato to w latach Wielkiego Kryzysu lat trzy-
dziestych XX w., gdy cze$¢ tzw. zwyklych ludzi zaczeta rozpatrywac sytuacje z punktu
widzenia wyboru pomiedzy wariantami, jakie funkcjonowaly w dwczesnym $wiecie. Gdy
zawiodly kapitalizm i liberalna demokracja w latach miedzywojennych, dla wielu ludzi
komunizm moégt poczatkowo jawi¢ sie jako interesujaca perspektywa. Miedzywojenna
Europa, poza Wielka Brytanig, Skandynawig, Czechami, nie byta demokratyczna.
Stwarzalo to korzystny klimat dla rzagdéw autorytarnych i dyktatorskich. Na zachodzie
Europy, gdzie komunizm byl albo abstrakcyjng ideg, albo doswiadczeniem obcym, mato
znanym i postrzeganym przez okulary ideologiczne, zafascynowana nim byta czes¢ inte-
lektualistow. Podobnie komunistyczng ,,nowa wiare” przyjmowaly niektore ich kregi na
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wschodzie Europy, gdzie stawal si¢ dramatycznym wydarzeniem historycznym.
Doséwiadczenie spoleczne II wojny rodzito tendencje do relatywizowania czy pomniej-
szania zbrodni komunistycznych z uwagi na to, co przyniosta praktyka niemieckich rzg-
dow okupacyjnych. W Polsce oczekiwania i nadzieja na zbawczg misj¢ komunizmu miaty
zdecydowanie marginalny charakter. Wies$ poktadata nadzieje w ludowym agraryzmie,
miasta za$ pociagaly idee socjalistyczne i narodowodemokratyczne'. Z drugiej strony
w ksztaltowaniu nastrojow w kraju czynnikiem sprzyjajacym Moskwie bylo doswiadcze-
nie kleski Powstania Warszawskiego i postanowien konferencji w Jalcie. A to generowa-
o do$¢ powszechne zwatpienie, jezeli nie rozczarowanie do Zachodu - tym silniejsze,
im bardziej bezkrytycznie wierzono i pokladano nadzieje w korzystne dla Polski dziata-
nia anglosaskich sojusznikéw. Dla posunieé¢ podejmowanych przez Moskwe istotne jest
rozroznienie okresu migedzy dwiema wojnami §wiatowymi i poczynan podejmowanych
przez Jozefa Stalina i jego dyplomacje po wybuchu wojny niemiecko-sowieckiej w czerw-
cu 1941 r. Polska kampania Armii Czerwonej w 1920 r. i fiasko wyprawy na Zachod
poprzez ,trupa bialej Polski”, a takze upadek sowieckich dyktatur w Bawarii i na Wegrzech
zmusily bolszewikéw do odlozenia plandéw rewolucji europejskiej. W latach dwudzie-
stych XX w. rosyjski imperializm byl przestoniety propaganda internacjonalizmu.
W 1922 r. z inicjatywy Lenina sekretarzem generalnym partii bolszewickiej zostaje Jozef
Stalin, ktéry w nastepnych latach bedzie formowal swéj obdz polityczny pod hastami
»budowy socjalizmu w jednym kraju”, wbrew trockistowkiej tezie o koniecznos$ci rewo-
lucji $wiatowej. Pokdj ryski oznaczal, ze zamiary Moskwy staly sie bardziej ukryte jako
tajne projekty lub symulacje wydarzen. ZSRS nadal otwarcie dazyt do zlikwidowania
Polski lub jej radykalnego ustrojowego przeksztalcenia. Okres ten zakonczyl si¢ 17 wrzes-
nia 1939 r. Po tej dacie postawa Moskwy ewoluowala i mozna ja rozwaza¢ w odniesieniu
do przyszlosci Polski w wariancie cato$ciowej inkorporacji badz wlaczenia przynajmniej
cze$ci ziem II RP w sktad Zwiagzku Sowieckiego i pelnego politycznego uzaleznienia
okrojonego terytorialnie tworu panstwowego. Wszystkie te mozliwo$ci mogly sie nawza-
jem przenika¢?. Za element przyblizajacy do realizacji kazdego z tych celéw nalezy uzna¢
decyzje Stalina z marca 1940 r. o rozstrzelaniu tysiecy polskich oficeréw internowanych
w ZSRS (zbrodnia katyniska). Rok pdzniej nastgpilto kolejne i zarazem ostateczne dopre-
cyzowanie planéw Moskwy wobec Polski. Ich cezurg stal sie wybuch wojny niemiecko-
-sowieckiej 22 czerwca 1941 r. Dla przyszlosci Polski najwieksze znacznie mial tworzacy
sie wowczas nowy uklad geopolityczny. Stalin szukajac wojskowej pomocy i dyploma-
tycznego aliansu z Wielkg Brytanig i USA, rezygnuje z gloszenia hasta wymazania Polski
(alianta Londynu, a pdzniej Waszyngtonu) z mapy Europy. Czyni to z utylitarnych powo-
déw. Moskwa nie moze pozwoli¢ sobie na zignorowanie propolskiej postawy elit poli-
tycznych i opinii publicznej panstw Zachodu. Moglyby one sta¢ sie istotng przeszkoda
w realizacji z nimi porozumienia bedacego od lata 1941 r. warunkiem sine qua non dal-

! M. Kornat, Antykomunizm i antysowietyzm w polskiej mysli politycznej podczas II wojny swiatowej [w:]
Antykomunizm Polakéw w XX wieku, red. P. Kardela, K. Sacewicz, Biatystok-Olsztyn-Warszawa 2019, s. 199-238.

2 Zwigzek Radziecki wobec krajéw Europy Srodkowej i Wschodniej 1920-1991, red. J. Diec, A. Tyszkiewicz,
Krakéw 2005.
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szego istnienia ZSRS. To tutaj doszukiwalbym sie réwniez jednego z motywéw uporczy-
wego i bezwzglednego utajania przez Moskwe prawdziwych sprawcéw zbrodni katynskiej.
W efekcie mamy podpisanie ukladu Sikorski-Majski oraz wizyte premiera i Naczelnego
Wodza RP gen. Wtadystawa Sikorskiego w Moskwie w grudniu 1941 r. Nalezy uznad¢, ze
jest to decydujacy moment, w ktérym wariant stworzenia przez Kreml z Polski tzw.
17 republiki przestaje na trwate funkcjonowac¢ jako strategiczny cel ZSRS. Zastepuje go
konsekwentnie realizowany program trwalego uzaleznienia kraju nad Wista od wschod-
niego sgsiada. Tym bardziej ze Zwiazek Sowiecki podpisal Karte Atlantycka, méwiaca
m.in. o nienaruszalnos$ci granic z 1941 r. Dokument tym samym odbierajacy Polsce Kresy
byt jednoczesnie sprzeczny z ideg wcielenia naszego kraju do ZSRS. W tymze okresie
Stalin zajal elastyczne stanowisko w sprawie granic Polski, okreslajac problem mianem
»otwartego™. W 1944 r. wiceminister spraw zagranicznych ZSRS Iwan Majski progno-
zowal w swojej notatce, ze wszystkie kraje europejskie w przysztosci stang si¢ panstwami
komunistycznymi, ale jest to perspektywa co najmniej trzech dziesigcioleci. Postulowal,
by nie roznieca¢ ,,proletariackich rewolucji” w Europie Wschodniej i zachowa¢ dobre
stosunki z zachodnimi panstwami demokratycznymi*. O ile w okresie 1939-1941 pod-
stawowg forma ekspansji ZSRS byto bezposrednie poszerzanie jego granic (polskie Kresy,
Besarabia, panstwa baltyckie), to w trakcie II wojny strategia ta ulegala istotnej modyfi-
kacji. Inkorporacja Polski mialaby niekorzystne konsekwencje wewnetrzne dla panstwa
sowieckiego. Przyniostaby procentowe zredukowanie Rosjan do odsetka mniejszego niz
50 proc. w skali ZSRS. Byloby to sprzeczne z realizowang wtedy przez Kreml polityka
podkreslania i intensyfikowania rosyjskiego charakteru sowieckiego panstwa. I miatoby
z tego punktu widzenia dlugofalowo negatywne skutki. Tworzenie wielkiej struktury
terytorialnej stawalo si¢ dysfunkcjonalne i nalezalto przygotowac inny system sowieckiej
dominacji i kontroli. Wéréd potencjalnych aktywdw Kremla istotnych dla realizacji jego
polityki uzalezniania Polski umiescilbym réwniez aspekt wewnetrzny. Byt on oczywiscie
wtdrny wobec znaczenia pozycji gléwnego decydenta - Zwigzku Sowieckiego. Jak trafnie
konstatujg Edyta Chrobaczynska-Plucinska i Jacek Chrobaczynski: ,,Katastrofa 1939 r.
zniszczyla dotychczasowy porzadek rzeczy, rytm codziennosci i $wigtecznosci, tak pan-
stwowy, jak i spoleczny, ale réwniez indywidualny. Zniszczyta rytm prawno-moralny™.
Proces poglebita dlugotrwata okupacja, zapoczatkowujac przemiany struktur gospodar-
czo-spotecznych. Istotnych zmian w tej sferze potrzebowala dominujgca w kraju ludnosé¢
wiejska, jak i liczna spotecznos¢ matomiasteczkowa. Wyznacznikiem ich pozycji byla
bieda z okresu miedzywojnia, poglebiona w latach 1939-1945. Radykalizowata ona posta-
wy polskiego spoteczenstwa, ktore jednoczesnie pod wptywem realiéw okupacji ulegato

* H. Kissinger, Dyplomacja, thum. S. Glabinski, G. Wozniak, I. Zych, Warszawa 1996, s. 441-443; R.C. Raack,
Polska i Europa w planach Stalina, ttum. P. Koscinski, Warszawa 1997, s. 78 i n.

¢+ H. Bartosiewicz, Polityka Zwigzku Sowieckiego wobec patistw Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej w latach 1944~
1948, Warszawa 1999, s. 31-33.

> E. Chrobaczynska-Plucinska, J. Chrobaczynski, Dlaczego PPR w okresie 1944-1948 zmonopolizowata wla-
dze w Polsce, spacyfikowata paristwo i zniewolita spoteczeristwo? [w:] Wiecej niz partia. PZPR a polityka, gospodarka
i spoleczeristwo 1948-1990, red. A. Dziuba, B. Tracz, Katowice-Warszawa 2017, s. 29 i n.
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demokratyzacji®. Polscy komunisci na wyrazne zyczenie Moskwy od czaséw Polskiego
Komitetu Wyzwolenia Narodowego beda propagandowo legitymizowa¢ w oczach spo-
teczenstwa swoja wladze hastami i programami reform, ktére miaty zmieni¢ hamujaca
rozwoj strukture spoleczna. II wojna $wiatowa do$¢ powszechnie uwydatnita potrzebe
podporzadkowania jednostkowych i grupowych intereséw spoteczenstwa interesowi
panstwa. Po wojnie program upanstwowienia wielkiej wtasnosci i polityke gospodarcze-
go etatyzmu glosili nie tylko komunisci, ale takze socjalisci i czes$¢ chrzescijanskich
demokratéw. A nawet u tych, ktorzy byli przeciw upanstwowieniu, pojawilo sie hasto
tzw. spolecznej gospodarki rynkowej. Od poczatkéw przejmowania wladzy przez partie
komunistyczng pojawiaja sie hasta ziemi dla chlopéw, sprawiedliwosci spotecznej, row-
nosci szans, dostepu do oswiaty, powszechnej stuzby zdrowia. Wspomniane aktywa,
ktérymi dysponowali Sowieci, pozwolily na stworzenie w okresie tzw. Polski Lubelskiej
trwalych podstaw komunistycznego systemu wladzy Polsce. Strategia walki o wladze
narzucona przez czynniki sowieckie decydowata o formach i metodach dzialania partii
komunistycznej w Polsce. Hegemonia Polskiej Partii Robotniczej/Polskiej Zjednoczonej
Partii Robotniczej w systemie wladzy, stworzona w latach 1944-1948 w oparciu o sowie-
ckie bagnety i zreczng socjotechnike, nie zostata podwazona przez ponad cztery dzie-
sieciolecia’. Od poczatku 1944 r. Moskwa narzucata podporzadkowanym i dzialajacym
konspiracyjnie na obszarze Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej partiom komunistycznym
koncepcje budowania platformy porozumienia z jak najszerszym kregiem politycznych
ugrupowan, ktore stoja na gruncie walki z Niemcami. Drogowskazem dla lokalnych
partii komunistycznych pozostawal nadal program budowy ,,panstwa demokracji ludo-
wej” opracowany przez VII Kongres Kominternu latem 1935 r. ,,Panstwo demokracji
ludowej” w teorii réznilo si¢ znacznie od ,,pafistwa socjalistycznego” (czyli modelu ZSRS),
poniewaz mialo by¢ forma przejsciowa od kapitalizmu do socjalizmu na drodze niere-
wolucyjnej transformacji. Ostateczne cele partii komunistycznych mialy by¢ ukryte pod
hastami narodowymi. Tak zwany szeroki front narodowy obejmowaé mial warstwy
drobnomieszczanstwa, a nawet, w przypadku Polski, grupy ,,posiadaczy ziemskich” oraz
tzw. demokratyczne elementy z rzagdu RP w Londynie. Ta nowa koncepcja Moskwy,
bedaca uelastycznieniem taktyki, a nie zmiang jako$ciowa, zderzala si¢ z kompletnym
nieprzygotowaniem mentalnym szeregéw czltonkowskich PPR w kraju. Dla niektérych
dzialaczy zakrawala ona na polityczng prowokacje. Przed wybuchem wojny celem
Komunistycznej Partii Polski byto doprowadzenie do inkorporacji Polski do ZSRS
w ramach kolejnej sowieckiej republiki. Takie oczekiwania polskich komunistéw ujaw-
nily sie rowniez w okresie IT wojny i wystepowaly latem 1944 r., po wkroczeniu Sowietéw
na ziemie polskie na zachdd od Bugu. Bardzo wyraznie sprawozdawal o tym Georgi
Dymitrowowi (w rzeczywistoéci Jakubowi Bermanowi) w marcu 1944 r. kierujacy partia
komunistyczng Wiadyslaw Gomulka, piszac, ze spora czg$¢ polskich komunistéw chcia-

¢ 'W. Wrzesinski, Przyczynki do historii powstania spolecznego i gospodarczego programu odrodzonej Polski
w latach drugiej wojny swiatowej [w:] Od Pitsudskiego do Walgsy. Studia z dziejéw Polski w XX wieku. Ksigga jubi-
leuszowa w 70 rocznice urodzin prof. Andrzeja Paczkowskiego, Warszawa 2008, s. 110-112.

7 J. Wrona, System partyjny w Polsce 1944-1950. Miejsce - funkcje — relacje partii politycznych w warunkach
budowy i utrwalania systemu totalitarnego, wyd. 2, Lublin 1997, s. 108-116.
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fa realizacji ustrojowych wzorcow sowieckich i uwazata, ze wszelakie gloszone propa-
gandowo przez partie ,,hasta walki o demokratyczna Polske pomy$lane sg przez partie
tylko jako hasta taktyczne na okres okupacji niemieckiej, po usunieciu ktorej partia
wysunie hasta Polski sowieckiej”. Konkludowal w swym raporcie, ze dla wielu cztonkéw
PPR ,,Polska moze by¢ tylko reakcyjna albo sowiecka. Posredniego etapu historycznego
nie widzg”®. Taka postawe wladze w Moskwie potepialy i klasyfikowaly jako ,,sekciarska”
Bylo nig takze publiczne wysuwanie haset Polski Ludowej i nacjonalizacji, w tym konfi-
skaty dobr koscielnych. To na osobiste zyczenie Stalina odstgpiono od tego postulatu
w przygotowywanym w Moskwie projekcie przeprowadzenia reformy rolnej w Polsce’.
Problem nie zniknie calkowicie w kolejnych latach i tzw. sekciarsko$¢ komunistéw bedzie
sie pojawiaé. Probujac pacyfikowaé Zzywe w PPR dazenia i nastroje, by w pelni naslado-
waé ZSRS, Berman, czlonek $cistego kierownictwa partii, w czerwcu 1946 r pisak:
»Niejeden wychowany na ksigzkach Lenina, Stalina zapyta »wiec jednakze u nas bedzie
inna linia rozwoju niz w Zwigzku Radzieckim, wigc my omijamy dyktature proletariatu,
wiec my pomijamy Sowiety?« odpowiadamy »Tak. U nas bedzie odmienna demokracja,
inna droga do socjalizmu niz byla w ZSRR« [...]. My bedziemy rozwija¢ nasza demo-
kracje ludowa bez dyktatury proletariatu. [...]. Stalin wskazywal, Ze nie chodzi o to Zeby
jaki$ schemat wciska¢ do danego kraju ale szukaé najrozumniejszego rozwigzania w opar-
ciu o zatozenia marksistowskie™°. Przywddca ZSRS chcial poczatkowo zachowac
zewnetrzne oznaki samodzielnosci panstw wyzwolonych przez Armi¢ Czerwong spod
niemieckiej okupacji badz pokonanych przez nig w wyniku kleski III Rzeszy. Decydowaly
o tym wzgledy miedzynarodowe i kalkulacje, by nie zrywa¢ korzystnej dla ZSRS wspot-
pracy z mocarstwami anglosaskimi. W latach 1944-1947 Moskwa zwalczata wszelkie
dziatania, ktére mozna by uznaé w sferze propagandowej za dazenie do sowietyzacji
Polski. Propagowanie kolektywizacji rolnictwa czy hasel walki z Kosciolem uznawane
byto za tzw. wroga propagande. Jej gloszenie zagrozone bylo wysokimi karami wigzienia
z karg $mierci wlacznie. Zachowano wiele elementéw gospodarki rynkowej, zas w Polsce
dokonano radykalnej reformy rolnej, ktéra miescita si¢ w tzw. kanonie przeksztalcen
burzuazyjnych. Jednoczesnie Kreml zachecal, by komunisci odwotywali sie do wybra-
nych tzw. postepowych watkow i postaci polskiej tradycji narodowej. Te proby dezorien-
tacji opinii publicznej w kraju i na Zachodzie nie przynosity efektéw w srodowiskach,
ktore byty zaangazowane politycznie w okresie formowania i funkcjonowania Polskiego

¢ Cyt. za: ibidem, s. 30; R. Spatek, U Zrédet partii. Z dziejéw konfliktow personalno-ideowych w kierownictwie
PPR [w:] Elity komunistyczne w Polsce, red. M. Szumito, M. Zukowski, Warszawa-Lublin 2015, s. 140-146.

° ,Projekt reformy rolnej byt bardzo szeroko omawiany nie tylko w naszych kotach, ale konsultowaliémy sie
w tej sprawie ze Stalinem i on sie tymi sprawami interesowal. Stalin wnidst poprawke dotyczaca nacjonalizacji dobr
koscielnych. Zwrdcit uwage, ze w katolickiej Polsce konfiskata dobr koécielnych moze wywotaé duze oburzenie
i nie nalezy od tego zaczyna¢. Pamietam, ze stanowisko Stalina odnosnie ziem poklasztornych i dobr koécielnych
bardzo nas zaskoczyto, bo ja wcale nie wiem, czy w sytuacji kiedy polski kler uwazal, ze z chwilg przyjscia Czerwo-
nej Armii wezmg go za gardlo i w ogéle, to czy ograniczenie wlasnosci koscielnej wywotatoby wstrzgs i taki protest”
(Wspomnienia W. Wasilewskiej, ,, Archiwum Ruchu Robotniczego” 1982, t. 7, s. 402).

' Archiwum Akt Nowych w Warszawie (dalej: AAN), Spuscizna Jakuba Bermana, 325/21, Stenogram
wyktadu na temat ,,Bankructwo polityki reakcyjnej i zwyciestwo demokracji ludowej” wygloszonego 3.06.1946,
k. 154-164. Por. ]. Wrona, System partyjny..., s. 165.
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Panstwa Podziemnego. Nie miat ztudzen anonimowy autor artykutu pt. Sowietyza-
cja Polski, zamieszczonego w bezdebitowym pismie ,,Echa Le$ne” wydawanym przez
Zrzeszenie ,Wolno$¢ i Niezawisto$¢”, ktdry w sierpniu 1946 r. profetycznie pisat: ,,Droga
do ktorej dazy Rosja do zsowietyzowania Polski podzielona jest na etapy ze wzgledu tak
na zagranice jak i spoteczenstwo polskie. Obecnie panuje tzw. etap demokracji, wszyst-
ko to z powodu chwilowych wzgledéw taktycznych odbywa si¢ pod maska »demokracji«
i rzekomej suwerenno$ci Polski. Cel ostateczny pozostaje ten sam, stworzenie z Polski
siedemnastej republiki, bazy wypadowej do dalszych panstw”!. Stalin uwazal, Ze powo-
jenne antagonizmy spoteczne w Europie zadzialajg korzystnie dla dlugofalowych inte-
resow politycznych ZSRS. Prognozowal, ze w gronie panstw zachodnich bedg potegowaé
sie napiecia polityczne, ktore wrecz moga doprowadzi¢ do konfliktu miedzy nimi. W opi-
nii generalissimusa rewolucje proletariackie nastapiag w odpowiedniej chwili, muszg by¢
jednak poprzedzone rewolucjg burzuazyjng, ktéra na analizowanym obszarze jeszcze nie
nastgpita'?. O zwycigskim finale II wojny $wiatowej przesadzilo trzech ludzi, ktérzy
uksztaltowali $wiat na nastepne potwiecze. Winston Churchill, Franklin Delano Roosevelt
i Stalin realizowali diametralnie odmienne cele wojenne. Wielka Brytania gotowa byla
zaplaci¢ kazdg cene za podtrzymanie sowieckiego wysitku wojennego, by odwréci¢ od
siebie grozbe inwazji niemieckiej oraz zachowa¢ imperium kolonialne. Stany Zjednoczone
wyszly z izolacji, by pokona¢ panstwa Osi Berlin-Rzym-Tokio, ale nie mialy jasnej wizji
swego miejsca w przyszlym $wiecie. Roosevelt dazyl do przebudowy $wiata, utworzenia
miedzynarodowej organizacji przekreslajacej mozliwo$¢ nowej wojny. W tym okresie
zachodni partnerzy niewiele wiedzieli o intencjach Stalina. Doraznym celem ZSRS, pan-
stwa o ustroju totalitarnym, bylo odparcie najazdu III Rzeszy. W dalszej perspektywie
Stalin widzial w wojnie szanse¢ na ekspansje komunistycznego imperium. Upadek syste-
mu wersalskiego stwarzal perspektywe, ze po zakonczeniu wojny Kreml bedzie decydo-
wal o nowym europejskim porzadku. Do popularnosci ZSRS i Stalina bardzo przyczy-
nili si¢ Roosevelt i Churchill, uczestniczac w konferencjach w Teheranie i Jalcie. Porzucono
woéwczas brytyjski plan ofensywy batkanskiej i uzgodniono monopol dziatan sowieckich
na froncie wschodnim oraz anglo-amerykanskich na froncie zachodnim. Na konferencji
jaltanskiej Anglosasi uznali istnienie europejskich intereséw ZSRS i faktyczne prawo do
jego strefy wptywéw w Europie Srodkowo-Wschodniej. Te spotkania okre$lano sloga-
nem, ze oto spotykaja si¢ przedstawiciele trzech wielkich demokracji. Uznawano, Ze Stalin
jest postacig réwnej im rangi — politycznej i moralnej. Przywodce ZSRS pokochano
w Stanach Zjednoczonych do tego stopnia, ze okreslano go pieszczotliwie jako ,Wujka
Joe” - ,Uncle Joe”. Prasa uczynita z niego swoistego bohatera. Nieprzypadkowo Zwigzek
Sowiecki okreslano w USA jako wielka demokracje, II wojne $wiatowa za$ jako wojne
demokracji z faszyzmem?®. Stalin mdg} sie przedstawia¢ jako wodz mocarstwa, ktore
uchronilo Europe od faszyzmu i ktorego wojska wkroczyly do Berlina. Postawa Wielkiej

"' AAN, Ministerstwo Informacji i Propagandy, 823, Mf 28990, k. 262.

2 A. Applebaum, Za zelazng kurtyng. Ujarzmienie Europy Wschodniej 1944-1956, ttum. B. Gadomska, War-
szawa 2013, s. 27.

3 H. Kissinger, Dyplomacja..., s. 452-454.
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Brytanii i USA szczegélnie w schylkowym okresie wojny stwarzata Moskwie wrecz
komfortowe warunki do wykorzystania mozliwoéci uzaleznienia Europy Srodkowo-
Wschodniej, bowiem ta cz¢s¢ kontynentu nie cieszyla sie specjalnym zainteresowaniem
mocarstw anglosaskich. Dla ich intereséw byl to obszar peryferyjny. W potaczeniu z usil-
nym dazeniem prezydenta USA, by utrzymac powojenng wspdtprace z Moskwa, dawa-
to to Sowietom od wiosny 1944 r. przez kilka miesi¢cy pelng swobode dziatania na tere-
nach zajetych przez Armie Czerwong. Anglosasi oczekiwali, ze dominacja sowiecka w tej
cze$ci Europy przybierze forme tzw. finlandyzacji panistw tego obszaru. Postepowanie
Moskwy, wymuszajace silg polityczne podporzadkowanie kolejnych krajow, rozczaro-
walo jej sprzymierzencoéw'. Zakonczenie wojny w Europie i przejecie prezydentury
w USA przez Harryego S. Trumana spowodowalo zmiane nastawienia mocarstw anglo-
saskich do ZSRS. Nie zmienito to jednak istniejacych faktéw — nowego powojennego
porzadku teheransko-jattansko-poczdamskiego. Jakimi aktywami dysponowata Moskwa
w momencie przystapienia do realizacji planu uzaleznienia od siebie krajéw Europy
Srodkowo-Wschodniej? Najwazniejszy byt zwycieski od 1943 r. marsz na zachéd Armii
Czerwonej i zajecie przez nig w koncowej fazie II wojny wszystkich ziem, ktére tworzy-
ty pdzniejszy nowy ksztalt terytorialny poszczegdlnych panstw tego obszaru. U schytku
IT wojny $wiatowej Armia Czerwona wkroczylta na tereny Polski, Wegier, Rumunii,
Czechoslowacji, Bulgarii. Kolejnym aktywem bylo przejmowanie pelnej kontroli nad
krajami wyzwalanymi spod okupacji niemieckiej. W warunkach wojennych komendan-
tury wojskowe Armii Czerwonej posiadaly nieograniczong wladze. Sowieci przy pomo-
cy miejscowych komunistéw oraz funkcjonariuszy partyjnych przeszkolonych w Moskwie
zainstalowali wlasne kluczowe instrumenty sprawowania wladzy: ministerstwo spraw
wewnetrznych i aparat bezpieczenstwa, ktory zaczal od poczatku stosowa’ terror, oraz
przejeli kontrole nad narodowymi armiami. Do tego dochodzili sowieccy doradcy, kto-
rzy w sposob bezposredni sprawowali kontrole nad lokalnymi strukturami tworzonego
przez komunistow aparatu wladzy. Powolana w pazdzierniku 1944 r. specjalnie do walki
z polskim antykomunistycznym podziemiem 64. Zbiorcza Dywizja Wojsk Wewnetrznych
NKWD stala si¢ jednym z filaréw systemu represji w Polsce. Dzialata nad Wista do
stycznia 1947 r., do czasu przeprowadzenia sfalszowanych wyboréw do Sejmu
Ustawodawczego. Wspomagalo ja w 1945 r. kolejnych pie¢ dywizji tej formacji, w tym
62. Dywizja $ciggnieta latem z Moldawii do Bialegostoku'>. Wszystkie miaty obowiazek
zwalczania polskiego niepodlegtosciowego podziemia. Poza Polska najwieksze sity sowie-
ckiej armii stacjonowaly w Rumunii i na Wegrzech. Z Jugostawii wycofano je w listo-
padzie 1944 r., z Czechostowacji zas$ w grudniu 1945 r. Dalo to Stalinowi skuteczne instru-
menty do tworzenia trwalych podstaw uzaleznienia politycznego, gospodarczego i spo-
tecznego Polski i pozostatych krajow tej czesci Europy. W Polsce armia sowiecka stacjo-
nowata do 1993 r. Nie mniej istotne bylo przejecie kontroli nad §rodkami publicznego

4 Ibidem, s. 466-467.

> N. Pietrow, Dziatalnos¢ NKWD w Polsce w latach 1944-1945 [w:] W drodze do wladzy. Struktury komu-
nistyczne realizujgce polityke Rosji Sowieckiej i ZSRS wobec Polski (1917-1945), red. E. Kowalczyk, K. Rokicki,
Warszawa 2019, s. 531-546.
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przekazu, ktore stawaly si¢ gtownymi instrumentami komunistycznej propagandy.
W powojennych realiach stanowily je prasa i radio. Komunisci wierzyli w moc sprawcza
wlasnej agitacji i do pewnego okresu osiggali na tym polu sukces, bowiem na spoteczne
postrzeganie rzeczywisto$ci duzy psychologiczny wplyw wywierala hekatomba IT wojny
$wiatowej. W efekcie partie komunistyczne stworzyly przy pomocy Kremla w pelni kon-
trolowang przestrzen do realizacji dalszych etapéw konsolidacji swojej wladzy. W realiach
naszego kraju proces ten dokonat si¢ w trakcie funkcjonowania PKWN (lipiec-grudzien
1944 r.) i budowania podstaw ustrojowych tzw. Polski Lubelskiej. Zwigzek Sowiecki bez
wigkszego sprzeciwu uzyskat zgode zachodnich aliantéw na wchloniecie krajow battyckich
i czesci terytorium Polski, na stworzenie strefy bezpieczenstwa z podporzadkowanych
Moskwie panstw Europy Wschodniej, z oparciem o lini¢ Laby. W Azji pod jego kontrole
dostaly si¢ Wyspy Kurylskie, Sachalin, Korea Péinocna. Formalny status miedzynarodo-
wy panstw wiaczanych do strefy sowieckiej nie miat wigkszego znaczenia. Kreml bez
wiekszego problemu uzaleznil zaréwno kraje sojusznicze (Polska, Czechostowacja,
Jugostawia), jak i byle panstwa satelickie Osi, podlegajace rezimom rozejmowym (Wegry,
Rumunia, Bulgaria). Dotyczylo to krajéw o tradycyjnie antysowieckim nastawieniu, w kto-
rych komunisci stanowili zupelny margines (Polska, Rumunia, Wegry), jak i tych, w kto-
rych silne byly tendencje filorosyjskie, a komunisci posiadali wczeéniej lub osiagneli
w czasie wojny znaczace wplywy (Bulgaria, Czechostowacja i ze swoja specyfika
Jugostawia)'¢. To wowczas zaczela si¢ urzeczywistnia¢ koncepcja tzw. imperium zewnetrz-
nego, czyli stworzenia wzdtuz zachodniej i poludniowej granicy ZSRS systemu panstw
zaleznych od Moskwy. Projekt miat charakter otwarty i nie precyzowatl doktadnie prob-
lemu wszystkich granic. Opracowania prominentnych sowieckich dyplomatéw (Iwan
Majski, Maksim Litwinow, Andriej Gromyko) z okresu styczen 1944 — styczen 1945 r.
wskazujg, ze powinny one obejmowa¢é Europe Srodkowo-Wschodnig oraz wariantowo
Turcje, Szwecje, Norwegie, Austrie i Jugostawie'’. Realizacje tych zamierzen uzalezniano
od rozwoju wydarzen wojennych i w nie mniejszym stopniu od reakeji zachodnich sojusz-
nikéw. Nowa koncepcja Kremla miata decydujace znaczenie dla dalszego rozwoju wyda-
rzen nie tylko w Polsce, ale rowniez w pozostatych krajach Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej.
Warunkiem podstawowym jej realizacji byto podporzadkowanie sobie Polski. Przekreslato
to szanse na odzyskanie przez nig po II wojnie niepodleglosci i suwerennosci. Wida¢ tu
ciaglo$¢ polityki Moskwy, az od czaséw Piotra I. Uzalezniona Warszawa byta niezbedna
ZSRS z przyczyn geopolitycznych, mozliwo$ci zbrojnego dotarcia do granic III Rzeszy
i przysztego wptywu na losy Europy. Formula, charakter, stopien podporzadkowania kon-
kretyzowaly sie w kolejnych miesiacach i latach II wojny $wiatowej i po jej zakonczeniu.
Dotyczylo to calego obszaru Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej. Réznice w tempie i metodach

16 A. Koryn, Migdzy Wschodem a Zachodem. Migdzynarodowe aspekty sowietyzacji Europy Srodkowowschod-
niej 1944-1947, ,Mazowieckie Studia Humanistyczne” 2001, nr 37/2, s. 37-50.

7 Za miarodajng mozna uzna¢ opinie jednego z wysokich ranga sowieckich dyplomatéw, Iwana Majskiego,
ktory 10 stycznia 1944 r. pisal w notatce adresowanej do ministra spraw zagranicznych Wiaczestawa Molotowa
o przyszlym, powojennym ksztalcie Polski: ,,Celem ZSRR powinno by¢ stworzenie niezawislej i zdolnej do zycia
Polski, ale nie jesteSmy zainteresowani, aby to byta Polska zbyt wielka i nazbyt silna” (cyt. za: H. Bartosiewicz,
Polityka Zwigzku Sowieckiego..., s. 14in.).
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narzucania systemu sowieckiego wynikaty bardziej z taktycznego uwzgledniania przez
Moskwe kontekstu miedzynarodowego lat 1945-1947 niz ze specyfiki sytuacji wewnetrz-
nej tych krajow. Kluczowe znaczenie dla realizacji planéw Moskwy mial podporzadko-
wany jej ruch komunistyczny. Powolanie w 1920 r. Miedzynarodéwki Komunistycznej
oznaczato powstanie jednolitej, hierarchicznie zbudowanej i scentralizowanej partii, ktéra
dysponowata sekcjami narodowymi. W konsekwencji KPP byla w pelni podporzadko-
wana decyzjom podejmowanym przez Komitet Wykonawczy MK. Dotyczylo to rdwniez
PPR, wylonionej z formalnej inicjatywy MK. Rozwigzanie Kominternu w maju 1943 r.
nie zmienilo relacji Moskwy z partiami komunistycznymi, bowiem agendy MK przejat
Wydzial Informacji Miedzynarodowej przy Komitecie Centralnym Wszechzwiazkowej
Komunistycznej Partii (bolszewikow). Od podleglych sobie struktur Moskwa wymagata
jednolitych form zachowan politycznych. Po formalnym zawieszeniu, a faktycznym zerwa-
niu przez ZSRS stosunkdw z rzadem RP w Londynie w 1943 r., to Stalin inicjowat powo-
tanie Zwiazku Patriotéw Polskich. Osobiscie zadecydowal o nazwie tej organizacji, co nie
nalezy traktowac jako przypadku. Jej organem prasowym zostat tygodnik ,Wolna Polska”%.
Do pdznej wiosny 1944 r. Moskwa hamowala inicjatywy polskich komunistéw, by wyto-
ni¢ quasi-rzadowy organ, ktéry formalnie miatby przejmowac wladze w Polsce w momen-
cie wyzwalania spod okupacji niemieckiej ziem polskich na zachéd od Bugu. Wanda
Wasilewska, bardzo wydatnie zaangazowana w owym czasie w sprawy budowania na
terenie ZSRS struktur przyszlej komunistycznej wtadzy w Polsce, w swojej relacji mocno
podkresla, ze gléwng przyczyng takiej postawy byly obawy Stalina przed negatywng reak-
cja zachodnich sojusznikéw®. Istotny instrument w rekach Kremla stanowilo dzialajace
niejawnie na terenie ZSRS (do lipca 1944 r.) Centralne Biuro Komunistéw Polski, ktérego
czlonkowie odegraja w Polsce kluczowq role w realizacji dyrektyw Moskwy oraz w walce
0 powojenne przywodztwo w partii komunistycznej®. Jak juz wspomniatem, koncepcja
inkorporacji Polski do ZSRS nie byla celem Moskwy od jesieni 1941 r. Podpisujac 26
i27lipca 1944 r. uktady z PKWN, bez wzgledu na jego fikcyjng polityczng reprezentatyw-
nos¢, Kreml formalnie dezaktualizowat koncepcje odbudowy Polski jako sowieckiej repub-
liki?!. Majac pewnos¢, ze pozostanie ona w sferze jego wpltywow, obiecal komunistom
przytaczenie do Polski wschodnich obszaréw Niemiec.

Na tym gruncie pojawiajg si¢ bledne opinie, funkcjonujace szczegdlnie w publi-
cystyce historycznej, ze w 1944 r. Stalin planowal uczyni¢ z Polski tzw. 17 republike.
Argumentem, ktéry miat go zniechecié, byt wybuch Powstania Warszawskiego. Nie ma
na to zadnych dowodéw?. Natomiast wplyw Powstania Warszawskiego i wzrastajacego

'8 Wspomnienia W. Wasilewskiej..., s. 383; R K. Nowak, Zwigzek Patriotow Polskich w stuzbie Sowietéw [w:]
W drodze do wladzy..., s. 399-431.

19" Ibidem, s. 401.

2 R. Spatek, Centralne Biuro Komunistow Polski jako ekstraordynaryjne kierownictwo partii komunistycz-
nej: walka o wladze - liderzy — kontakty z WKP/b i PPR - Polski Sztab Partyzancki [w:] W drodze do wladzy...,
s. 351-398.

2! 'W. Materski, Polski Komitet Wyzwolenia Narodowego - narzucona wladza [w:] W drodze do wladzy...,
s. 519-530.

2 Potwierdza to M. Iwanow, Powstanie Warszawskie (nie)widziane z Moskwy, ,Rzeczpospolita’, 1 VIII 2019,
https://www.rp.pl/Powstanie-Warszawskie/307259905-Powstanie-warszawskie-niewidziane-z-Moskwy.html,
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antykomunistycznego oporu na ziemiach miedzy Bugiem a Wislg jesienig 1944 r. uwi-
docznil si¢ zmiang moskiewskiej taktyki w polityce wobec Polakéw. Przyniosta ja wizyta
polskiej delegacji PKWN i Krajowej Rady Narodowej w Moskwie w pazdzierniku 1944 r.
i ostra reprymenda udzielona przez Stalina komunistycznej ekipie wladzy zainstalowa-
nej w Lublinie. Byta ona w jego ocenie zbyt malo represyjna wobec spoteczenstwa. Stad
poplynal nakaz, by wzmoc przesladowania jej rzeczywistych i domniemanych przeciwni-
kéw politycznych. Przywoédca Kremla przypomnial, ze gdyby nie byto Armii Czerwonej,
to komunistyczna ekipa nie utrzymalaby sie u wladzy i przestata istnie¢. Te realizowane
dzialania przybraly nazwe tzw. zwrotu pazdziernikowego PKWN. Odtad represje miaty by¢
gléwnym instrumentem zdobywania wladzy i rzagdzenia w Polsce komunistow?. Pafistwo
juz oficjalnie miato postugiwa¢ si¢ instrumentem terroru jako zasadniczym czynnikiem
budowania ustroju komunistycznego. Trzy lata pdzniej, w grudniu 1951 r. Berman pod-
kreslat, ze wszelkie proby pomniejszania znaczenia aparatu przymusu w Polsce, w tym
lansowany pono¢ przez tzw. gomutkowcow ,,projekt likwidacji ministerstwa bezpieczen-
stwa publicznego”, byly btedne w obliczu sity wroga klasowego: ,,I dlatego [...] jedna
z plaszczyzn walki z prawicowym odchyleniem, to byta walka o koncepcj¢ panstwa ludo-
wego o to, azeby te wszystkie trzy funkcje, a przede wszystkim funkcja przymusu, funkcja
dlawienia oporu klas wrogich byly w pelni zachowane i zabezpieczone”*. Po formalnym
zakoniczeniu II wojny $wiatowej w Europie ma miejsce tworzenie w Polsce pozornego
pluralizmu politycznego. Rozmowy moskiewskie w czerwcu 1945 r. obnazyly pelng asy-
metrie politycznych podmiotéw aspirujacych do przejecia wladzy w Polsce. Komunisci
z sekretarzem generalnym PPR Gomutka na czele wystepowali wobec bytego premiera
rzadu RP w Londynie Stanistawa Mikotajczyka, popieranego przez Wielka Brytanie, w roli
petnoprawnych gospodarzy, ktérzy na swoich warunkach moga mu ofiarowaé udziat
w rzadzeniu panstwem?®. Symbolicznym potwierdzeniem tego stanu rzeczy bylo stynne
zdanie Gomulki: ,Wladzy raz zdobytej nie oddamy nigdy”. Uczestnictwo Mikotajczyka
w Tymczasowym Rzadzie Jednosci Narodowej i zgoda na tworzenie ,,koncesjonowanych”
partii politycznych w Polsce oznaczaly, ze dominujaca dotychczas w Polsce opcja sitowa
zostala na pewien czas zawieszona. Skad wziely sie ustepstwa ZSRS w kwestii rozluznienia
rezimu politycznego w Polsce? Decydowal o tym kontekst miedzynarodowy, ktory bedzie
gléwnym czynnikiem wplywajacym na tempo i forme uzalezniania od ZSRS wszystkich

dostep 6 IV 2020 r. Autor doprecyzowuje t¢ kwestie: ,,Tak jak prawie beznadziejny op6r Finow wobec agresji sowie-
ckiej w 1939-1940 r. uratowal niepodlegtos¢ tego kraju, tak i Powstanie Warszawskie przekreslito plany niektérych
komunistow polskich utworzenia na ziemiach II Rzeczypospolitej 17. republiki ZSRS” (ibidem).

» Szerzej o tzw. zwrocie pazdziernikowym PKWN zob. . Wrona, System partyjny..., s. 88-90. O spotecznej
izolacji komunistow w 1944 r. wspominat Kazimierz Petrusewicz, pracownik Biura Ekonomicznego PKWN, ktory
przytaczal czgsto spotykane opinie: ,,Przeciez gdyby nie byto Czerwonej Armii, to by was zmieciono, przeciez nikt
was nie chcial, postuchajcie co méwig robotnicy, a tym bardziej ich zony w kolejkach po chleb, postuchajcie co
mowig chiopi, ktérym zabieracie kontyngenty. Oni nawet waszej reformy nie chcg” (AAN, 9153, akta Kazimierza
Petrusewicza, relacja nagrana w Zakladzie Historii Partii 5 III 1964, k. 101).

* AAN, Spuscizna Jakuba Bermana, 325/25, Wyklad J. Bermana na kursie sekretarzy KP i instruktoréw KW
14 XII 1951, k. 397-398.

» Rozmowy polityczne w sprawie utworzenia Tymczasowego Rzgdu Jednosci Narodowej (czerwiec 1945),
»Archiwum Ruchu Robotniczego” 1984, t. 9, s. 108-112.
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krajéw Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej w okresie 1944-1947. W chwili wejscia na ich teren
armii sowieckiej i przekazania faktycznej wtadzy partiom komunistycznym pozostawaty
one pod kontrolg Moskwy. Od tempa i zgodnosci z interesami ZSRS rozwoju wydarzen
w Europie i na $wiecie zalezaly dalsze kroki Kremla, ktére mialy dookresli¢ ich nowy sta-
tus. Stalin nie chcial bez rzeczywistej potrzeby pogarsza¢ stosunkdw z panistwami anglosa-
skimi. W Jalcie uzyskal zapewnienie od prezydenta Roosevelta, ze amerykanskie sity nie
pozostang w Europie dluzej niz przez dwa lata. W sierpniu 1945 r. ujawnit si¢ amerykan-
ski monopol na bron atomowa. Zachowanie pokoju to zadanie, ktére perspektywicznie
mialo spas¢ na barki Wielkiej Brytanii i Zwigzku Sowieckiego®. Swoje cele w tej czedci
Europy osiagal wolniej, niejednokrotnie w ramach uzgodnienn miedzymocarstwowych
(wolne wybory na Wegrzech w listopadzie 1945, Czechostowacji w maju 1946, odloze-
nie wyboréw w Bulgarii w sierpniu 1945 r.), ale nie tworzyl wigkszych napie¢ na arenie
miedzynarodowej. Do tego Kreml napominat komunistéw w Bulgarii, Jugostawii, Polsce
ina Wegrzech przed wprowadzeniem zbyt drastycznych metod rzadzenia. Moskwa przy-
jeta dla kontrolowanych przez siebie panstw nazwe tzw. demokracji ludowych. Tworzenie
ideologicznej homogenicznosci krajow pozostajacych pod wplywem Zwigzku Sowieckiego
zostalo roztozone w czasie. Jesienig 1947 r. komunisci mieli w zasadzie pelnie rzeczywistej
wiadzy w Polsce, Rumunii, Bulgarii, Jugostawii, Albanii, Jugostawii i na Wegrzech. Jedynie
w Czechostowacji partia komunistyczna nie posiadala monopolu wladzy. Zmienito si¢
to w lutym 1948 r. wskutek komunistycznego zamachu stanu. Byla to tez symboliczna
data zakonczenia budowania sowieckiego imperium w Europie. Przewrét przeprowa-
dzony w Pradze rozwial na Zachodzie resztki iluzji co do politycznych intencji Stalina
w sowieckiej strefie wplywow, przyspieszajac militarng konsolidacje strony przeciwnej.
IT wojna $wiatowa wywolata przerazajaca skale zniszczen. We Francji zdewastowany
byt caly system transportu i facznosci. Niemcy wywiezli wiekszos¢ zapaséw zywnosci,
surowcow i maszyn. W 1945 r. produkeja przemystowa byta nizsza w stosunku do 1938 r.
nawet o 35-40 procent. Wegry stracily ponad 90 proc. przemystu. W wyniku konfliktu
zbrojnego miliony ludzi zostaly bez doméw. W Niemczech zniszczono ponad jedng piata
calej infrastruktury mieszkaniowej. Najwieksze miasta tego panstwa zostaly zburzone
w ponad 50 proc. W Anglii chleb kupowano na kartki do 1954 r., z nieznaczng przerwa
na czas koronacji krélowej Elzbiety II. Panowal powojenny chaos. Nastroje spoleczne
radykalizowaly sie, co zamierzali wykorzysta¢ komunisci”. Powojenna kontynuacja sowie-
ckiej ekspansji zostala przeniesiona na ideologiczng plaszczyzne konfrontacji i zdefinio-
wana jako wyzszoé¢ socjalizmu nad kapitalizmem. Wydaje sig, ze dla jej rozwoju czyn-
nikiem decydujacym byta sytuacja wewnetrzna w Zwiazku Sowieckim. Stalin traktowat
nadzieje obywateli ZSRS, ze po zwycigskiej wojnie nastapi poprawa warunkéw ich zycia,
za zagrozenie dla jego dyktatorskich rzgdéw. Nalezalo mieszkanicom kraju przedstawi¢
nowy program walki, wyrzeczen i dyscypliny, wpoié przekonanie, ze kraj nadal otacza-
ja wrogowie®. Poinformowat o tym publicznie w przemdwieniu, jakie wyglosit 9 lutego

* H. Kissinger, Dyplomacja..., s. 457-460.
77 K. Lowe, Dziki kontynent. Europa po II wojnie Swiatowej, ttum. M.P. Jablonski, Poznan 2013.
V. Mastny, Stalin i zimna wojna. Sowieckie poczucie zagrozenia, ttum. M. Werner, Warszawa 2006, s. 47 i n.
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1946 r. w moskiewskim Teatrze Bolszoj. Na wstepie skonstatowal, ze ,,Zwyciestwo ozna-
cza w pierwszym rzedzie, ze zwyciezyl nasz ustrdj radziecki [...]. Ustroj radziecki jest
lepsza forma organizacji spoteczenstwa, niz jakikolwiek system nieradziecki”. Za tym
szla teza, ze istnienie systemu kapitalistycznego oznacza, iz niebezpieczenstwo kolejnej
wojny nie zniklo®. W mysl stalinowskiej ,,teorii nasilajacej si¢ walki klas” istotg komu-
nizmu stawala sie nieustanna walka z prawdziwymi lub wyimaginowanymi wrogami. Za
gléwne zagrozenie dla ZSRS przywoédca Kremla uznal tzw. imperializm amerykanski.
W ten sposob wykreowal na dziesigciolecia modelowy obraz wroga panistwa sowieckie-
go. Byt to poczatek powrotu do polityki konfrontacji z Zachodem motywowany prze-
konaniem, jak ocenial Henry Kissinger, ,,ze partia komunistyczna, jakg uksztattowal,
nie przetrwataby w wewnetrznej i miedzynarodowej atmosferze zdominowanej przez
pokojowa koegzystencje™*.

Przywddca Kremla nie przewidziat do konica reperkusji, jaka na arenie miedzynaro-
dowej wywola jego ideologiczna ofensywa. W wielu kregach dyplomatycznych Zachodu
przemowienie Stalina zostato odebrane skrajnie negatywnie, wrecz jako wypowiedzenie
III wojny™. Polityka panstw demokratycznych, gléwnie Stanéw Zjednoczonych, wyma-
gala odpowiedzi na te nowe wyzwania. Szczegdlna role w redefinicji strategii USA wobec
Europy odegral tzw. dlugi telegram, wystany z Moskwy do Waszyngtonu przez amery-
kanskiego chargé d’affaires George’a F. Kennana 22 lutego 1946 r. Dal on podstawy nowe;j
amerykanskiej polityki. W liczacej 8 tys. stow depeszy amerykanski dyplomata analizowat
sowiecki sposob widzenia $wiata, historyczne poczucie zagrozenia ze strony Zachodu
i po$wiecenie w imi¢ marksizmu wszelkich wartosci etycznych w stosowanych metodach
dziatania. Kennan wspomniat, ze w przesztoéci carowie dazyli do podporzadkowania sobie
Polski i uzaleznienia Polakdw. Pisal, ze na Kremlu postrzega sie $wiat jako podzielony na
dwa obozy - socjalistyczny i kapitalistyczny. Nie jest mozliwa ich pokojowa koegzystencja.
Przeciwnie, Moskwa bedzie czyni¢ wszystko, co w jej mocy, by wzmocni¢ ob6z komuni-
styczny i ostabi¢ ob6z demokratycznych panstw Zachodu®?. W obliczu wyzwan Kremla
pierwszym oficjalnym heroldem nowej polityki Zachodu stal si¢ byly premier Wielkiej
Brytanii, Churchill, ktéry 5 marca 1946 r. w swojej stynnej mowie w Fulton przedstawit
ZSRS jako grozbe cywilizacji i wezwat do podjecia samoobrony przed migdzynarodowym
komunizmem zagrazajacym $wiatu zachodniemu i jego demokratycznym warto$ciom.
Bylo to zgodne z intencjami prezydenta Trumana, pod ktdrego rzagdami polityka USA
porzucita izolacjonizm i ulegata globalizacji. W marcu 1947 r. Truman wyglosit przemo-
wienie, w ktérym zapowiedzial, ze USA beda wspiera¢ wszystkie narody, ktére bronia
demokracji, jak réwniez zadzialajg przeciwko zbrojnej mniejszosci w Grecji czy Turcji.
Celem bylto powstrzymanie wzrastajacych wplywdédw komunistycznych we Wloszech
i Francji. Istniaty tam silne partie komunistyczne, lecz rzadzace koalicje, wbrew rachubom

¥ Cyt. za: H. Kissinger, Dyplomacja..., s. 480.

3 Ibidem, s. 481.

3 P. Chmielewski, ZSRR u progu ,zimnej wojny” (narastanie kryzysu ideologicznego), ,Acta Universitatis
Lodziensis. Folia Historica” 1996, t. 55, s. 139-149.

2 H. Kissinger, Dyplomacja..., s. 483, 488-490, 496-498; R. Pipes, Rosja, komunizm i $wiat. Wybor esejéw,
thum. A. Nowak, Sz. Czarnik, Krakow 2002, s. 112-126.
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Kremla, nie dopuszczaly ich do wtadzy. W USA partia komunistyczna zostata zdelegali-
zowana, w Wielkiej Brytanii za$ nie odgrywata wigkszej roli. Przywoédcy zachodni, z pre-
zydentem USA Trumanem na czele, przygotowywali sie do skutecznej odpowiedzi na
wyzwanie Moskwy, formulujac idee ,wolnego $wiata”, doktryne ,,powstrzymywania” oraz
realizujac Program Odbudowy Europy, znany réwniez od nazwiska sekretarza stanu jako
plan George’a Marshalla, bowiem ten amerykanski polityk przedstawit zalozenia catego
konceptu. Historycy uwazaja, ze dzieki planowi udalo si¢ zapobiec rozprzestrzenianiu si¢
komunizmu, spowodowa¢ ogromny wzrost gospodarczy w Europie, a gospodarke ame-
rykanskg uratowa¢ przed powojenng depresjg. Doktryna ,,powstrzymywania” oznaczala
zerwanie przez administracje waszyngtoniska z duchem uchwat jattaniskich i poczdam-
skich, czyli odejscie od wspdtpracy z ZSRR na forum miedzynarodowym. Taki rezultat
calkowicie nie lezal w planach politycznej gry Stalina, stanowil bowiem niespodziewane
wyzwanie dla komunistycznej wizji rozwoju. Cho¢ pierwsza reakcja Polski na plan
Marshalla zdawata si¢ pozytywna, pod wplywem naciskéw Kremla rzad premiera Jozefa
Cyrankiewicza zmienit stanowisko. Analogiczna sytuacja wystapita w Czechoslowacji.
Moskwa wywarta takze presje¢ na rzady Wegier, Rumunii, Bulgarii, Jugostawii, Albanii,
by solidarnie wyrzekly sie planu Marshalla, co tez uczynity 2 lipca 1947 r.** Kreml prze-
konat si¢ dowodnie, ze wspotdziatania ze Stanami Zjednoczonymi i ugruntowywania
wplywow komunistycznych na $wiecie nie da si¢ pogodzi¢. Trzeba tez zwrdci¢ uwage,
ze nastroje spoleczne w Europie Srodkowo-Wschodniej juz kilkanascie miesiecy po
zakonczeniu II wojny ulegly ewolucji niekorzystnej dla komunistéw. Ich partie przegra-
ty wybory w Niemczech, Austrii i na Wegrzech. Sukces komuniéci odniesli w 1946 r.
w Czechostowacji, ale ich sita znaczaco stabta w kolejnych miesigcach. Natomiast w Polsce
tzw. referendum czerwcowe 1946 r. pokazato stabos¢ partii komunistycznej, co zmusito
PPR do zamrozenia decyzji o przeprowadzeniu szybkich wolnych wyboréw do Sejmu
Ustawodawczego. Postanowiono w pelni przeja¢ kontrole nad procesem wyborczym, lecz
by skutecznie sfalszowaé wybory, potrzebowano czasu®. W styczniu 1947 r. zostaly prze-
sadzone losy dalszego kierunku rozwoju Polski, podobnie bylo na Wegrzech, po zmusze-
niu w kwietniu premiera Ferenca Nagya do pozostania za granica. Zmiana polityki Kremla
wobec krajéw Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej, polegajaca na rozpoczeciu procesu ich
politycznej i ideologicznej konsolidacji, miata wigc swoje wielokrotne uzasadnienie. Po
pierwsze, byta reakcja na ostateczne pozbycie sie ztudzen Zachodu wobec celéw polityki
ZSRS i spowodowala zredefiniowanie polityki wobec Kremla. Po drugie, zapoczatkowala
proces zimnej wojny w Europie i §wiecie. Moskwa w jej wyniku poniosta straty, ktore
pragneta zréwnowazy¢ powiekszeniem kontroli nad krajami Europy Srodkowo-
Wschodniej. Po trzecie, jak trafnie zauwaza w swojej analizie Anne Applebaum: ,,Byla to
takze reakcja na przegrang, Zwiazkowi Radzieckiemu i jego lokalnym sojusznikom nie
udalo si¢ przeja¢ wtadzy w sposéb pokojowy. Nie udato im sie zyskaé wladzy absolutnej
czy chocby wystarczajacej”. Realizacja nowej sowieckiej ofensywy ideologicznej miata

3O kulisach dziatan i naciskéw ZSRS w tej kwestii szerzej pisze V. Mastny, Stalin i zimna wojna..., s. 55-58.
3 Kampania wyborcza i wybory do Sejmu Ustawodawczego 19 stycznia 1947, oprac. J. Wrona, Warszawa 1999.
% A. Applebaum, Za zelazng kurtyng..., s. 30. Por. V. Mastny, Stalin i zimna wojna..., s. 82-83.
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bezposrednie przelozenie na kraje Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej. Moskwa podjeta decy-
zje o zamykaniu swojej strefy wpltywow. Probujac przejac inicjatywe w kwestiach euro-
pejskich, Stalin polecit zwola¢ w konicu wrzesnia 1947 r. narade europejskich partii komu-
nistycznych. Do Szklarskiej Poreby przybyli czotowi dziatacze z Bulgarii, Czechostowacji,
Francji, Jugostawii, Polski, Rumunii, Wegier, Wloch i ZSRS (22-27 wrzesnia 1947 r.).
Powolano woéwczas Biuro Informacyjne Partii Komunistycznych i Robotniczych
(Kominform). Oznaczalo to formalny powrdt do centralizacji i rozbudowy kolejnego
o$rodka dyrektywnego, jaka byl w minionym okresie Komintern. W rzeczywistosci organ
ten nie odegral istotnej roli, gdyz w nowej powojennej konfiguracji politycznej gospodarz
Kremla od 1950 r. nie zwolal zadnego posiedzenia Kominformu, minimalizujac dziatal-
nosc¢ tej organizacji. Preferowal natomiast state bilateralne kontakty z przywoédcami par-
tii komunistycznych, ktérych wzywat na spotkania do Moskwy. Dla prowadzonej analizy
kluczowe znaczenie miato wystapienie na naradzie Andrieja Zdanowa, cztonka Biura
Politycznego WKP(D) i bliskiego wéwczas wspdtpracownika Stalina. Postawil on teze, ze
»stosunek sit w poszczegdlnych panstwach zalezy od ukfadu sit spoteczno-politycznych na
poziomie miedzynarodowym™*. Oznaczalo to danie wyraznego komunikatu, ze charakter
rozwoju krajéw Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej uzalezniony jest od realizacji globalnych
(a na pewno europejskich) celéw Moskwy. Przeméwienie Zdanowa sygnalizowato nie-
zdolno$¢ Stalina do porzucenia rewolucyjno-imperialnego wzorca i realizowania
Realpolitik. Moskwa narzucata podporzagdkowanym sobie pafistwom Europy Srodkowo-
Wschodniej i catemu komunistycznemu $wiatu ideologiczng koncepcje globalnej kon-
frontacji ze Stanami Zjednoczonymi. Wykladnia kreowanej na nowo wspoélnoty ideolo-
gicznej partii komunistycznych zmierzata do zamiany Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej
w bufor bezpieczenstwa dla ZSRS. Wedlug Nikity Pietrowa byt to gtéwny polityczny cel
dziatan podejmowanych przez Moskwe?. Spotkanie w Szklarskiej Porebie zainicjowato
dwa procesy - przetasowania w elitach wladzy krajéw podporzadkowanych Moskwie oraz
modyfikacje ich struktur administracyjnych?®. Skutkiem narady bylo juz oficjalne prokla-
mowanie przez WKP(b) podzialu §wiata na dwa obozy, zapoczatkowanie tworzenia wspol-
nego obszaru gospodarczego, potwierdzenie istnienia grozby wojny, do ktérej nalezato sie
przygotowac, oraz redefiniowanie pojecia ,,panstwa demokracji ludowej”, ktére mialy
przeksztalcic¢ sie w tzw. dyktatury proletariatu. Nastgpil formalny poczatek procesu narzu-
cania przez Stalina krajom Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej jednolitego wzorca budowy
i funkcjonowania ustroju komunistycznego (system monopartyjny, system gospodarczy
oparty na wlasno$ci panstwowej i centralnym planowaniu, kolektywizacja rolnictwa) oraz
przyjecie tzw. zdanowszczyzny, czyli jednolitego wzorca rozwoju kultury opartego na
wzorcach stalinowskich (socrealizm). Polityka Stalina wracata do swojej praktyki i wizji

3 V. Mastny, Stalin i zimna wojna..., s. 67.

7 N. Pietrow, Nowy tad Stalina. Sowietyzacja Europy 1945-1953, ttum. J. Prus-Wojciechowska, K. Syska,
Warszawa 2015.

3 A. Applebaum, Za zelazng kurtyng...,s. 295 i n.; A. Skrzypek, Strategia Zwigzku Radzieckiego podczas ,,zim-
nej wojny”, ,Dzieje Najnowsze” 1997, nr 29/2, s. 1-27. Por. W. Jarzabek, Miejsce Polski w polityce miedzynarodowej
w latach 1944-1947, ,Pamie¢ i Sprawiedliwo$¢” 2005, nr 2 (8), s. 71-88; W. Zubok, K. Pleszakow, Zimna wojna zza
kulis Kremla. Od Stalina do Chruszczowa, tham. M. Koraszewska, Warszawa 1999, s. 143-144, 165-166.
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z lat trzydziestych. Kolejne miesigce przyniosty podpisanie przez Moskwe paktéw poli-
tyczno-wojskowych z Rumunia, Wegrami, Bulgaria, stanowigcych prawnomiedzynaro-
dowe podstawy polityczno-wojskowej kontroli Zwiazku Sowieckiego w Europie Srodkowo-
Wschodniej. Jednoczes$nie ZSRS poniost prestizowe porazki na arenie migedzynarodowej.
Zaczela sie realizacja planu Marshalla i skuteczna odbudowa gospodarki Europy Zachodniej,
nie udata sie sowiecka blokada Berlina oraz nastgpilo zerwanie Moskwy z Jugostawia i jej
przywddca Josipem Brozem-Tito — poparly go natomiast Stany Zjednoczone, ktére uzna-
ly, ze jedynym praktycznym sposobem ostabienia wtadzy sowieckiej w krajach satelickich
jest m.in. wspieranie komunistycznych herezji*. Ostabiato to tworzony przez dziesigcio-
lecia wizerunek Moskwy jako $wiatowego centrum ruchu komunistycznego. Od 1948 r.
proces sowietyzacji paistw Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej ulegl gwattownemu przyspie-
szeniu. Dzialania podejmowane przez Moskwe spotykaly sie jedynie z retorycznym sprze-
ciwem ze strony demokracji zachodnich, Stalin mégt je skutecznie ignorowac i przeksztat-
ci¢ militarng okupacje w sie¢ rzadow satelickich. Na zyczenie Moskwy odrzucono
propagowane przez nig w okresie I wojny tzw. narodowe drogi do socjalizmu. Kierownictwo
partii komunistycznej w Polsce mialo pelng $wiadomo$¢ obaw w spoleczenstwie, ze zmia-
ny dokonujace si¢ od wiosny 1948 r. to ,,proces w kierunku 17-tej republiki, Ze jest to
proces, ktdry jest niwelacjag demokracji ludowej i jej spaczeniem™. Rozpoczynatl si¢ juz
jawny proces wieloptaszczyznowego podporzadkowania kontrolowanych przez Moskwe
krajéw. Bylo to spelnienie oczekiwan wielu komunistow. W Polsce ich gtos do$¢ wyraznie
wybrzmial po odsunieciu od wladzy w drugiej polowie 1948 r. Gomulki, pod zarzutem
tzw. odchylenia prawicowo-nacjonalistycznego. W rzeczywistosci padl on ofiarg realizo-
wania przez kilka lat oficjalnej linii Moskwy, ktdra teraz zostala przez nig odrzucona jako
niewskazana i bledna, za§ Gomutka byl zbyt uparty i okazal si¢ niezdolny do przeprowa-
dzenia oficjalnej samokrytyki. Otworzylo to droge do budowy polskiego stalinizmu.
5 wrze$nia 1948 r. na posiedzeniu Egzekutywy KW PPR w Lublinie z udzialem przedsta-
wiciela KC Wladystawa Dworakowskiego krytycznie oceniono Gomulke i jego ,,libera-
lizm”. Czlonek egzekutywy Franciszek Zalewski, szef Wojewddzkiego Urzedu Bezpie-
czenstwa Publicznego w Lublinie, otwarcie oswiadczyt, ze opowiada si¢ za budowsa
w Polsce republiki rad*. Podobne glosy komunistycznych aktywistow naptywaly do KC
PPR z terenu calego kraju*. Za najbardziej znang i symptomatyczng w tym zakresie mozna
uzna¢ stynng opinie cztonka KC PPR i szefa WUBP w Lodzi Mieczyslawa Moczara, przed-
stawiong w liScie do Biura Politycznego KC PPR w sierpniu 1948 r.: ,,Zwigzek Radziecki
jest nie tylko naszym sojusznikiem. To jest powiedzenie dla narodu. Dla nas, dla

¥ V. Mastny, Stalin i zimna wojna..., s. 141-142.

4 AAN, Spuscizna Jakuba Bermana, 325/22, Przemoéwienie na konferencji redaktoréw w Urzedzie Rady
Ministréw 9 IV 1948, k. 79.

4" AAN, Polska Partia Robotnicza, KC Sekretariat, 295/VII-55, Notatka z przebiegu obrad Egzekutywy KW
PPR w Lublinie, 5 IX 1948 r,, k. 24.

4 Ibidem, Notatka z przebiegu obrad Egzekutywy KW PPR w Krakowie poswigcona oméwieniu uchwal
sierpniowo-wrze$niowych Plenum KC, k. 19, 21. WypowiedZ tow. Strzalkowskiego: ,uwaza, ze KPP nie stala,
i stusznie nie stala na stanowisku niepodlegtosci »Chcielismy by¢ 17 Republikg i Zle si¢ stato, zeSmy si¢ wowczas
nig nie stali gdyz inaczej by nasz kraj wygladal«”. Inny dyskutant, tow. Zelazny stwierdzil: ,Budujac socjalizm nie
nalezy owija¢ go w bialo-czerwone sztandary narodowe”.
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partyjniakow, Zwigzek Radziecki jest naszg Ojczyzng, a granice nasze nie jestem w stanie
dzi$ okresli¢, dzis sa za Berlinem, a jutro beda na Gibraltarze™. Nowa strategia Moskwy
powodowala dezorientacj¢ takze w kierownictwie partii komunistycznej w Polsce. Niejasny
stal sie dalszy kierunek przeksztatcen ustrojowych. Tej niepewnosci nie ukrywat, odgry-
wajacy kluczowa role w kierownictwie PZPR, Berman, ktory nadzorowatl w partii bezpie-
czenstwo, wojsko, polityke zagraniczng i kulture. Zadal on na naradzie centralnego akty-
wu PZPR w 1950 r. retoryczne pytanie: ,,Czy rozwdj pdjdzie w kierunku demokracji
ludowej czy radzieckiej?”. Dylemat pozostawal bez jasnej odpowiedzi, bowiem szczerze
chyba stwierdzil: ,,Ja nie umiatbym tutaj wypowiedzie¢ si¢, nie wiem jak powiedzie¢ i sadze,
ze najuczciwiej jest w takich sprawach powiedzie¢, ze si¢ nie wie [...]” Berman podkreslil,
ze radziecka forma rozwoju jest forma wyzsza, ale trudno oceni¢, czy wszedzie zastapi
ona tzw. forme ludowo-demokratyczng badz wytworzy trzeci tor rozwoju, ,ktdry sie
dopiero wykrystalizuje”. W swoim wystapieniu zaznaczyl, Ze sojusz z ZSRS nie ma tylko
charakteru panstwowego, bowiem ,,ideologiczne elementy tego sojuszu géruja nad form-
ami prawnymi i panstwowymi”*!. Co oznaczalo stwierdzenie o drugorzednym charakte-
rze dla Polski istniejacych realnie prawno-panstwowych form relacji z Moskwa?
Prominentny czlonek kierownictwa PZPR utozsamia si¢ w pelni z sytuacja, ktorg Richard
Pipes trafnie przedstawia jako fakt, ze ,,ani Stalin ani jego nastepcy nie traktowali krajow
Europy Wschodniej jako suwerennych panstw: wedle ich pod$éwiadomej kalkulacji poli-
tycznej byly to wszystko jeszcze nie strawione czesci rosyjskiej domeny, dokladnie tak
samo jak przed wiekami Kazan, Syberia czy Ukraina byly nimi za caratu™. Jaka miala
by¢ dalsza przyszto$¢ Polski i krajéw Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej? Czy istniaty plany
Kremla dalszej konsolidacji krajéw obozu komunistycznego? Na ten temat jest niezwykle
malo Zrédet. Dlatego na uwage zastuguje kolejna opinia Bermana, przedstawiona dwa lata
pdzniej, 21 marca 1952 r., stuchaczom Instytutu Ksztalcenia Kadr Naukowych przy KC
PZPR. Podsumowujac dyskusje poswiecong taktyce i strategii dziatania PPR/PZPR w latach
1944-1951, stwierdzil: ,\Wydaje sie, ze z tych wszystkich pytan wysuwa sie jedno pytanie,
nie zadane, ale prawdopodobnie domyslne, czy jest plan strategiczny w skali miedzyna-
rodowej? Niewatpliwie jest. Nasz plan strategiczny, nasze zadania, s3 powigzane z mie-
dzynarodowym politycznym planem strategicznym [podkre$lenie — J.W.]. Odpowiadamy
za nasz odcinek frontu. To nakltada na nas szczegdlna odpowiedzialno$¢™. Zmiany poli-
tyczne zapoczatkowane w 1948 r. poglebialy takze dezorientacje wérdd aktywu partii
komunistycznej. Pojawily si¢ glosy krytyki pod adresem kierownictwa PZPR za prakty-
kowane w latach powojennych polskie odstepstwa od sowieckiego modelu ustrojowego.
Pragnac pozbawi¢ oponentdw krytycznych argumentdw, a zarazem uzmysltowi¢ realia
zdobywania i sprawowania wladzy w Polsce przez komunistéw, Berman z perspektywy
1950 r. podsumowal miniony okres nastepujaco: ,,Podstawowa linia Partii w latach 1944,

# Cyt. za: K. Lesiakowski, Mieczystaw Moczar ,,Mietek”. Biografia polityczna, Warszawa 1998, s. 133.

# AAN, Spuscizna Jakuba Bermana, 325/24, Przemoéwienie na konferencji teoretycznej w KC PZPR, 1950 r.,
k. 118-119.

* R. Pipes, Rosja, komunizm..., s. 120.

4 AAN, Spuscizna Jakuba Bermana, 325/26, Referat J. Bermana wygloszony w IKKN 21 III 1952, k. 22. Por.
J. Wrona, System partyjny..., s. 51.
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1946, 1947 byla stuszna mimo potencjalnych odchylen, ktdre tkwily wtedy w Partii, mimo
kinetycznych odchylen 1947/1948 i jezeli za tymi rozumowaniami na temat poczatku
i daty kryje si¢ proba krytycznej rewizji tej linii — to jest falszywa tendencja. [...] Linia
Partii byta stuszna w tym okresie niezaleznie od btedéw, niezaleznie od samokrytyki. [...].
Zasadnicze pociagniecia tego okresu byly pobierane za rada i przy pomocy tow. Stalina,
i nie byto nic w tym okresie, co byloby sprzeczne z jego intencjami w sprawach wielkiej
wagi, naturalnie nie méwie o drobiazgach. I z tego trzeba zdawac sobie sprawe”™. Ideologia
komunistyczna, ktéra wspierala sowiecki rezim od wewnatrz, od 1947 r. stala sie waznym
czynnikiem realizacji przez Stalina polityki zagranicznej. Z ideologii Moskwa uczynila
podstawowe remedium, ktére mialo spoi¢ sowiecka strefe dominacji w Europie Wschodniej.
W pierwotnym zalozeniu instrumentem, ktéry mial koordynowac dziatania wschodnio-
europejskich partii komunistycznych, byl Kominform. Ponadterytorialna organizacja
partii komunistycznej mialaby stanowi¢ centrum przestrzeni imperialnej*. Nie nalezy
wykluczy¢, ze aksjomatem Stalina byla realizacja planu ustanowienia sowieckiego komu-
nistycznego supermocarstwa. Byloby to wypelnienie testamentu Lenina. Utworzenie uto-
pijnej Swiatowej Sowieckiej Republiki Socjalistycznej i zlanie wszystkich panistw i narodéw
przyniostoby realizacj¢ ideologicznego imperatywu imperium. To moglo stanowi¢ naczel-
ny cel wszelkich jego dziatan. Wykorzystywatl syndrom oblezonej twierdzy i wszystkie
podboje usprawiedliwial zapewnianiem bezpieczenstwa Rosji sowieckiej.
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Uwarunkowania miedzynarodowe i wewnetrzne
przejmowania wladzy w Polsce przez parti¢ komunistyczng

Przeje;cie wladzy w Polsce przez komunistow po II wojnie $wiatowej bylo zdetermi-
nowane przez dzialania ZSRS. Artykul pokazuje, kiedy wariant stworzenia przez Kreml
z Polski tzw. 17 republiki przestat funkcjonowac jako strategiczny cel ZSRS i zastapit
go program trwalego uzaleznienia i sowietyzacji Polski. Definiuje role i znaczenie par-
tii komunistycznej. Poczatkowo przywodca ZSRS chcial zachowa¢ zewnetrzne oznaki
samodzielno$ci krajéw wyzwolonych przez Armi¢ Czerwong. Decydowaly o tym wzgledy
miedzynarodowe. Artykul analizuje strategie i taktyke dzialan Jozefa Stalina na grun-
cie migdzynarodowym, jak i wewnetrznym Polski. Pokazuje synergie dzialan Moskwy
w stosunku do krajéw Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej. Wskazuje, skad si¢ brata sita
Kremla na arenie miedzynarodowej i dlaczego postawa Wielkiej Brytanii i USA w schyt-
kowym okresie wojny stwarzata Moskwie komfortowe warunki do uzaleznienia Europy
Srodkowo-Wschodniej. Prezentuje, dlaczego Stany Zjednoczone i Wielka Brytania do
wiosny 1946 r. nie potrafily si¢ skutecznie przeciwstawi¢ imperialnym planom Kremla.
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International and Internal Conditions of the Taking Over
power in Poland by the Communist Party

The takeover of power in Poland by Communists after World War II was determined
by the actions of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). The article shows when
the variant of the establishment by Kremlin of the 17th Soviet Republic in Poland ceased
to function as a strategic goal of the USSR and was replaced by a program of permanent
dependence and “Sovietisation” of Poland. The paper defines also the role and impact
of the Communist party. Initially, the leader of the USSR wanted to keep the external
features of independence of the countries liberated by the Red Army. This was due to
international considerations. The article analyzes the strategy and tactics of Stalin’s actions
both internationally and internally in Poland. It shows the synergy of Moscow’s actions in
relation to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe. It indicates where the Kremlin’s
strength in the international arena came from and why the attitude of Great Britain and
the USA in the late war period created Moscow comfortable conditions for subjugation
of Central and Eastern Europe. It shows why the United States and Great Britain were
unable to successfully oppose the Kremlin's imperial plans until the spring of 1946.

KEYWORDS
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Great Britain, United States, Poland, Central
and Eastern Europe, World War Il, Jézef Stalin, Communist party, Sovietisation

JANUSZ WRONA - prof. dr hab., pracownik Instytutu Historii UMCS, specjalizuje sie
w badaniach nad zyciem politycznym i spotecznym PRL. Autor m.in.: System partyjny w Polsce
1944-1950. Miejsce - funkcje - relacje partii politycznych w warunkach budowy i utrwalania
systemu totalitarnego w Polsce (1995); Kampania wyborcza i wybory do Sejmu Ustawodawczego
19 stycznia 1947 (1999); 70 lat Uniwersytetu Marii Curie-Sktodowskiej w Lublinie. Studia z dzie-
jow Uczelni (2015); Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski w okresie urzedowania rektora ks. Antoniego
Stomkowskiego (1944-1951) [w:] Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski 1918-2018, t. 2: 1944-1989
(2019).

JANUSZ WRONA - prof. dr. hab., employee of the UMCS History Institute, specializes
in research on the political and social life of the PRL. Author, among others: Party system
in Poland 1944-1950. Place - functions — relations of political parties in the conditions
of building and consolidating the totalitarian system in Poland (1995); Election campaign
and elections to the Legislative Sejm January 1947 (1999); 70 years of the Maria Curie-
-Sktodowska University in Lublin. Studies in the history of the University (2015); Catholic University
of Lublin during the office of the rector, Fr. Antoni Stomkowski (1944—1951) [in:] Catholic University
of Lublin 1918-2018, vol. 2: 1944-1989 (2019).



DOI: https://doi.org/10.48261/P1S203603

EVGENIA KALINOVA
Sofia University “St. Kliment Ohridski”
ORCID: 0000-0002-3439-420X

ISKRA BAEVA
Sofia University “St. Kliment Ohridski”
ORCID: 0000-0002-4750-3081

THE ROLE OF AN EXTERNAL FACTOR
FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT
OF THE COMMUNIST REGIME
IN BULGARIA - SEPTEMBER 1944-1948

This study is an attempt at highlighting the role of an external factor, that is, the combined
role of the policies of the Soviet Union, the United States, and Great Britain, regarding the
establishment of a Communist regime in Bulgaria. First, we discuss the attitude of the three
“Great Powers” to the Communist party coming to power on 9 September 1944. Second,
we then outline their role in the process of asserting the Communists in the coalition
government of Bulgaria from 9 September 1944 to the end of 1948, when the Bulgarian
Communist Party (BCP) took full control of every sphere of Bulgarian political, economic,
cultural and social life, closely following the Soviet (Stalinist) model of state socialism.

Let us begin by clarifying the role of this external factor for the rise of the BCP to
power on 9 September 1944. Bulgaria emerged from World War II as a defeated state. As
an ally of Germany, in December 1941 it declared war on the United States and Britain.!
On 5 September 1944 the Soviet Union declared war on Bulgaria,? which was still at
that point unwilling to break off diplomatic relations with the Reich. The three states
prepared the text of the Armistice Agreement with Bulgaria, signed on 28 October 1944,
and oversaw its implementation until the autumn of 1947, when the Peace Treaty with
Bulgaria entered into force. Thus the fate of Bulgaria from the autumn of 1944 till 1948

! V. Toshkova, SASHT i Bulgaria 1919-1989. Politicheski otnosheniya (Sofia, 2007), pp. 161-163; B. Filov,
Dnevnik (Sofia, 1990), pp. 433-434.

> L. Spasov, Bulgaria i SSSR 1917-1944 g. (Politiko-diplomaticheski otnosheniya) (Veliko Turnovo, 2008),
pp. 484-487.
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depended largely on the victors - the Soviet Union, the United States, and Britain, on
their geopolitical interests, and on the relations between them.

The fall of the country into the Soviet sphere of influence was of great importance
for the role of the Communist Party in the government of Bulgaria. First of all, it was
a result of the course of the war — Churchill’s thwarted idea of the Second Balkan Front
in 1943, and the advance of the Soviet Army on the peninsula in the summer of 1944.
It is also necessary to take into account the diplomatic steps of London, which in May
1944 proposed to divide the Balkans into spheres of influence: Romania was to be in the
Soviet sphere, and Greece in the British one,* and the reluctance of Western allies to sign
an armistice with Bulgaria at the end of August 1944.° They did not want to contradict
the aspirations of Moscow to take a leading position in Bulgaria and thereby challenge
the unity of the Anti-Hitler coalition.

On 8 September 1944, three days after the USSR declared war on Bulgaria, Soviet troops
crossed the Danube. This facilitated the coup on 9 September 1944 and the seizure of power
by the Fatherland Front coalition, in which the Communist party played a leading role.®
The Soviet occupation, which lasted until December 1947, determined Bulgaria’s place in
the Soviet sphere of influence. This was confirmed at the meeting between Churchill and
Stalin in Moscow in October 1944, when Churchill proposed 75 per cent Soviet influence
in Bulgaria, against only a 25 per cent Western one.” Churchill’s readiness to confirm
Bulgaria’s position in the Soviet sphere stemmed from his desire to obtain Soviet consent
for non-interference in Greece, where the positions of the Communists were very strong.

Thus, the course of military actions and the arrangements between the victors gave
great advantages to the BCP. It was connected with the Soviet Union ideologically, but
also through its leader Georgi Dimitrov, who during the war was in Moscow together with
the party’s foreign bureau.® The BCP relied on Soviet support, and Moscow relied on the
loyalty of the Bulgarian Communists. At the same time, the Communist party had also
local advantages: during the war, it organised an armed resistance’ to break the country

* U. Churchil, Vtorata svetovna voina. Memoari, vol. 5: Obruchut se zatyaga (Sofia, 1995), pp. 265-266,
288-289, 318-321; S. Pintev, “Bulgaria na tristrannite suyuzni konferentsii v kraya na 1943 godina (Moskva i Tehe-
ran)’, Istoricheski pregled 1996, no. 2, pp. 62-63; Moskovskata konferentsiya na ministrite na vunshnite raboti na SSSR,
SASHT i Velikobritaniya 19-30 oktomvri 1943 g. Sbornik dokumenti (Sofia, 1984), pp. 148-149, 356-357, 387-388;
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put i politicheski idei (Sofia, 2004); M. Stankova, Georgi Dimitrov: A Biography (London, 2010); M. Foskolo, Georgi
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off from Germany, which was acknowledged by the Western allies. It also initiated the
formation of the Fatherland Front,® which took power on 9 September 1944.

We move on now to outline the role of this external factor in asserting the Bulgarian
Communist Party in the coalition government from 9 September 1944 to the end of 1948.
The Soviet, American and British policy towards Bulgaria was crucial for the relations
between the parties in the Fatherland Front coalition. The attitude of the three countries
towards the political parties in the country was determined by their global interests.
Changes in these interests chart four periods, during which the actions of this “external
factor” affected the position of the BCP in the government.

The first period is from September 1944 to the end of December 1944. The desire for
cooperation and mutual respect for their strategic interests dominated the Anti-Hitler
Coalition. After Soviet troops entered Bulgaria, Stalin could have immediately imposed
a Soviet regime, but this did not fit into the Moscow strategy of early 1944. This strategy
was based on the idea that after the war, the USSR had to ensure a “durable period” of peace
and security “minimum 30 [to] maximum 50 years” to restore its economic, military and
human potential.'! The main priority was to achieve an effective security system, which
was only possible while maintaining good relations with the United States and Britain.
They, in turn, were achievable if the Soviet Union gave up establishing socialist regimes at
the end of the war, and therefore the socialist perspective, without being abandoned, was
significantly postponed in time. For their sphere, the Soviets envisaged not dictatorships
of the proletariat, but coalition governments with the participation of the Communist
parties that should govern according to the “principles of large democracy following the
ideas of the People’s Front”. The USSR would guarantee its own security by concluding
long-term mutual assistance agreements with them.*

This strategy relied on Roosevelt’s willingness to cooperate with the USSR even after
the war in the name of world peace, but also demanded compromise because of US
disapproval - clearly expressed as early as October 1943" - of establishing Soviet regimes
in the course of the Soviet army advance. That is why Moscow was careful not to incite
suspicions in its allies that it “exported” the Soviet regime to its sphere of influence. This
may explain the “delayed” entry of Soviet troops in Bulgaria,'* awaiting the “independent”
takeover of power by the Fatherland Front; the composition and distribution of ministry

10 E. Kalinova, “Vuznikvane na Otechestveniya front v godinite na Vtorata svetovna voina” [in:] Istoriya na
Otechestveniya front/suyuz v Bulgaria, vol. 1 (Sofia, 2012), pp. 11-46.

"' T. Volokitina, “Perspektivy razvitiya Bolgarii posle Vtoroy mirovoy voyny. Vzglyad iz Moskvy (novyye
dokumenty rossiyskikh arkhivov)” [in:] Bugaria i Rusiya prez XX vek. Bulgaro-ruski nauchni diskusii (Sofia,
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positions in the Fatherland Front Government, where the Communists were on an equal
footing with the other partners;' plus the numerous warnings against the “leftist” actions
in the work of the Communist Party.'® Thus, Stalin supported the Communists, but also
restrained them from entirely taking over power.

The Soviet strategy had a chance of success, because the United States and Britain were
also interested in cooperation within the Anti-Hitler Coalition. For Churchill, it was of
greatest importance that Stalin kept his promise not to go against British intentions in
Greece, so he did not want to “provoke” Stalin with British activity in Bulgaria, which
had never been of special importance for the Balkan policy of Britain. The US behaviour
towards Bulgaria since the end of August 1944, when it became clear that Bulgaria would
be occupied by the USSR, until the beginning of 1945, was indifferent both because of
Roosevelt’s desire to cooperate with Stalin and the lack of special interest in the region.
That is why Washington and London did not contest Bulgaria’s incorporation in the Soviet
sphere. As a result in the summer of 1944 in Cairo they refused to sign an armistice with
the Governments of Bagryanov and Mouraviev, in which there were no representatives of
the Fatherland Front, but agreed to this when the Fatherland Front took power."” Moreover,
they did not object to having a minor role in the Allied Commission that oversaw the
ceasefire and was headed by a Soviet officer. Stalin, in turn, was very responsive when it
came to Greece, which was Britain’s preoccupation. He agreed to withdraw the Bulgarian
troops from Western Thrace.'® He also refused to support the Greek Communists during
the December 1944 uprising and postponed the formation of a South Slavonic Federation,
which London did not support because of the threat it would pose to Greece."”

Thus, the USSR’s intention to preserve the Anti-Hitler coalition, Britain’s relief achieved
through the “percentage” arrangements, and the United States’ lack of special interest
created the atmosphere that allowed the Fatherland Fronts “honeymoon” that lasted from
9 September to December 1944. The four parties in the coalition cooperated successfully
and voted together on even such laws as those of the so-called “People’s Court” and the
opening of labour camps for political opponents.® The Fatherland Front coalition seemed
to be strong, and the most influential political party — the Communist party, regarded
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it not as a temporary but as a long-standing alliance of broad social and political strata
that would facilitate the gradual transition to socialism.?*

The second period in this external factor’s activities, important in tightening the
Communist Party’s grasp on power, covers the whole of 1945. At the beginning of the
year, there was serious tension in the coalition, caused by internal processes and not by
external pressure. The desire of each of the four parties to strengthen their own positions
and the Communist Party’s aspirations to dominate and control its allies by supporting
their left wings, threatened to split the coalition.?? This did not correspond with the Soviet
plans, and Stalin intervened directly. The instructions he gave to a Bulgarian governmental
delegation on 28 January 1945 in Moscow are indicative. Stalin reminded them that at
the moment the Communists needed an alliance with the “democratic faction of the
capitalists” against the “fascist faction” and that the Soviet road to socialism was the best,
but not the only one: “There may be other forms as well - a democratic republic and, even
under certain conditions, a constitutional monarchy”.>* This was a clear instruction for
the Communists to seek “national paths” to socialism, other than the Soviet model and in
line with local conditions. The Bulgarian Communist Party had to realise that the USSR
would not allow an excessive strengthening of its positions in order not to annoy the US
and Britain. It is worth mentioning that Bulgaria had to sign a peace treaty, which also
required moderation. Thus, Soviet readiness for partial compromises continued. Moscow
bore in mind Churchill’s reluctance for Bulgaria to receive co-belligerent status, and until
the end of the year did not raise this issue, even though the Bulgarian army contributed
to the war against Germany.?* After Washington and London expressed doubts about the
democratic character of the first post-war parliamentary elections, Stalin twice forced the
Bulgarian government to postpone them, albeit as a result undermining the prestige of
the Bulgarian Communist Party that was committed to their speedy conduct.” Moreover,
after the second postponement, Stalin advised the Bulgarian Communists to legalise the
emerging opposition parties. This would make political life more democratic and satisfy
the Western allies.

The readiness of the Soviet Union for concessions with regard to long-term Soviet
interests continued until the end of 1945 and was directly dependent on the US and
Britain’s respective readiness.” London’s behaviour did not create problems for Moscow.
Churchill was pleased that Stalin did not interfere in Greece and was ready to distance
himself from Bulgaria by concluding a fast peace treaty with her. The United States,
however, were not bound by any arrangements with the USSR and became increasingly

2! E. Kalinova, “Narodnata demokratsiya — nachaloto i krayat na edna ideya’, Novo vreme 2016, no. 3-4,
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inclined to oppose it. Among the first signs of this new policy was the Yalta Declaration of
February 1945, proposed by Roosevelt. It envisaged joint action by the USSR, the United
States, and Britain in liberated Europe, and in the countries left in the Soviet sphere of
influence. The United States urged Bulgaria to apply this declaration and to hold the
parliamentary elections under tripartite control, which was detrimental to the interests
of both the Bulgarian Communists and the USSR.%

Confrontation became more pronounced after the end of the war in Europe, when
the common enemy Germany was defeated. The unity in the Anti-Hitler coalition was
no longer of such importance, and Roosevelt who was inclined to co-operate with the
USSR, died and was replaced by the new president, Harry Truman. The US diplomatic
representative in Sofia, Maynard Barnes, contributed to this policy. His promises that the
United States would not allow the Communists to dominate Bulgaria and would support
those who oppose them impressed Nikola Petkov, the leader of the Agrarian Union, the
second largest party in the Fatherland Front.?® He had been an ally of the Communists
since 1943 and a minister in the coalition cabinet of 9 September 1944. However, in the
summer of 1945 he was ready to leave the cabinet, judging that the time of cooperation
with the Communists was over, just as the co-operation between the US and the USSR
was over. In the summer and autumn of 1945, US support for the opposition contributed
to the formation of several opposition parties. At the Potsdam conference, the US also
provided another instrument for pressure on the countries in the Soviet sphere, declaring
that Washington would sign peace treaties only with countries meeting the American’s
standards of democracy.?

Thus the implementation of the Yalta Declaration and the US consent to the signing
of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty became the strongest trump card of Washington in
support of the Bulgarian opposition.** However, this was just a part of the much more
important game between the USSR and the US to negotiate their pending issues after
the end of the war. The Moscow meeting in December 1945 of the Soviet, American and
British Foreign Ministers was the last echo of wartime cooperation. In order to obtain
Soviet approval for their plans in Japan, the United States gave up its firm support for
Bulgarian opposition and reduced it to moderate pressure on the Bulgarian government
to include two opposition representatives in the cabinet.’® This would formally allow
Washington to recognise the parliamentary elections held in late 1945 and with it
the new government and sign a peace treaty with it, thus withdrawing from Bulgaria.
Naturally, the Bulgarian opposition received the Moscow Conference decision with deep
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disappointment. Its leaders had the feeling that they had been used by the Americans
as a means to apply pressure on Moscow so that the US could achieve their other more
important goals.

The third period in the external factor’s influence is from the beginning of 1946 until
10 February 1947, when the victors signed the peace treaty with Bulgaria. After the USSR
and the US settled the most important issues related to the end of the war, ideological
opposition once again came to the fore. On 22 February 1946, George Kennan’s “long
telegram” formulated the new US policy for the “containment” of the USSR. It gained
publicity when on 5 March 1946 Churchill, in the presence of President Truman (with
whom he had previously consulted about this step), delivered at Westminster College
in Fulton (Missouri) his famous speech, often considered as the beginning of the Cold
War. The speech referred to the Soviet Union as the new enemy of the United States and
Britain, and Churchill called on both states to oppose together the Soviet threat.*

Churchill’s speech was perceived in the Soviet Union as a call for an offensive against
its sphere of influence, and Stalin instructed the Communist parties in Eastern Europe
to strengthen their positions in power and exert pressure on their oppositions. After the
Bulgarian opposition refused to fulfil the Moscow decision and legitimise the cabinet,
Stalin declared that it could “go to hell” and in the new government, with its consent, the
BCP already had more ministers than the other coalition partners.*® In the summer of
1946, the Communists tightened their control of the army, and launched political trials
against opposition leaders.

Still, Stalin hoped to preserve an understanding with the West. Proof of this is his
attitude towards the Civil War in Greece, which began at the end of March 1946. Moscow,
in contrast to Britain and the United States, did not intervene directly, but ordered Bulgaria,
Yugoslavia, and Albania to help the Greek Communists.* Stalin was still supporting the
tactics of “people’s democracy” and he did not encourage actions that could be seen as
imposing the Soviet model in Eastern Europe. His advice to the Communist Party in
Bulgaria went in the same direction. In September 1946, the BCP leader Georgi Dimitrov
was told that “the Russian Communists should not be imitated”, and that the transition
to socialism could become “in a special way — without a dictatorship of the proletariat™*

This meant that the Communists should continue to rule in a coalition, all the more
important as the Paris peace conference began in the summer of 1946.% Therefore, the
regularisation of Bulgaria’s international situation depended on the Western allies. That
was why the US still had the opportunity to exert pressure to change the processes in
Bulgaria. However, the leaders of Bulgarian opposition, Nikola Petkov and Kosta Lulchev,
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refused to fulfil the Moscow decision and to join the second Fatherland Front cabinet,
thus causing a problem. For Washington it was a matter of prestige not to sign a peace
treaty with this undemocratic (according to American standards) cabinet, but that could
lead to Soviet refusal to sign the peace treaty with the US-tolerated Italy.

Facing this dilemma, US diplomacy decided to take part in peace treaty negotiations,
while making use of the vulnerability of defeated Bulgaria to put pressure on the second
Fatherland Front cabinet to include two opposition representatives.” These actions were the
result of both the Cold War and the offensive against the opposition that the Communists
in Bulgaria began in mid-1946.% In August 1946, at the Paris Peace Conference Secretary
of State James Burns discussed with Bulgarian Prime Minister Kimon Georgiev not the
peace treaty, but the current political situation in Bulgaria: the lack of civil liberties, the
purge in the army, and the possibility for opposition representatives to be admitted to
the government to ensure that the upcoming elections at the end of 1946 would be free
and democratic. Burns insisted that it is for Bulgaria to make it possible for him to sign
the peace treaty.” Thus, the US position on the terms of the peace treaty was directly
used to pressure for internal changes in Bulgaria. The Secretary of State proposed that
Bulgarian opposition leaders be summoned to Paris to negotiate their participation in
the government that would hold the parliamentary elections. Burns assured that it would
make it easier for the United States to recognise the cabinet. However, this pressure did
not work because of Soviet objections. Both Stalin and Molotov advised the Bulgarian
government not to agree to it and reassured them that the Americans would hardly refuse
to sign the peace treaty with Bulgaria, because they knew that, in this case, the Soviet
Union would refuse to sign the peace treaty with Italy.*

In September-October 1946, on the eve of the elections, the US undertook a final
attempt to obtain more favourable conditions for the opposition. In a letter to Prime
Minister Kimon Georgiev, Secretary of State Burns reminded him that the government was
expected to implement the Moscow decision and include two opposition representatives
before the parliamentary elections.* The US representative in the Allied Control
Commission was instructed to take measures to secure free elections. The US attempt
at direct intervention in a state of the Soviet sphere provoked a sharp Soviet reaction.
The Soviet leadership of the Allied Control Commission rejected the US representative’s
request as interference in Bulgaria’s internal affairs and as inappropriate given the
commission’s competences.”> Prime Minister Kimon Georgiev, after consultations with
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Moscow, sent a reply to Burns, in which he described government measures to secure
free and democratic elections and assured him that they would allow the opposition
to participate and thus meet the US requirements.** This marked the end of American
attempts to take advantage of the peace treaty negotiations to obtain more favourable
conditions for the Bulgarian opposition — it remained outside the government that
prepared and held the elections in the autumn of 1946. The US lost all of its pressure
instruments while the USSR demonstrated what it meant to have “at least 75 per cent”
Soviet influence and reinforced the leading positions of the Communists in the country.

The fourth and final period in which we can trace the external factor’s role in defining
the directions of Bulgarian political life began in the spring of 1947 and ended in December
1948. In February 1947 the victors signed the peace treaties with the former German
satellites. This further loosened the ties between the USSR and the US. On 12 March
1947, the Truman doctrine was announced envisaging military assistance to Greece and
Turkey against the “red wave” from the North. It was followed by the Marshall Plan for
the Economic Recovery of Europe.* Thus, Washington was taking steps towards US
economic and military integration with Western Europe. This changed Soviet plans and
stimulated similar actions in Eastern European countries.** At the end of September 1947,
a meeting of nine European Communist parties was held in Szklarska Poreba (Poland),
where a change of the Soviet strategy was announced. Cooperation was to be replaced
by pointing out a new enemy - the United States. Against them, the “democratic camp”
headed by the USSR should stand together, which meant Eastern Europe had to “unite’,
that is, subject itself to the Kremlin.** The differences between the states in the Soviet
sphere resulting from greater freedom in following the “national paths” to socialism, had
to be wiped out if Moscow was to preserve its control. The Kremlin was most interested
in imposing obedience in foreign policy. This could be directly achieved by changes in
coalition governments, with the Communist parties taking a strong leadership role.
This meant the elimination of the legal opposition and the expulsion of non-communist
allies, which the opened the way to a one-party system.*” This was the end of “people’s
democracy” as the “national road to socialism” In this atmosphere the trial against the
leader of the opposition Nikola Petkov took place in Bulgaria. It ended with his murder
and the ban on his party in the second half of 1947.*
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4 Informatsionnoye soveshchaniye predstaviteley nekotorykh kompartiy v Polshe v kontse sentyabrya 1947 goda
(Moskva, 1948), pp. 7-10.

4 V. Dimitrov, Stalin’s Cold War, pp. 176-178; 1. Baeva, “BRP (k) i drugite v Kominformbyuro” [in:] Bulgaria
v sferata na suvetskite interesi, pp. 360-368; G. Adibekov, “Kominform i Bolgariya” [in:] Bulgaria v sferata na suvet-
skite interesi, pp. 349-352.

* D. Sharlanov, Tiraniyata, pp. 97-154; P. Semerdzhiev, Sudebniyat protses sreshtu Nikola Petkov 1947 g. (Sofia,
1990); Z. Tsvetkov, Sudut nad opozitsionnite lideri, pp. 114-140.
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From the end of 1947 till the summer of 1948, the Bulgarian Communist Party
experienced internal shocks associated with Soviet pressure to renounce “people’s
democracy”* They ended with the Soviet-Yugoslav conflict in 1948. The USSR wanted
to oppose the West through a united bloc following instructions from Moscow, while
Tito did not intend to give up his independent policy. This was unacceptable to Stalin
and the Yugoslav Communist Party was excluded from the Cominform bureau, which
meant that the ideas of “national” models for transition to socialism were rejected and
banned. This blow against the Yugoslav Communist Party was to serve as a lesson for
the other Eastern European countries.™

In the summer and autumn of 1948, Georgi Dimitrov made a final attempt to defend
“people’s democracy” by elaborating in detail its theory in order to prove that it did not
contradict Marxist-Leninist ideology and Soviet political practice. The main question
was whether socialism should be built with or without the dictatorship of the proletariat.
Stalin identified the “dictatorship of the proletariat” with the Soviet regime and, in the
new Cold War conditions, insisted that “people’s democracy and the Soviet regime are
two forms of the dictatorship of the proletariat™' - that is, no matter how the regime was
called in Bulgaria, it should be aligned with the Soviet (Stalinist) model of the transition
to socialism, following the theory of the “intensification of the class struggle” and the
dictatorship of the proletariat.

The epilogue was the Fifth Congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party at the end
of December 1948, where Dimitrov was forced to admit openly that there was no other
path to socialism that was different from the Soviet one, and that the new system could be
built only on the basis of the dictatorship of the proletariat.® Dimitrov attempt to defend
“people’s democracy” was doomed to failure because it was initially allowed by Stalin, as
a way different from the Soviet dictatorship, only in relation to the strategy of the post-war
co-operation with the West until the Soviet Union recovered. After the failure of this strategy,
Stalin decided to impose full obedience and control on Eastern Europe in order to prevent
it from slipping from his orbit. For this purpose, the governments in the Eastern European
states should only be in the hands of the Communists, any opposition should be crushed,
and Communist power should be based on state property and ideological monopoly. Thus,
from the summer of 1948, in Eastern Europe a new period began — the period of Stalinism.

In conclusion, we would like to point out that the internal political processes in Bulgaria
reflected the US-Soviet controversy and were strongly dependent on the relations between
the two superpowers. This predetermined the victory of the Communist Party over its
opponents and the establishment of Communist regime, which lasted until the end of 1989.

4 E. Kalinova, “Narodnata demokratsiya — nachaloto i krayat na edna ideya”, p. 100; E. Kandilarov, “Oteche-
stveniyat front — ot koalitsiya kum edinna obshtestveno-politicheska organizatsiya” [in:] Istoriya na Otechestveniya
front/suyuz, vol. 1, pp. 172-175, 180-182.

0 M. Lalkov, Yugoslaviya (1918-1992). Dramatichniyat put na edna durzhavna ideya (Sofia, 1999), pp. 189-
196; A. Anikeev, “Sovetsko-yugoslavskii konflikt 1948 goda i borba s ‘titoizmom’ v stranakh ‘narodnoi demokratii’”
[in:] Bulgaria v sferata na suvetskite interesi, pp. 161-172.

' M. Isusov, Stalin i Bulgaria (Sofia, 1991), pp. 145-149, 155-159, 168.

*2 L. Ognyanov, Politicheskata sistema v Bulgaria 1949-1956 (Sofia, 2008), pp. 16-17; Politicheska istoriya na
suvremenna Bulgaria. Sbornik dokumenti, vol. 2: 1948-1953 (Sofia, 2018), pp. 190-195.
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The Role of an External Factor for the Establishment
of the Communist Regime in Bulgaria
- September 1944-1948

The research objectives of this article are to analyse Bulgaria’s place in the policies of
the USSR, the USA and Great Britain in the early post-war years, 1944-1948, and to
answer the main research question about the role of an external factor in the Bulgarian
Communist Party’s rise to power and its assertion as a leading political force. The method
of analysing archival documents and causal connections between the Soviet and American
policy, on the one hand, and the actions of the Communist party on the other, makes it
possible to trace the geopolitical interests of the USSR and the USA and Bulgaria’s place
in them. The article discusses Soviet support for the Bulgarian Communist Party in the
context of Moscow’s strategy towards the United States and the way it changed in 1946-
1948 as a result of the Cold War. It reveals the role of US diplomacy in the emergence
of the anti-communist opposition in Bulgaria and its dependence upon the American
support it received, and on Washington’s policy towards the USSR. The research results
highlight how the Soviet-American confrontation was projected on domestic political
processes in Bulgaria and the way it predetermined the Communist Party’s victory over
its opponents.
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Rola czynnika zewnetrznego w stworzeniu rezimu
komunistycznego w Bulgarii — wrzesien 1944-1948

Celem badawczym niniejszego artykulu jest zbadanie miejsca, jakie Bulgaria zajmo-
wala w polityce ZSRR, USA oraz Wielkiej Brytanii we wczesnych latach powojennych
(1944-1948), a takze udzielenie odpowiedzi na gléwne pytanie badawcze, jakim jest rola
czynnika zewnetrznego w dojsciu Bulgarskiej Partii Komunistycznej do wladzy i sieg-
nieciu przez nig po role czolowej sily politycznej. Przyjeta metoda badawcza opiera sie
na badaniu z jednej strony dokumentéw archiwalnych i zwigzkéw przyczynowo-skut-
kowych pomiedzy polityka sowiecka i amerykanska, a z drugiej strony dzialan partii
komunistycznej, co pozwala przedledzi¢ interesy geopolityczne ZSRR i USA, a takze
miejsce, jakie miata w nich Bulgaria. Artykul omawia sowieckie wsparcie dla Bulgarskiej
Partii Komunistycznej w kontekscie moskiewskiej strategii wobec USA, a takze zmiany
zachodzace w latach 1946-1948 w wyniku zimnej wojny. Artykul przedstawia role ame-
rykanskiej dyplomacji w wytonieniu si¢ opozycji antykomunistycznej w Bulgarii oraz jej
uzaleznienie od wsparcia uzyskiwanego z USA, a takze od polityki Waszyngtonu wobec
ZSRR. Wyniki badania podkreslaja, w jaki sposdb konfrontacja sowiecko-amerykanska
rzutowala na procesy polityki krajowej w Bulgarii, a takze jak z gory zaciazyla na zwy-
cigstwie Partii Komunistycznej nad przeciwnikami.

SEOWA KLUCZOWE
Butgarska Partia Komunistyczna, opozycja antykomunistyczna, zimna wojna
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THE ECONOMIC POLICY
OF THE HUNGARIAN COMMUNIST PARTY
BETWEEN 1945 AND 1946

INTRODUCTION

I n light of available postwar Communist Party documents, this paper aims to present
the political measures taken by the Hungarian Communist Party (Magyar Kommunista
Part, MKP) in 1945 and 1946 to influence Hungary’s economic policy. This period
coincided with the stabilisation of the Hungarian economy, which was then exploited
by the Communists to expand their political influence.

According to Milovan Dilas,’ at the end of the World War II Stalin said the following:
“This war is not as in the past; whoever occupies a territory also imposes on it his own
social system. Everyone imposes his own system as far as his army can reach”? These
statements suggest that Stalin had a clearly defined vision of the future of East-Central
Europe. Although there is still some debate over when and how the Soviet Union decided
to impose its system on the occupied countries.’

! Milovan Dilas (1911-1995) was a Yugoslavian Communist politician. From 1937 he was member of Josip

Broz-Tito’s inner circle. After the World War II he became one of the main theoreticians of the League of Communists
of Yugoslavia. Between 1953 and 1954 he was president of the Parliament of Yugoslavia. In January 1954, he was
expelled from the central party leadership and deprived of all offices. He was under arrest from 1956 to 1961 and then
from 1962 to 1967.

> M. Dijilas, Conversations with Stalin (New York: Harcout, Brace & World, 1962), p. 114.

> Based on his research, Mark Kramer states that at the end of the war, Stalin did not see it necessary to
establish Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, as only wanted to maintain Soviet-friendly governments to create
a security zone for the Soviet Union. The later move was more of a reaction to the Western powers’ hostile policy
towards the Soviets (further reading M. Kramer, “Stalin, Soviet Policy, and the Establishment of a Communist Bloc



The Economic Policy of the Hungarian Communist Party between 1945 and 1946

Eduard Mark stated that at the end of the World War II the Soviets aimed to strengthen
the Communist parties’ positions in Eastern Europe by establishing Communist-led
coalitions while maintaining a democratic facade.* He thought that Stalin did not renounce
the plan for the Communist revolution, but at the same time he wanted to maintain
cooperation with his allies for a while.” The purpose was to create an appropriate situation
for political advances to introduce a future Soviet-type system. Ern6 Ger6 supports this
in his recollections. He claims that the Communist Party’s main goal was obviously
a “socialist revolution” from the beginning, and this was only a matter of time plus internal
and external political circumstances.®

From an economic point of view, the Soviets regarded East-Central Europe as an
economic resource. The economic subjugation and exploitation of the occupied countries
began as early as the Soviet occupation. According to Laszlé Borhi, the Soviet Union
extracted USD 23.2 billion from the East European countries between 1945 and 1960.
However, this amount does not include the cost of the Red Army’s maintenance, the war
booty, the profit from unequal trade agreements and other payments.®

The Soviet Union pursued a two-faced policy, because it also used its economic
penetration to undermine the economic pillars of Hungarian independence, with the
extensive use of Soviet and joint Soviet-Hungarian companies, by exploiting its rights
to reparations,’ and by influencing Hungary’s foreign trade.'® Furthermore the Soviets
also instructed and helped the Communist Party to create various instruments in order
to introduce elements of centrally planned economy. One of these instruments was the
Supreme Economic Council (Gazdasdgi Fétandcs, GF), which was secretly coordinated
by the State Policy Department of the MKP (Allampolitikai Osztdly, APO). With the help
of the GE the Hungarian Communist leadership tried to create an economic policy that
would make the Party itself an integral factor in the stabilisation process and thus secure its
place in the highest echelons of political power in Hungary. From the beginning, the MKP’s
highest priorities were to acquire key political positions and to weaken and disintegrate
existing social and political structures while maintaining the mask of democracy." One

in Europe, 1941-1949” [in:] Imposing, Maintaining, and Tearing Open the Iron Curtain: the Cold War and East-
-Central Europe, 1945-1989, ed. M. Kramer, V. Smetana (Lanham (Md): Rowman & Littlefield, 2014), pp. 3-38).

* E. Mark, “Revolution by Degrees, Stalin’s National-Front Strategy for Europe, 1941-1947", CWIHP 31
(2001), p. 7.

5 Ibidem, p. 7.

¢ Archives of the Institute of Political History and Trade Unions [Politikatorténeti- és Szakszervezeti Levéltar]
(hereinafter: PIL), f. 867, 2/g-127. - Ger6 Erné visszaemlékezése [Erné Gerd’s recollections], pp. 104-105.

7 L. Borhi, Hungary in the Cold War 1945-1956: Between the United States and the Soviet Union (Budapest:
Central University Press, 2004), p. 139.

8 Ibidem, p. 149.

° Hungary was bound to pay USD 300 billion of reparations, of which USD 200 billion were allocated to
the Soviet Union, and the remaining amount divided between Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. This was to be
completed over six years by deliveries in kind. However the Soviets determined the value of the reparation goods
according to 1938 world prices plus a 10-15 percent bonus. As a result of this, payments far exceeded the agreed
amount despite the fact that in 1948 the Soviet Union cut half of the Hungarian reparations (L. Borhi, Hungary in
the Cold War 1945-1956, pp. 144-148).

10" Ibidem, p. 150.

"' PIL, f. 867, 2/g-127. — Ger6 Erné visszaemlékezése [Erné Gerd's recollections], pp. 103-104.
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part of this strategy entailed the replacement of economic leadership by eliminating
the landowning aristocracy and large-scale entrepreneurs, who were considered to be
the main financial supporters of the democratic, non-Communist parties of Hungary.

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE SUPREME ECONOMIC
COUNCIL (GF) AND THE STATE POLICY DEPARTMENT (APO)

In 1944, when the World War II was still far from over, the Hungarian Communist
emigration in the Soviet Union was already working intensively on the preparation of
the Communist Party’s postwar policies.'? In the spring of 1943, the Foreign Committee
(Kiilfoldi Bizottsdg, KUB) was established with the participation of Matyés Rakosi, J6zsef
Révai, Mihdly Farkas, and Ern6 Geré to coordinate relevant tasks," such as the preparation
of an “action program” for the MKP." The drafting process started at the end of April
1944, and in September and October 1944, the Committee held several discussions on the
resulting “Hungarian Action Program” attended by the créme de la créme of the Hungarian
Muscovites.!” The political aspirations and tactical considerations outlined in these
discussions would later reemerge in the MKP’s postwar policy; however, these “debates”
were not nearly as influential on the drafting process as the consultations held with Georgi
Dimitrov Mikhaylov'® and Dmitry Manuilsky'” under the supervision of Joseph Stalin." In
October 1944, Ger6 and Révai finalised the MKP’s action program, which was published
on 30 November 1944 in the newspaper Debreceni Néplap [ The Debrecen People’s Press],
titled “The Program of Democratic Reconstruction and the Ascension of Hungary:
A proposal by the Hungarian Communist Party”. As a prerequisite for creating a postwar

2 M. Barath, A Kreml drnyékdban. Tanulmdnyok Magyarorszdg és a Szovjetunié kapcsolatainak torténetéhez
[In the Shadow of the Kremlin: Studies on the History of Relations between Hungary and the Soviet Union]
(Budapest: Gondolat, 2014), p. 37.

* Eadem, Geré Erné politikai pdlydja 1944-1956 [The Political Career of Erné Gerd, 1944-1956] (Eotvos
Lorand University, 1997), pp. 281-283.

4 Ibidem, pp. 291-292.

'* M. Korom, “A moszkvai magyar kommunista emigracié 1944. 8szi megbeszélései a programkészitésrol”
[Discussions of the Hungarian Communist Emigration in Moscow in the Fall of 1944 on the Preparation of
a Policy Program], Multunk 1 (1993), pp. 114-133.

'* Georgi Dimitrov Mikhaylov (1882-1949) was a Bulgarian Communist politician and one of the main
theoreticians of Communist International. In 1919, he became the leader of the Bulgarian Communist Party.
In 1933 in Berlin, he was accused of alleged complicity in setting the Reichstag on fire but was acquitted in the
Leipzig Trials and expelled to the Soviet Union. From 1935, he was the president of the Comintern until its abolition
in 1943, and as such was in charge of executing Stalin’s orders. In 1935 at the Seventh Congress of the Comintern,
Dimitrov announced the birth of the Popular Front, which presented Soviet ideology as mainstream Anti-Fascism.
In 1946, he became the Prime Minister of Bulgaria. Three years later in 1949, Dimitrov died in a sanatorium near
Moscow. His death raised speculation that he had been poisoned, but this has never been confirmed.

7 Dmitry Manuilsky (1883-1959) was a Soviet politician and another key theoretician of Communist
International. He also served as a secretary of the Comintern from December 1926 until its dissolution in May
1943. Between 1928 and 1943, he held various important positions at the All-Union Communist Party, the Red
Army, and the Communist Party of Ukraine. Between 1945 and 1952, he was the permanent representative of the
Ukrainian SSR at the United Nations.

'8 PIL, f. 867, 2/g-127. — Ger6 Erné visszaemlékezése [Erné Ger8’s recollections], pp. 31-32.



The Economic Policy of the Hungarian Communist Party between 1945 and 1946

“democratic” Hungary, this program proposed land redistributions, the nationalisation
of natural resources and private companies in positions of monopoly, the state control of
major banks, the introduction of progressive taxation, and the improvement of worker
representation. According to the draft, private companies were expected to play an
important role in postwar reconstruction; however, the process was to be executed
primarily through central planning under state support and control.”” Although the
MKP’s program suggested that the Communists sought to implement a kind of controlled
economy, in the grip of postwar hardship, non-Communist parties also accepted the
proposal and contributed to the creation of a coordinating economic body, which was
established on 29 March 1945 and called the National Economic Council (Orszdgos
Gazdasdgi Tandcs, OGT).? In the spring of 1945, the MKP also created various economic
party organs as part of its apparatus, but these organs proved to be only temporary.*!

In the first half of 1945, the Communist Party primarily focused on economic recovery
rather than organisational issues, as shown by a Communist Party document issued
in April 1945 that addressed the most pressing problems of the Hungarian economy.*
According to the document, the issues requiring the most urgent action were the
restoration of transport infrastructure, the recovery of the construction industry, and
the curbing of inflation. Here the land redistribution® of March 1945 constituted a special
exception, because with this step the MKP primarily sought to win over the peasantry and
turn it into the mass base of the Communist Party, as well as eliminate the landowning
aristocracy and thereby exclude them from politics. However, the results of the elections
of 4 November 1945 reflected the failure of the Communists’ conceptions, which was
partly due to the fact that the exploits of Communist “petty monarchs” in the rural areas
had created a massive dislike of them in the peasantry.

In his study published in December 1945, Jen6é Varga,* a Soviet economist who
regularly advised Rékosi justified the measures of the Communist Party by claiming that

! National Archives of Hungary [Magyar Nemzeti Levéltar Orszagos Levéltara] (hereinafter: MNL OL),
M-KS, f. 274, cs. 7, 6. e. 5. - “Magyarorszag demokratikus jjaépitésének és felemelkedésének programja” Az
MKP javaslata [“The Program of Democratic Reconstruction and the Ascension of Hungary:” A proposal by the
Hungarian Communist Party], p. 4.

2 P. Germuska, “Adalékok a magyarorszagi gazdasagi intézményrendszer 1945-1948 kozotti valtozasaihoz”
[Supplements to the Economic Institutional System Change in Hungary between 1945 and 1948] [in:] Lépések
a gazdasagi teljhatalom felé 1945-1948 [Steps towards Absolute Economic Power, 1945-1948], ed. B. Bank, P. Ger-
muska (Budapest: Nemzeti Emlékezet Bizottsaga, 2017), p. 28.

' S. Rakosi, Az MKP és az MDP szervezeti felépitése, 1944-1956 [The Organizational Structure of the Hunga-
rian Communist Party and the Hungarian Workers Party, 1944-1956] (Budapest, 1964), pp. 19-23.

2 MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 1. - “A magyar gazdasagi élet legsiirgésebb problémai” Az MKP 1945-
0s gazdasagi intézkedés javaslata [“The Most Urgent Problems of Hungarian Economic Life:” The 1945 economic
proposal of the Hungarian Communist Party], pp. 1-3.

» The land redistribution negotiations were heavily influenced and pressed on by Marshal Voroshilov in
favour of the MKP. Its draft decree, written by Communist Minister of Agriculture, Imre Nagy, was accepted by the
Provisional National Government on 17 IIT 1945. Shortly afterwards in 19 III 1945 the land redistributions started.
Peasant estates over 115 hectares and noble estates over 57.55 hectares were expropriated. Nearly 3,200,000 hecta-
res were redistributed among approximately 640,000 beneficiaries, mainly landless peasants and dwarf holders.

* Jen6 Varga (1879-1964) was an economist and Communist politician. In 1919, he served as the People’s
Commissar of Finance, the People’s Commissar of Social Production, and the president of the National Economic
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“the fascist parties were always in a most intimate relationship with the landowners”* In
addition, Varga singled out certain groups that would later be stigmatised and persecuted
under communism by presenting the urban “big capitalists”, administrative officials,
and even the “upper classes” of the rural population as rife with “hostile elements” and
as obstacles to the “democratisation” of Hungary.”® On 1 October 1945, at the request
of Rékosi, Varga gave a lecture to the Politburo of the MKP, where he addressed similar
issues.” Following this lecture, Rakosi came to the conclusion that the party’s economic
strategy should initially resemble the Soviet economic policy of the 1920s (the New
Economic Policy or NEP): “We are forced to settle for half-solutions, so it is not yet
possible to implement a closed system”?

In the fall of 1945, the MKP began laying down the foundations of its economic
policy, which was obviously influenced by the party’s weak election results of November
1945, and did so while still struggling to recruit an appropriate number of cadres with
the necessary economic qualifications. From his return to Hungary in February 1945, in
his letters to the Soviet leadership and the representative of the MKP in Moscow, Rékosi
had frequently requested the release of certain Hungarian Communist emigrants to
Hungary,” complained about the general lack of cadres, and disputed the usefulness
of his domestic comrades.*® In his reports to Dimitrov, Rakosi mainly requested
experts with economic qualifications such as Laszl6 Hay*! and Istvan Friss** to be sent to

Council of the Hungarian Soviet Republic. After the overthrow of the Hungarian Soviet Republic, he fled to Austria
and later to the Soviet Union. Between 1922 and 1927, he worked at the department of trade of the Soviet embassy
in Berlin. Between 1927 and 1947, he was the director of the Institute of World Economy and World Politics. In
the 1930s, he became an economic advisor to Stalin. Thanks to his connections to the highest circles of Soviet
leadership, he survived the purges of the 1930s.

» J. Varga, A foldreform és a kozélet demokratizdldsa [Land Reform and the Democratization of Public Life]
(Budapest, 1945), pp. 6-7.

% Ibidem, pp. 13-14.

¥ MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 3, 6. e. 10. - Az MKP PB 1945. oktéber 1-i {ilésének jegyz6konyve [Minutes of
the 1 X 1945 session of the Politburo of the MKP], pp. 2-4.

% Ibidem, p. 5.

¥ Ibidem, cs. 10, 6. e. 114. — Rdkosi Matyds levelei Dimitrovnak [Matyds Rakosi’s letters to Dimitrov],
pp. 11-12, 24-25, 48, 82-83; ibidem, 6. e. 119. — Rakosi Matyds levelezése az MKP moszkvai képviselGjével [Matyas
Rékosi’s correspondence with the Moscow representative of the MKP], p. 6.

% Ibidem, cs. 10, 6. e. 119. - Rékosi Matyds levelezése az MKP moszkvai képviselGjével [Matyds Rakosi’s
correspondence with the Moscow representative of the MKP], p. 6.

3 Lészl6 Hay (1891-1975) was an economist and Communist politician. In 1919, he became a member of the
Party of Communists in Hungary (Kommunistik Magyarorszdgi Pértja, KMP). A year later, following the collapse
of the Hungarian Soviet Republic, he fled to Austria. In the 1920s, he worked in Germany at the instruction of the
Communist International. From 1935, he worked for various economic institutes in the Soviet Union, including
the Institute of World Economy and World Politics. In 1945, he was the MKP’s representative in Moscow. In
September 1945, he returned to Hungary, where he was appointed director of the Hungarian-Soviet Foreign Trade
Company. Between 1946 and 1948, he served as the director of the Hungarian National Bank (Magyar Nemzeti
Bank, MNB). From 1948, he held various positions at the Ministry of Foreign Trade and was the Minister of
Foreign Trade between 1954 and 1956. In 1956, he became the director of the MNB again.

32 Istvan Friss (1903-1978) was an economist and Communist politician. Between 1935 and 1936, he worked
for the International Lenin School in the Soviet Union. He was then sent to Czechoslovakia, where he became
a member of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia until the German occupation. In
1941, he returned to the Soviet Union, where he was assigned to Kossuth Radio. Upon his return to Hungary in
1945, he became a member of the MKP and held various financial and economic positions. From 1954 to 1972, he
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Hungary;* however, the Soviets ignored these requests for a long time, or often sent
people who “caused a lot of trouble and compromised the Communist Party more than
once”** Despite Rakosi’s requests, the first group of cadres arrived as late as September
1945.% The primary reason for this delay was that the Soviets insisted on retaining experts
who held important positions at various institutes, though it is also likely that several of
these cadres participated in the preparation of the Potsdam Conference held in July and
August 1945, which would explain why they were only dispatched in the fall of 1945.

At the elections held on 4 November 1945, the Independent Smallholders, Agrarian
Workers and Civic Party (Fiiggetlen Kisgazda-, Foldmunkds- és Polgdri Part, FKGP)
secured 57 per cent of the votes and won the majority, an outstanding result that obviously
threatened the Communist Party’s plans to influence Hungarian economic policy. In order
to overcome this hurdle, the Soviets and the Hungarian Communists decided to create
a state economic organisation.*® Thus on 22 November 1945, the Central Management
of the MKP issued a resolution for the establishment of the Supreme Economic Council
(GF), which used to be part of the party’s election program. In said election program, the
MKEP devised a three-year plan for the reconstruction of Hungary, in which it proposed
the establishment of a “three-member ministerial committee” with legislative powers.*”
It is likely that the rush to implement the program was due to the unfavourable election
results of November 1945.

On 27 November 1945, the Communist Party submitted its draft on the establishment
of the GF to the Council of Ministers (Minisztertandcs),* which caused heavy protests in
the Smallholders’ Party. Nevertheless, under pressure from Marshal Voroshilov,” chairman
of the Allied Control Commission,* the Council of Ministers eventually accepted the

served as the director of the Institute of Economics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences as well as the head of the
state economy department of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party (Magyar Szocialista Munkdspdrt, MSZMP)
between 1956 and 1962. He was also a member of the Central Committee of the MSZMP between 1956 and 1978.

3% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 10, 6. e. 114. — Rakosi Matyds levelei Dimitrovnak [Matyds Rakosis letters to
Dimitrov], p. 25.

3 Ibidem, 6.e.119. - Rakosi Matyas levelezése az MKP moszkvai képvisel6jével [Matyas Rakosi’s correspondence
with the Moscow representative of the MKP], p. 48.

% Ibidem, p. 48.

% A Soviet foreign representative report from April 1947 confirms the Soviet intervention. According to
the document, the Soviets felt threatened enough to enforce their interests after the elections. In order to secure
this, they forced the Hungarian government, through the Allied Control Commission, to establish the GE Iratok
a magyar-szovjet kapcsolatok torténetéhez. 1944. oktober — 1948. junius. Dokumentumok [Papers for the History of
the Hungarian-Soviet Relations. October 1944 - June 1948. Documents], ed. I. Vida (Budapest: Gondolat, 2005),
Pp. 244-245.

7 A Magyar Kommunista Pdrt és a Szocidldemokrata Pdrt hatdrozatai 1944-1948 [Resolutions of the
Hungarian Communist Party and the Social Democratic Party, 1944-1948], ed. S. Rékosi, B. Szabd (Budapest:
Kossuth 1979), p. 154.

3 J. Germuska, “Adalékok’, p. 36.

¥ Kliment Yefremovich Voroshilov (1881-1969) was a Soviet military officer and politician. Between 1925 and
1940 he was People’s Commissar for the Defence of the Soviet Union. From 1945 to 1947 he was the chairman of
the Allied Control Commission in Hungary. In 1953 he was approved as Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme
Soviet. Between 1926 and 1961 he was also a member of the Politburo of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

4 The Allied Control Commission was established based on the armistice agreement with Hungary of
20 January 1945. The commission was tasked to oversee the Hungarian government and the compliance of the
armistice agreement. The chairman of the organisation was Marshal Voroshilov and its deputy chairman was
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draft and the GF was given the right to issue decrees, which were considered mandatory
for all ministers. Zoltan Vas was appointed as the state secretary of the council, and upon
receiving his new assignment, he quickly organised a secretariat from his most trusted
men to assist him and expand Communist influence in the new organisation. The three
members of the council were Prime Minister Zoltan Tildy from the “right wing” of the
FKGP; Ger6, who was the Minister of Transport at the time, and Minister of Industry Antal
Ban of the Social Democratic Party (Szocidldemokrata Pdart, SZDP)," which guaranteed
a strong leftist influence in the GF from the beginning. It is interesting to note that the
promulgation of the relevant law on the establishment of the GF was postponed for two
months due to ongoing inter-party quarrels,* but the GF was established regardless and
operated illegally until the relevant law was promulgated in January 1946.%

As a means of coordinating the operation of the GF, on 10 December 1945, the
Politburo of the MKP issued a resolution on the establishment of an organ within the
Communist Party called the State Policy Department (APO). Beyond its coordinating
functions, the APO was also tasked with managing and providing information to all
party members working in key public positions, and the development of the party’s
national economic and state policy plans. As Geré was considered by many to be the
second most important member of the MKP after Rékosi, the Politburo appointed him
as the head of the APO and made Ger&’s aide-de-camp Istvan Friss the deputy head of
the department. The key members of the department were Gerd, and three cadres with
economic qualifications: Friss, Laszl6 Hay, and Istvan Antos. During their stay in the
Soviet Union in the 1920s and 1930s, Friss and Hay spent many years in the service of
the Soviet state administration and the Communist International, which made them
“tried and tested” experts in their fields.

The organisational structure of the APO developed as follows. The department
was originally divided into two committees, the Ministerial Committee and the Main
Committee,** where the membership of the Ministerial Committee and the Politburo
was essentially the same. The Main Committee consisted of six sub-committees: Legal
and Administrative, Public Supply, Industrial, Reconstruction, Cooperation, and Foreign
Policy. The Main Committee had more than thirty members, many of whom worked
as heads of department and state secretaries in various ministries, which shows that
by the last month of 1945, the Communists had managed to place some cadres in state

Lieutenant General Vladimir Sviridov. It was operated by the Soviets, the other Allied representatives only had
consultation rights. The commission was disbanded in 1947 by the Paris peace treaty.

41 In February 1946, the membership of the GF increased to include the Minister of Finance and the Minister
of Welfare, but this did not reduce the Communist influence in the organisation.

42 The fierce debates continued in the 22 XII 1945 session of the Council of Ministers. The Smallholders’
ministers, and even Istvan Ries, the Social Democrat Minister of Justice, continued to oppose the establishment of
the GE

# P. Germuska, “Adalékok’, pp. 36-38.

# MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 23. — Az MKP APO megalakuldsdra és személyi 6sszetételére vonatkozo
PB hatarozat. Mellette munkaterv, Friss Istvan jelentése a gazdasagpolitikai hibakrol, az osztdly miikodésérdl [The
resolution of the Politburo of the MKP on the establishment and composition of the APO. Attached work plan and
Istvan Friss's report on economic policy mistakes and the operation of the department], pp. 3-4.
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administration. Judging by the structure of the APO, its work was originally meant to be
more diverse, but based on surviving documentation, we can conclude that it primarily
focused on economic policy.

Despite the elaborate structure and design of the APO, for several months the
department failed to perform to expectations, as evidenced by the reports of the deputy
head of department.”> On 11 January 1946, Friss reported that the APO was unable to
fulfil its tasks, which he attributed to the lack of coordination within the department.*®
To solve these problems, Friss made a proposal for the reorganisation of the APO, which
he justified by the fact that the department was expected to handle major tasks in the
upcoming years.”” On 18 February 1946, these suggestions were discussed and approved
by the Secretariat of the MKP; consequently, the Ministerial Committee was abolished on
the grounds that the Politburo was responsible for handling national issues, and any minor
issues should be resolved by setting up ad hoc committees. Additionally, the deputy head
of department was authorised to apply directly to the Politburo or the Secretariat of the
MKP in order to resolve issues that did not require special expertise. The Secretariat of
the MKP decided to reorganise the other committees as well, and appointed new leaders
with more expertise and spare time.*®

THE STRATEGY OF THE HUNGARIAN COMMUNIST PARTY
DURING THE ECONOMIC STABILISATION PROCESS

Once the Communist Party ironed out the most pressing organisational issues of the
APO, the Communist leadership focused their attention on solving the economic problems
of Hungary. The first major challenge of their new policy was to stop hyperinflation:
by the beginning of 1946, inflation had become so severe that the devaluation of the
Hungarian pengd was beginning to strangle and paralyse the economy.* On 7 February
1946, the Politburo of the MKP addressed the issue and commissioned Ger6 to prepare

* Ibidem, cs. 4, 6. e. 117. — Az MKP Titkarsaganak 1946. februar 18-i tilésének jegyz6konyve, [Minutes of the
18 11 1946 session of the Secretariat of the MKP], pp. 9-11; ibidem, cs. 12, 8. e. 23. — Az MKP APO megalakuldséra
és személyi Osszetételére vonatkozo PB hatdrozat. Mellette munkaterv, Friss Istvan jelentése a gazdasagpolitikai
hibakrdl, az osztaly miikodésérdél [The resolution of the Politburo of the MKP on the establishment and
composition of the APO. Attached work plan and Istvan Friss's report on economic policy mistakes and the
operation of the department], pp. 15-18.

 Ibidem, cs. 12, 6. e. 23. -~ Az MKP APO megalakuldsara és személyi dsszetételére vonatkozé PB hatdrozat.
Mellette munkaterv, Friss Istvan jelentése a gazdasagpolitikai hibakrol, az osztdly miikodésérdl [The resolution of
the Politburo of the MKP on the establishment and composition of the APO. Attached work plan and Istvén Friss’s
report on economic policy mistakes and the operation of the department], pp. 15-17.

47 Ibidem, cs. 4, 6. e. 117. — Az MKP Titkarsaganak 1946. februar 18-i tilésének jegyz6konyve [Minutes of the
18 II 1946 session of the Secretariat of the MKP], pp. 9-11.

4 Ibidem, p. 2.

* War devastation and reparation shipments were the main cause of hyperinflation. From June 1945 to
1946 the price index rose to 400 quadrillion Pengés. The black market value against the USD was 1320 Pengds in
July 1945, which devalued to 4.6 quadrillion Pengés by the end of July 1946 (L. Borhi, Hungary in the Cold War
1945-1956, p. 149).
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the party’s economic program,* which the Communists intended to force upon the
government as the official economic program of Hungary.”' In addition, they resolved
to set up a preparatory committee whose members were appointed from the ranks of
the APO.*

On 11 February 1946, the party’s new program titled “Proposals for resolving the
country’s economic and financial situation” was submitted for debate to the Politburo
of the MKP. The draft called for rigorous austerity measures, increased state revenues,
and the retrieval of the national gold reserves that had been smuggled to Germany at the
end of war; in this manner, it made a good number of proposals that could be justified
with the need to balance public finances. However, the program also contained several
measures that went beyond economic stabilisation, one of its main purposes was to
lay the foundation for the long-term economic strategy of the Communist Party. This
included curtailing the authority of the Minister of Finance to reduce the influence
of the affiliated Smallholders’ Party, mass redundancies in the public administration
(justified as the reduction of bureaucracy), the nationalisation of the Hungarian National
Bank (Magyar Nemzeti Bank, MNB), strict control over the activities of private banks,
curtailment of the banking staff, a wage system reform benefitting physical workers to
the detriment of intellectual workers, the abolition of jobs considered unproductive,
and the introduction of a fifty percent income tax on businesses.* In short, the objective
of the Communist Party was not only the economic stabilisation of Hungary, but the
replacement of political and business leaders and administrative officials, as well as
the undermining of businesses under the guise of nationalisation.

In the upcoming days, Rédkosi and Gerd traveled across the country to popularise the
program of the MKP as a government program and the only solution to the Hungarian
economic crisis. The first time Rékosi introduced the new program was on 16 February
1946 at the Communist Party’s rally in Budapest, where he mostly spoke of stopping
inflation, the necessity of a closed economic system, and the nationalisation of the
most significant private companies.** Three days later on 19 February 1946, Ger6 gave
a speech about the program in Miskolc,” where he highlighted the increase of income
tax, the concept of a quarterly government budget, and the nationalisation of strategically
important mines and factories.*

Following Ger&'s speech, a heated debate broke out at the 20 February 1946 session
of the GF, as Prime Minister Ferenc Nagy and Minister of Finance Ferenc Gordon found

% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 3, 6. e. 23. - Az MKP Titkarsaganak 1946. februar 7-i iilésének jegyz6konyve
[Minutes of the 7 IT 1946 session of the Secretariat of the MKP], p. 3.

51 Ibidem, p. 3.

52 Ibidem, p. 3.

>3 Ibidem, 6. e. 24. — Az MKP PB 1946. februar 11-i iilésének jegyzokonyve [Minutes of the 11 II 1946 session
of the Politburo of the MKP], pp. 5-19.

* M. Rakosi, “Harcolunk a demokraciaért — egyetlen lépést sem tesziink visszafel¢” [We Fight for
Democracy - Not One Step Backwards], Szabad Nep (19 II 1946), pp. 1-2.

5> Ibidem, p. 4.

% MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 9. - A GF iiléseinek jegyzokonyvei (1946. janudr 4. - mércius 18.) [Minutes of the
sessions of the Supreme Economic Council (4 January — 18 March 1946)], p. 594.
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it completely unacceptable as well as illegal that the Communist Party had advertised
its undiscussed program as if had already been approved by the government. Gordon
condemned the ministers involved for announcing their economic programs separately
and without consulting the government, especially since the GF was supposed to create
ajoint economic program to be approved by the entire coalition.” Beyond disapproving
of nationalisation, the planned state supervision of the MNB, and the fifty percent tax
on businesses, Gordon was also concerned about the economic propaganda of the MKP,
which in his opinion would lead to political destabilisation and scaremongering rather
than the improvement of the economic situation.*® In response to these criticisms, Rédkosi
pointed out that the contested proposals, including the nationalisation of strategically
important mines and factories had already been included in the 2 December 1944 program
of the Hungarian National Independence Front (Magyar Nemzeti Fiiggetlenségi Front,”
MNFF).® He then proceeded to attack the government’s “inadequate efforts” to handle
the economic crisis, and referred to the economic program of the MKP as an obvious
alternative.®' Despite these disagreements, however, Prime Minister Nagy expressed
hope that further inter-party discussion could create a joint economic plan based on
this program.®

Despite inter-party disagreements over the Communists’ economic program,
on 21 February 1946, the Politburo of the MKP resolved to implement the program
starting 1 March and to set up an executive committee led by Ger4.* As the next step,
on 26 February 1946, the GF accepted an economic draft* on issues where inter-party
consensus had already been achieved.®® The document, titled “Memorandum on the
most urgent aspects of the implementation of the economic and financial reconstruction”
listed twenty-five points from the MKP’s economic proposal and prescribed, among other
things, the development of a new wage system, the introduction of a quarterly government
budget, the revision of municipal budgets, the monitoring and control of the MNB, the
downsizing of administrative and military personnel and the reduction of bureaucracy,
the review of the financial burdens posed by war reparations and the development
of reparation financing, and the discussion of the issue of nationalisation as soon as

57 Ibidem, p. 595.

58 Ibidem, pp. 594-595.

* The Hungarian National Independence Front was a political association of anti-Nazi parties in Hungary
from December 1944 to February 1949.

0 Pdrtkozi értekezletek. Politikai érdekegyeztetés, politikai konfrontdcié 1944-1948 [Inter-party Sessions:
Reconciliation of Political Interests and Political Confrontations, 1944-1948], ed. J. Horvath, E. Szabé, L. Sziics,
K. Zalai (Budapest: Napvildg, 2003), pp. 3-7.

¢ MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 9. - A GF iiléseinek jegyzékonyvei (1946. janudr 4. — marcius 18.) [Minutes of the
sessions of the Supreme Economic Council (4 January — 18 March 1946)], pp. 595-596.

2 Ibidem, pp. 598-599.

% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 3, 6. e. 25. - Az MKP PB 1946. februar 21-i iilésének jegyzokonyve [Minutes of
the 21 II 1946 session of the Politburo of the MKP], p. 2.

% MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 9. - A GF iiléseinek jegyz6konyvei (1946. januar 4. — marcius 18.) [Minutes of the
sessions of the Supreme Economic Council (4 January — 18 March 1946)], pp. 917-921.

% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 3, 6. e. 27. - Az MKP PB 1946. februar 21-i iilésének jegyzokonyve [Minutes of
the 21 II 1946 session of the Political Commitee of the MKP], pp. 12.
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possible.® However, even this was not a sufficient compromise for the Communists, so
they also launched an offensive against the Smallholders’ Party. On 28 February 1946,
the Politburo of the MKP made another resolution on economic issues, in which the
MKP demanded that the FKGP “purge” the state apparatus as well as implement the
nationalisation of the most strategically important factories and the state supervision and
control of banks. According to the resolution, Geré was to address Prime Minister Nagy
in a letter and demand that the government make a decision on these matters within
the next four days.”” The Politburo of the MKP also resolved to change its propaganda
tactics: contrary to their earlier approach, the Communist Party now resolved to hold
the Smallholders’ Party accountable for the current economic situation, and demand the
purge of the “reaction” from the ranks of the FKGP as an essential prerequisite for the
stabilisation and rebuilding of Hungary in a “democratic” fashion.

In his 1 March 1946 letter, sent to the Prime Minister, Geré complained that no measures
had been taken on the cardinal issues propounded by the reorganisation plans of the
Communist Party, and claimed that the adoption and implementation of the MKP’s
program was crucial for the economic and financial reorganisation of the country in
a “democratic way”*® GerG's letter enumerated the most important issues in five points,
claiming that the immediate implementation of the necessary measures could not postponed
any further. In his reply, Prime Minister Nagy repeated his statement from the 20 February
1946 session of the GF and added that the government program should be created by
harmonising the ideas of the governing parties, since it “would not be desirable if the
government accepted the program of one party only”.* Nagy drew Gerd&’s attention to the
economic draft accepted by the GF on 26 February 1946, and refuted all accusations of the
FKGP’s inaction in economic matters. He also questioned the legitimacy of the accusation
that approval of the government’s economic program was the sole responsibility of the
Prime Minister when it actually hinged on prior consultation with the representatives
of every coalition party.

The debates between the FKGP and the MKP threatened an outbreak of a serious
government crisis, which the Communists decided to resolve by forming an alliance with
other leftwing parties to create a “Leftist Bloc””° On 5 March 1946, the MKP entered into
a political alliance with the SZDP, the National Peasant Party (Nemzeti Parasztpdrt, NPP),
and the Trade Union Council (Szakszervezeti Tandcs, SZT), which - under Communist
leadership — proceeded to publicly attack the FKGP. The first step was a letter issued on
6 March 1946 to Prime Minister Nagy,” in which the Leftist Bloc openly criticised the
FKGP’s “reaction” According to the letter, “[the reaction] undermines the achievements of

% MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 9. - A GF iiléseinek jegyzékonyvei (1946. janudr 4. — marcius 18.) [Minutes of the
sessions of the Supreme Economic Council (4 January — 18 March 1946)], pp. 917-921.

¢ MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 3, 6. e. 26. — Az MKP PB 1946. februar 28-i iilésének jegyzokonyve [Minutes of
the 28 II 1946 session of the Politburo of the MKP], pp. 2-3.

% Ibidem, 6. e. 27. — Az MKP PB 1946. marcius 4-i iilésének jegyz6konyve [Minutes of the 4 IIT 1946 session
of the Politburo of the MKP], p. 4.

® Ibidem, p. 12.

0 Ibidem, p. 13.

7\ Partkozi értekezletek, pp. 196-197.



The Economic Policy of the Hungarian Communist Party between 1945 and 1946

Hungarian democracy, hinders its further development, hampers the economic recovery
of the country, and by isolating Hungary from its democratic neighbours on the verge
of peace talks, it causes immeasurable damage to the nation’s foreign policy interests””

The attacks proved successful: under the pressure of false accusations and inter-party
consultations, the FKGP eventually accepted the economic plan of the MKP.

On 18 March 1946, the economic stabilisation program submitted by Ger6 was
discussed by the GE” which issued decisions on most of the issues pending and instructed
the economic ministries to prepare drafts for the implementation of the government
program. As part of these measures, Nagy and Ger$ were then charged with the task of
developing a reorganisation program by 27 March 1946.” Ironically, on 28 March 1946,
the program was first presented to the Politburo of the MKP” - thus showing the heavy
influence of the Communist Party on the drafting process. On 6 April 1946, the GF
approved the final version of the stabilisation program presented by State Secretary Vas.”

Based on the Marxist terminology used in the introductory paragraphs of the approved
government program, the Communist Party’s viewpoints had prevailed.”” According to
the introduction, Hungary’s resources could not be used economically or for the common
good without centralised state control and economic planning;”® moreover, it blamed
the “rich” in general for the state of the economy and the severity of hyperinflation.”
We may conclude, then, that this program was essentially the same as the Communist
Party’s economic plan discussed above, with only the most criticised issue of a fifty percent
income tax and the nationalisation of the MNB left out of it.®

During these critical days, on 1 April 1946, Matyas Rakosi had a meeting with Stalin
and Molotov in Moscow.®! One of the main topics was the stabilization of the Hungarian
economy.*? There are very few sources available on the details of the meeting. Rakosi hinted
in one of his letters to Jend Varga, that Stalin said to him that the party now should focus
its strength on the “economic front”® It is quite likely that some fundamental strategic

72 Ibidem, p. 199.

7 MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 9. - A GF iiléseinek jegyzokonyvei (1946. janudr 4. - mércius 18.) [Minutes of the
sessions of the Supreme Economic Council (4 January - 18 March 1946)], pp. 1008-1009.

7 Ibidem, p. 1008.

7> MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 3, 6. e. 31. - Az MKP PB 1946. marcius 28-i iilésének jegyz6konyve [Minutes of
the 28 IIT 1946 session of the Politburo of the MKP], p. 2.

¢ MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 10. - A GF iiléseinek jegyzékonyvei (1946. marcius 26. — majus 29.) [Minutes of the
sessions of the Supreme Economic Council (26 March - 29 May 1946)], p. 187.

77 MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 77. — A kormany 1946. aprilis 7-i terve az orszag gazdasagi és pénziigyi
helyzetének megszilarditasara [Government plan of 7 IV 1946 for the consolidation of Hungary’s economic and
financial situation], pp. 1-7. The text can also be found here: MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 10, pp. 797-806.

7 MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 77. — A kormdny 1946. aprilis 7-i terve az orszag gazdasagi és pénziigyi
helyzetének megszilarditdsdra [Government plan of 7 IV 1946 for the consolidation of Hungary’s economic and
financial situation], p. 1.

7 Ibidem, p. 1.

80 Pdrtkozi értekezletek, pp. 196-200; MNL OL, XIX-A-10, d. 10, p. 187.

81 M. Barath, A Kreml drnyékdban, p. 85.

82 The other topics were the upcoming peace talks and the preparation of the Hungarian government
delegation’s visit to Moscow.

% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 10. 6. e. 122. - Rakosi Matyds levelezése Varga Jenével [Matyas Rékosi’s
correspondence with Jend Vargal, p. 41.
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steps were discussed during this meeting. Moreover, Rékosi also wrote in his recollections
that he managed to persuade Stalin to increase the deadline for completing reparation
deliveries from six years to eight,* which had a significant impact on the stabilisation.

Following the approval of the MKP’s economic program, the process of economic
stabilisation was essentially determined by the ideas of the Communist Party, which
meant that from that point onward, most of the proposals for the stabilisation of the
economy were written or finalised by the APO and then presented by the representatives
of the MKP at the sessions of the GF and other government bodies. For example, on
14 May 1946, the final draft on Hungary’s new currency was submitted to the Council
of Ministers by Rakosi himself.* Nevertheless, after reaching an agreement in March, all
government parties worked together to overcome the economic crisis. It is widely known
that a substantial part of the financial calculations had been made by the economists
of the FKGP; for example, among others, Istvan Varga,* Jen6é Racz,*” and Béla Csikos-
-Nagy® were heavily involved in the reorganisation efforts. The spirit of cooperation
is clear from the fact that there was a significant similarity between Istvan Varga’s
24 April 1946 proposal® for the stabilisation of Hungarian currency (which he sent
to the Communist Party), and the draft eventually issued by the MKP;* nevertheless,
Communist propaganda continued to accuse the FKGP of disinterest and inactivity.
At the 17 May 1946 session of the Central Committee of the MKP, Rékosi admitted

8 M. Rékosi, Visszaemlékezések 1940-1956 [Recollections 1940-1956] (Budapest, 1997), p. 264.

% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 76. - Az MKP-nak az értékallé pénz megteremtésére iranyuld javas-
latanak kiilonbozé tervezetei [Various drafts of the Hungarian Communist Party’s proposal to create a stable
currency], pp. 12-20.

8 Istvan Varga (1897-1962) was an economist and politician. Between 1928 and 1949, he was the director of
the Hungarian Economic Research Institute (Magyar Gazdasdgkutato Intézet, MGI). Between 1945 and 1946, he
held various high positions at the Ministry of Reconstruction. In 1946, he became the president of the National
Price Board (Orszdgos Arhivatal, OA), and worked at the Ministry of Industry and the Ministry of Construction as
a high ranking official. He was actively involved in the introduction of the forint. In 1948 and 1949, he was removed
from his positions due to a series of attacks by the Communist Party; however, thanks to his expertise, he found
work at various economic state organisations. From 1953, he served as an external expert for the Ministry of Home
Trade. In 1957, he started teaching at the Karl Marx University of Economic Sciences. From the 1960s onwards, he
worked as an expert at several institutes of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences.

87 Jend Racz (1907-1981) was an economist, Smallholders’ politician, and the Minister of Finance. From 1939,
he held high positions at the Ministry of Trade and Transport and the Ministry of Agriculture. In 1945, he became
a member of the FKGP. Between 1945 and 1946, he was an official of the Ministry of Welfare and was involved in
the stabilisation process. Between 1946 and 1947, he served as the Minister of Finance. In the first quarter of 1947,
he was the Temporary Minister of Construction and Public Works and an advisor to Prime Minister Nagy. During
the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, he participated in the revival and activities of the Smallholders’ Party.

8 Béla Csikds-Nagy (1919-2005) was an economist. From 1938, he held positions at various state
administration bodies. From 1945, he worked for the GF and the National Planning Office (Orszdgos Tervhivatal,
OT) in various high-ranking positions and as such played a key role in the development of the economic
stabilisation program and the Three-year Plan. Between 1952 and 1953, he served as Deputy Minister of Local
Industry; between 1953 and 1954, he was Deputy Minister of Light Industry, and between 1954 and 1984, he was
the president of the OA and later the National Material and Price Board (Orszdgos Anyag- és Arhivatal, OAA).

% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 78. — Az 1946-1947. évi koltségvetés kidolgozasaval és végrehajtasaval
kapcsolatos javaslatok, vélemények [Proposals and opinions on the preparation and implementation of the budget
of 1946-1947], pp. 27-49.

% K. Majoros, “A milt szizad jeles magyar kozgazdasza: Varga Istvan (1897-1962)” [A Famous Hungarian
Economist of the Last Century: Istvan Varga (1897-1962)], KTK/IE Miihelytanulmdnyok 9 (2003), pp. 33-38.
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that reorganisation was only possible in cooperation with the coalition partners, but
proceeded to add that in terms of economic reorganisation, only the Communist Party
had acted for the benefit of the Hungarian nation,” while the other parties sought to
serve the interests of their own supporters and class.”” Ger6 added in a more aggressive
manner that the MKP must start an offensive against the “enemies” of the reorganisation
and their “fascist conspirators’, claiming that the Smallholders’ Party was not in favour of
reorganisation (apart from a tiny minority), and the SZDP showed anti-reorganisation
tendencies as well:*> “But each of them are cautious to speak openly. They will choose
the way of silent sabotage”**

In addition to its smear campaign against the Smallholders’ Party, the Communist
Party also continued to exert pressure on the state administration to extend its influence
over economic policy. On 30 May 1946, the MKP set up the Reorganisation Committee
(Szandlasi Bizottsdg, SZB),”” which was charged with the task of controlling the process
of economic stabilisation. The establishment of this committee signalled an attempt to
overshadow the MNB that was branded as “reactionary” by the Communists. Every
important measure was to be discussed by this committee prior to the relevant sessions
of the GE?® From June 1946, the committee was also assisted by Soviet advisor Jend
Varga, who was considered one of the most renowned economists in the Soviet Union
and maintained close contact with the highest circles of Soviet leadership on account
of being an economic advisor to Stalin and a close associate of Molotov.”” Rdkosi was
also close to Varga, whom he considered his friend and mentor; in fact, Rdkosi
initially intended to make him the head of the APO to spearhead the Communist
Party’s economic policy.”® From the beginning of 1945, Rakosi repeatedly requested
that Varga be allowed to return to Hungary, but his request was denied by the Soviet
leadership.” However, after a personal audience with Rékosi on 1 April 1946, Stalin
himself endorsed Varga’s temporary stay and counselling in Hungary.'® During his
stay in Hungary between June and September 1946, Varga supervised the work of the

' MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 2, 6. e. 34. — Az MKP KV 1946. majus 17-i tilésének jegyzékonyve [Minutes of
the 17 V 1946 session of the Central Management of the MKP], p. 6.

%2 Ibidem, p. 6.

% Ibidem, p. 51.

% Ibidem, p. 51.

% Ibidem, cs. 12, 6. e. 25. — A Szandlasi Bizottsag jegyz6konyvei [Minutes of the Reorganization Committee],
pp- 1-2.

% J. Botos, “A pengé megsemmisiilése, a forint sziiletése, 1938-1946” [The Destruction of the Peng6 and the
Birth of the Forint, 1938-1946], Multunk 1 (2016), p. 194; MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 88, p. 94.

%7 Vyacheslav Mikhailovich Molotov (1890-1986) was a Soviet politician and diplomat, and a leading figure
of the Soviet government from the 1920s onwards, when he rose to power as a protégé of Stalin. Molotov served as
chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars (Premier) from 1930 to 1941, and as Minister of Foreign Affairs
from 1939 to 1949 and from 1953 to 1956. He was First Deputy Premier between 1942 and 1957, when he was
dismissed from the Presidium of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union by Nikita
Khrushchev. In 1961, after several years of obscurity, Molotov was removed from all positions of influence.

% M. Barath, Geré Ernd, p. 78.

% MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 10, 6. e. 122. — Rakosi Matyas levelezése Varga Jendvel [Matyas Rakosi’s
correspondence with Jen6 Varga], pp. 10-14.

10 Ibidem, p. 41.
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SZB and the implementation of the economic stabilisation plan. As a Soviet advisor,
he was likely responsible for the enforcement of Soviet interests as well. At any rate,
his involvement suggests that Soviet leadership had a vested interest in the success
of the MKP’s economic policy. One source suggests that other Soviet advisers were
also involved in the process, besides Varga. Ern6 Gerd in his 15 June 1946 report to
the Politburo of the MKP about the stabilization referred to the discussions with “our
friends” that resulted a reduction in their burdens.'”

In conclusion, the period between 1945 and 1946 was extremely important for
the Communist Party on account of managing to consolidate their control over the
Hungarian economy. Not only did the MKP successfully exert its influence and stabilise
the postwar economy, but they had also laid down the foundations of a decision-making
mechanism that can be reconstructed on the basis of available documentation as follows.
Based on the strategic goals specified by the Politburo of the MKP, the APO worked out
economic policy guidelines, plans, and measures for which the necessary information and
data had been obtained through party members working in state administration. The GF
then made a decision on the resulting proposals, which were to be executed by the relevant
ministries, or rather the Communist Party members working at these ministries. In this
manner, the MKP essentially created a multi-level executive and control mechanism that
had sown the seeds of the later one-party system.

On 1 August 1946, with the introduction of the Hungarian forint,'* the most critical
chapter of the economic stabilisation ended, and Communist propaganda made sure to
present it to the general public as the single-handed achievement of the MKP.!* However,
their struggle for power was not over yet: though the stabilisation of Hungary’s economy
had not yet been completed, by the fall of 1946, the MKP started the preparation of their
Three-year Plan, another large-scale economic program geared towards greater economic
control. This had also signalled the beginning of the definition of new economic policy
guidelines, which regarded socialism as a direct goal that was already on the agenda.'™

1 Tbidem, cs. 12, 6. e. 79. - Jelentések, feljegyzések, javaslatok a stabilizacio el6készitésérdl, és a stabilizacids
munkaterv végrehajtasarol [Notes, Proposals and Reports on the preparation and implementation of the stabilization],
p- 70.

122 The Soviet Union and the United States of America also supported the Hungarian stabilisation. In April
1946 the Soviets agreed to the reduction of reparation payments by canceling USD 6 million worth of penalties for
tardy shipments of goods and extended the period of shipments from six to eight years, plus Hungary was relieved
of the cost of railway line built by the Red Army. Moreover, the Soviet Union deducted the value of Hungarian
investment in two Soviet owned mines in Romania. On the other hand, in August 1946 the Americans returned
the Hungarian national gold reserve to Hungary (L. Borhi, Hungary in the Cold War 1945-1956, p. 157).

1% The MKP succeeded in gaining some popularity by re-regulating wages, which favoured industrial workers.
On the other hand, the introduction of the forint significantly raised the price scissor of industrial-agricultural
products that as a result raised discontent among those living from agriculture (G. Gyarmati, A Rdkosi-korszak:
Rendszervalto fordulatok évtizede Magyarorszdgon, 1945-1956 [The Rékosi Era: Decade of Change of Regime in
Hungary] (Budapest: ABTL & Rubicon, 2013), pp. 83-85).

1 MNL OL, M-KS, f. 274, cs. 12, 6. e. 4. — A népi demokracia gazdasagi politikajanak vj iranyelvei, Hay Laszlo
feljegyzése 1946. szeptember 13-an. [New economic policy guidelines for the people’s democracy, a note by Lasz-
16 Hay on 13 IX 1946], p. 3.
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The Economic Policy of the Hungarian Communist Party
between 1945 and 1946

With the careful examination of available postwar documents of the Communist
Party, this paper aims to present the measures taken by the Hungarian Communist
Party in 1945 and 1946 to influence Hungary’s economic policy. In the aforementioned
period, the Hungarian Communists devised long-term plans for a gradual takeover of
political power in Hungary while enjoying the support of the Soviets. The Hungarian
Communist leadership tried to create an economic policy that would make the Party
itself an integral factor in the stabilization process and thus secure its place in the
highest echelons of political power in Hungary. From the beginning, the MKP’s highest
priorities were to acquire key political positions and to weaken and disintegrate existing
social and political structures. In order to execute this plan, the Hungarian Communist
Party created various “instruments” such as the Supreme Economic Council, which was
secretly co-ordinated by the State Policy Department of the Hungarian Communist Party.

KEYWORDS
Hungarian Communist Party, MKP, Hungary after the World War Il, Economic Policy,
Communism in Hungary, Communist Policy
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Polityka gospodarcza Komunistycznej Partii Wegier
w latach 1945-1946

A_rtykul przedstawia szczegétowg analize dostepnej powojennej dokumentacji
Komunistycznej Partii Wegier (MKP), ukazujac dzialania podejmowane przez partie
w latach 1945-1946 z my$la o wywieraniu wptywu na polityke gospodarcza Wegier. W tym
okresie komunisci wegierscy opracowali dlugoterminowy plan stopniowego przejecia wha-
dzy politycznej na Wegrzech z poparciem Sowietéw. Przywddztwo komunistow wegier-
skich usitowato stworzy¢ polityke gospodarczg, ktéra z ich partii uczynilaby integralny
element procesu stabilizacji, a tym samym zapewnita jej miejsce u szczytéw wladzy na
Wegrzech. Najwazniejszymi priorytetami MKP od poczatku bylo zdobycie kluczowych
pozycji politycznych oraz oslabienie i dezintegracja istniejacych struktur spotecznych
i politycznych. Dla realizacji tego planu Komunistyczna Partia Wegier stworzyla rézne
»harzedzia’, takie jak Najwyzsza Rada Ekonomiczna, ktdrej dziatania byly potajemnie
uzgadniane z Wydzialem Polityki Pafistwowej Komunistycznej Partii Wegier.

SLOWA KLUCZOWE
Komunistyczna Partia Wegier, MKP, Wegry po Il wojnie swiatowej, polityka gospodarcza,
komunizm na Wegrzech, polityka komunistyczna
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THE COMMUNIST PARTY OF YUGOSLAVIA
STIFLING THE OPPOSITION IN 1945

The communist takeover of power in Yugoslavia after 1945 differed significantly from
how communists rose to power in the other East European countries, where the liberation
from Nazi Germany and its allies had been achieved by the Soviet Red Army. With the
Soviet Army, communist politicians schooled in the Soviet Union also arrived in these
countries and, in the following few years, took over power with ample Soviet assistance.
The Yugoslav situation was different. The Red Army only participated in the liberation of
a part of the state, while the Communist Party of Yugoslavia controlled all the mechanisms
of power as early as in 1945. The present contribution attempts to explain the political
processes that allowed a political party that had been relatively small and illegal before
the war to accumulate such political influence, as well as to explore the reasons why the
strongest pre-war political parties became too weak even to prepare for the first post-
-war election.

The simplified explanation - already advocated at the time as well as later by some of
the most important pre-war politicians who had by then emigrated — was that the pre-war
parties had been completely stifled by the repression of the communist authorities. When
the archives opened after the fall of the communist regimes, many researchers attempted
to prove this thesis. However, in their efforts, they forgot to ask themselves what the actual
power of the opponents of the communist regime in the political arena was, and why
their standpoints failed to garner sufficient support among the people. Therefore, this
contribution does not concern itself with the terror of the political police and the post-
-war purges. Instead it examines the question of the degree to which the standpoints of
the most important pre-war political parties in Yugoslavia were still relevant to what had
once been their traditional electoral bases, which they had barely addressed as of 1941.
Due to wartime experiences, in 1945, a significant part of the population subscribed

" 'This contribution is a part of the project Conceptually-Political and Cultural Pluralism and Monism in 20th
Century Slovenia (P6-0281), financed by the Public Research Agency of the Republic of Slovenia.
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to a completely different way of thinking than before. This was yet another reason why
before the 1945 election, the formation of any political opposition was extremely difficult.

%

Before World War II, Yugoslavia was an economically backward country with
mounting social and national conflicts. The government was dominated by the leaders of
the strongest Serbian parties, causing profound conflicts between the two most numerous
nations in the state: Serbs and Croats. The country’s leadership failed to address the
internal tensions, which was one of the reasons why in April 1941, after the attack by
Germany and its allies, Yugoslavia capitulated swiftly. The invaders divided its territory,
and during the war, Yugoslavia was one of the most fragmented European countries.
The new King Peter II Karadordevi¢ and the Royal Government sought refuge with the
British government, while many politicians that remained in Yugoslavia either accepted
the given circumstances, became passive, or even started collaborating with the occupiers.

During the war, two political groups strived most actively for the restoration of
Yugoslavia. One of these was under the auspices of the King’s Government, yet initially
still dominated by the Greater Serbian outlooks on the unified state. Furthermore, the
Chetnik military detachments, which were supposed to protect the homeland against
the occupiers, only managed to assert themselves in the territory populated by the Serbs.
Meanwhile, the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, headed by Josip Broz-Tito, managed to
take advantage of the willingness of the population to fight against the occupiers across
the entire territory of the divided Yugoslavia. The Party organised the strongest partisan
resistance movement in the entire occupied territory of Europe, which controlled extensive
liberated territories as well as established, as the liberation movement’s supreme political
body, the Anti-Fascist Council for the National Liberation of Yugoslavia (AVNO]) in
November 1942. The liberation movement and its leadership included the representatives of
all of the Yugoslav nations, various social strata, and, in terms of politics, the electoral bases
of the very diverse pre-war political parties. At the end of the war, the liberation movement
represented not only the strongest military force in the Yugoslav territory but also the
only functioning and widespread network of political committees. In comparison with the
membership of the pre-war political parties, which had been traditionally limited in terms
of nationality or religion, this was yet another novelty in Yugoslav political development.

The greatest problem of any potential authorities in Yugoslavia was the question of
how to appease the opposition between the Serbs and Croats, which culminated in the
massacres during World War II and after it. Consequently, the authorities mostly paid
attention to solving the mounting political difficulties in Serbia and Croatia and did not
focus so much on the other parts of Yugoslavia. The mostly Serbian-populated parts
of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, which had suffered due to the Ustasha terror
and where a strong partisan movement had developed during the war, were deemed as
favourably inclined by Tito and his associates. However, in the mountainous parts of
Serbia, Bosnia, and Montenegro, where the armed groups of the Chetniks persisted even
after the war, the new authority had to assert itself with violence. The same was true in
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the areas where the mostly Albanian population had opposed the Partisans and their
communist leadership during the war. In 1945, Macedonia gained its statehood for the
first time, while Macedonian also became the official language in schools and public
institutions. This was to ensure that the majority of the local population would support
the new regime. Also in Slovenia, the recognition of this territory’s federal status and
the appointment of a Slovenian government were met with widespread approval. The
communist authorities therefore had no reservations when it came to using violence
against those who had openly collaborated with the occupiers during the war. A much
more difficult problem was those renowned pre-war politicians and political parties
that had, together with the King’s Government, sought refuge with the Western Allies
in Great Britain or the United States during the war, especially as some of them returned
to their homeland after the war. Those who had spent the entire war in Yugoslavia
and clearly joined the side that fought against the occupiers could also not be simply
written off as collaborators by the communist authorities. Most of these politicians were
among the Serbs and Croats in Belgrade and Zagreb, respectively. However, due to their
wartime passivity, by the end of the war, a significant part of these politicians’ pre-war
electoral bases had started cooperating with the political organisations of the liberation
movement and agreed to their political principles. These included national equality,
a federal transformation of the state, gender equality, and a socially just society, which,
by all means, represented extremely attractive principles for the majority of the people.
Therefore, the leadership of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia did not base its post-war
takeover of power on the communist ideology but rather avoided it, as it had to fulfil its
promises to its allies in the anti-fascist coalition.

The democratic form of government, political pluralism, and the establishment of the
conditions for the normal functioning of the political opposition were the requirements
established by the victorious powers in World War II for the recognition of the new
government and the new reality in Yugoslavia. The simple logic of Tito and his colleagues
dictated that they should outwardly appear willing to comply with these requirements
and refrain from introducing a new dictatorship. Behind the scenes, however, the change
was to be carried out in such a way that the position the communists had secured for
themselves within the wartime liberation movement would in no way be jeopardised.!

At the end of November 1943 the AVNOJ, as the supreme body of the liberation
movement, also assumed legislative power. A government was appointed with Tito as its
president. At the conference of the Big Three - Stalin, Roosevelt, and Churchill - which
took place at the same time in Tehran, the Partisan Army under Tito’s leadership was
acknowledged as the only legitimate Allied military force in the territory of Yugoslavia.
The British government exerted pressure against the Yugoslav King Peter II. The British
insisted that Karadordevi¢ and the Yugoslav Royal Government, which they had

! For more information about the political issues in 1945 in Yugoslavia, see B. Petranovi¢, Politicke i pravne
prilike za vreme privremene vlade DFJ (Beograd, 1964); V. Kostunica, K. Cavoski, Stranacki pluralizam ili monizam:
obnova i zatiranje posleratne opozicije (Beograd, 1990); J. Vodusek Staric¢, Prevzem oblasti 1944-1946 (Ljubljana,
1992); A. Gabri¢, V senci politike: opozicija komunisticni oblasti v Sloveniji po letu 1945 (Ljubljana, 2019).
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provided with asylum, engage in discussions with Tito’s government about the creation
of a unified anti-fascist bloc in the country. Ivan Subasi¢, the Prime Minister of the new
Royal Government, in fact met with Tito and signed the first treaty on the island of
Vis on 16 June 1944, according to which the Royal Government undertook to support
the Partisan units and eliminate from their circles everyone who collaborated with the
occupiers. Tito’s government, however, pledged not to address the issue of the state’s post-
-war regime - that is, whether it would be a monarchy or a republic — during the war.
At the second meeting, which took place in already liberated Belgrade on 2 November
1944, the Prime Minister of the liberation movement’s government and that of the Royal
Government agreed on the formation of a joint government. This took place on 7 March
1945, when Josip Broz-Tito became the president of the joint government of Democratic
Federal Yugoslavia (Demokratska federativna Jugoslavija, DF]), while Ivan Subasi¢ was
appointed as foreign minister.?

However, already during the war, the leaders of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia
(Komunisticka partija Jugoslavije, KPJ) took control of the main mechanisms of power,
while Tito assumed the most important state functions, as he himself acted as the prime
minister, defence minister, and the supreme commander of the Army. After the People’s
Front of Yugoslavia (Ljudski front Jugoslavije, LF]) was founded in August of 1945, Tito
became its president and the leader of its general election candidate list. In public, however,
he did not present himself as the Secretary-General of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia,
because the latter was still operating based on illegal principles and hiding behind the
image of a broadly popular movement.

In a paper he wrote for a narrow circle of reliable Party associates in the summer
of 1945, the leading Party ideologist Edvard Kardelj explained the tactic of how the
communists could fulfil the international demands, yet at the same time not give up their
power. He mentioned that they had to rely on the Soviet Union and oppose the attempts
of the Western powers that supported the politicians from the Yugoslavian opposition.
Although it did not appear that the Western powers would succeed in establishing strong
connections among the opposition forces in Yugoslavia, Kardelj stressed the need to
maintain a strict policy against external and internal opponents. He assessed the situation
as favourable because, as he put it, “we are actually holding matters completely in our
hands”. The communists expected full support in Macedonia, Montenegro, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and parts of Croatia, where no lenience was to be shown to those who
thought differently, not even in the People’s Front organisation. Kardelj added that the
situation was expected to be different in those places where the communists would
encounter stronger political opponents - that is, in Serbia and Croatia. It was agreed
that in these areas, the People’s Front of Yugoslavia (LF]) “is not only a general and
unique national liberation movement, but to a certain extent even a coalition allowing
each individual party to operate to its full potential in the framework of the Liberation
Front of Yugoslavia”. Kardelj clearly stated that it would be better for these parties to
“fulfil their full potential” under the auspices of a joint People’s Front organisation, as

2 More about this issue can be found in D. Sepi¢, Vlada Ivana Subasiéa (Zagreb, 1983).
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this way they would be easier to control and the communists would also be given the
opportunity to influence the people who would bring these parties into a common
organisation. As this organisation strengthened, the pressure against the leaders of the
individual parties within the Front was also to be intensified. Therefore, Kardelj also
mentioned the National Peasant Party (Narodna seljacka stranka, NSS), led by the most
important non-communist politician in the leadership of the LFJ, Dragoljub Jovanovi¢.
The NSS had significant influence among the peasants in the Serbian countryside, where
the liberation movement had been poorly developed during the war. Using Jovanovi¢
as an example, Kardelj indicated that his party was welcome in the joint People’s Front,
but that Jovanovi¢ should not be allowed to restore the old forms of this party’s activities
within the Front. Should he attempt to establish his own organisations within the Front
in order to “challenge the Party’s leadership and take advantage of its masses” Jovanovi¢
was to be attacked. According to Kardelj, “the electoral legislation allowed the large
parties to generally have a more favourable position than the various tiny groups”. For this
reason, only one of the LF] lists was expected to run in the election and stand against the
opposition, which was most likely to be led by Milan Grol, the leader of the Democratic
Party (Demokratska stranka, DS). It argued for fundamental liberal freedoms and, unlike
the authorities, prioritised the rights of individuals rather than the rights of society. It
also called for judicial independence. The party was influential among the intellectuals
and the bourgeoisie, but mostly only Serbian, as it offered less with regard to federalism
as the LFJ. In the Provisional Assembly, its deputies were among the loudest critics of the
new regime. Kardelj therefore announced that the communists would be more lenient
towards their allies in the LF] at that stage, as they had to “keep the coalition together
until the election”. In some areas, they would include several candidates in their candidate
list to present themselves as a democratic and inclusive movement and meet the coalition
partners’ demands as well as those of the great powers: “We will do this so that we can
refer to our forces within in the nation in front of the entire world. Restricting them would
complicate our position in the eyes of the outside world, and the external imperialists
could once again raise the question of the recognition of Yugoslavia®?

Kardelj announced that subsequently the communists would adopt a different strategy
in terms of the elections and the adoption of the Constitution. During the first stage,
they were therefore still expected to be lenient, especially towards their coalition partners
within the Front. Kardelj also observed that the communists “would face a reactionary
opposition in the Constituent Assembly, which will oppose us and speak against what
we establish” However, this modest “parliamentary fraction will by no means impede
us”. Since the communists held all the leading positions in the country, Kardelj believed
that such leniency could not in any way jeopardise the envisioned communist path to
full power in the country. He thus completed this part of his paper by stating that they

> Arhiv Republike Slovenije (Archives of the Republic of Slovenia, hereinafter: SI), Centralni komite Zveze
komunistov Slovenije (Central Committee of the League of Communists of Slovenia, hereinafter: AS 1589), III,
t.e. 32, a.e. 873, Referat tovarisa Kardelja, pp. 6-7.
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could accept even more “reactionaries” in the LFJ and allow them to have “an illusion
of decision-making”*

Of course, it would have been impossible to trace such a detailed presentation of
the communist political plan in the media or at public political tribunes. There, the
underlying emphasis on the unified People’s Front’s policy was pushed forward rather
than answering how to use the Front to achieve the goals of only a single political party,
which did not even represent itself in public as an independent political force. In his paper,
Kardelj explained clearly that only in Serbia and Croatia, the politicians from the pre-
-war political parties were still strong enough that they would have to be tolerated for
a period of a few months. Prior to the onset of the apparent implementation of the Tito—
Subagi¢ Agreement, the KPJ first secured the leading role in its political bloc, the LF].
Slovenia achieved this earlier than the rest of the country, as the Communist Party
of Slovenia (Komunisti¢na partija Slovenije, KPS) had already subordinated the other
partners to the liberation movement during the war. At the first Congress of the Liberation
Front of Slovenia (Osvobodilna fronta Slovenije, OF) in July 1945, it was merely confirmed
that the development from a coalition of various groups to a unified organisation had
already been achieved during the war.?

Such a politically unified organisation had yet to be created by the new Yugoslav
leaders at the statewide level. This is why the communists also delayed the convening
of the Provisional Assembly, so that the founding congress of the LFJ could be held in
Belgrade from 5 to 7 August 1945. The communists wanted the LFJ leadership to have
as many leaders from pre-war political parties on their side as possible before they
presented themselves in front of the domestic and foreign public as the representatives
of the majority of citizens. The non-communist personalities were also given prominent
positions within the ruling and political structure. Dragoljub Jovanovi¢ thus became
the Vice-President of the LFJ. According to Jovanovié’s testimony, Milan Grol, the most
important opposition leader in Serbia, was also invited to join the LFJ in 1945. However, he
allegedly told Tito that they could talk more easily should he be invited to the Communist
Party because he knew what the Party was, but did not know what the People’s Front
was supposed to be.® The reactions to the Congress suggested that unity in the form in
which it had already been achieved in Slovenia did not manifest itself at the Yugoslavian
level. The critics observed that only fragments of the political parties were included in
the LF], while some of the party leaders expected to have more influence in compiling the
candidate lists for the elections and that political parties should not give up their former
identities by becoming parts of the LFJ.

In August 1945, the Provisional People’s Assembly (Privremena narodna skupstina,
PNS), in which the LF] members held an absolute majority of seats, adopted legislation
regarding the Constituent Assembly elections. This was followed by some attempts to

* Ibidem, t.e. 32, a.e. 873, Referat tovarisa Kardelja, p. 8.

> A. Gabri¢, “Opozicija v Sloveniji po letu 1945”, Prispevki za novejso zgodovino 45 (2005), no. 2, pp. 101-106.

¢ D. Jovanovi¢, Ljudi, ljudi...: medaljoni 46 umrlih savremenika sa fotografijama (Beograd, 1975), pp. 33-36,
114-115.
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restore the activities of the political parties. The Democratic Party (Demokratska stranka,
DS), the most important opposition party from 1945 led by Milan Grol, was among the
first to declare and renew its operations. The Yugoslav Republican Party (Jugoslovenska
republikanska stranka, JRS), which started publishing the Republic newspaper, soon
drowned in the LF] and ceased to exist as an autonomous political factor. In addition to
the Democratic Party, the National Radical Party (Narodna radikalna stranka, NRS) -
the most powerful pre-war Serbian party that had split into several factions - refused to
join the LFJ. However, the LF] was joined by both socialist-orientated registered parties:
the Socialist Party (Socijalisticka stranka, SSJ) and the Social Democratic Party (Socijal-
-demokratska stranka, SDS), as well as by the People’s Peasant Party (Narodna seljacka
stranka, NSS), led by Dragoljub Jovanovi¢.”

During the war, the Croatian Peasant Party (Hrvatska seljacka stranka, HSS), the
strongest Croatian party, had been invited to cooperate both by the Ustasha regime and
the leaders of the resistance movement. However, the party had started to disintegrate
even then. Those who collaborated with the Ustasha regime could not count on any
leniency from the post-war regime, and even those who remained passive - among them
the party leader Vladko Macek, who did not want to cooperate either with the Ustashas
or the communists — lost their former power. Some of the leading party members had
already joined the Partisans during the war, and in the autumn of 1943 they renewed
the party’s activities under the name of the Croatian Republican Peasant Party (Hrvatska
republikanska seljacka stranka, HRSS), which joined the LF].# The position of the HSS
immediately after the war was a unique demonstration of the dilemmas and ambivalence
within the opposition. At the end of the war, the party leader Vladko Macek retreated to
the West in fear of the communists. He informed Subasi¢ and Sutej that because they had
joined Tito’s unified government, he could not offer them any support. A part of the party’s
leadership in Yugoslavia was charged with collaborating with the Ustasha regime (which
at least some of the politicians claimed was not true) and imprisoned by the Department
for People’s Protection (Odjeljenje za zastitu naroda, OZNA) for a considerable period.
August Kosuti¢, the second in the party hierarchy after Macek, was among them. The
attempts to merge the HSS and HRSS showed that the views of the former Partisans and
senior politicians on the cooperation with the People’s Front varied greatly, while the
leadership aspirations of various individuals also took their toll.”

Tito’s government strived to restrict the functioning of the opposition in various ways.
The terror of OZNA was important, since numerous collaborators as well as opponents
of the new regime were killed at the end of the war. With regard to data about the people
who were executed, arrested, or imprisoned, the researchers of this issue have already

7 M. Pavlovi¢, “Politicki programi Demokratske narodne radikalne, Jugoslovenske republikanske, Demo-
kratske, Socijalisticke i Socijal-demokratske stranke Jugoslavije iz 1945. godine”, Istorija 20. veka 3 (1985), no. 1,
pp. 120-124; M. Pavlovi¢, Za Tita ili za kralja: izbori za Ustavotvornu skupstinu 11. novembra 1945 (Beograd, 2007),
pp- 101-132.

8 Z.Radeli¢, Hrvatska seljacka stranka 1941.-1950. (Zagreb, 1996), pp. 21-35, 131-144.

° Ibidem, pp. 47-61; L. Boban, Dr. Tomo Jancikovié: HSS izmedu zapadnih saveznika i jugoslavenskih komu-
nista (Zagreb, 1996), pp. 340-343.
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underlined that it is difficult to ascertain the percentage of those who were punished
merely for their political opposition to the communist authority.”® By all means, the most
visible non-communist politicians soon ended up under the constant surveillance of the
OZNA. The scrutiny of the HSS leaders Ivan Subasi¢ and Juraj Sutej in Croatia has already
been detailed in the relevant literature.!" However, other politicians also complained about
surveillance. Stasha, the daughter of a renowned Slovenian liberal Boris Furlan, who had
also joined the liberation movement, described her first meeting with her father after
the war, in June 1945 in Ljubljana. As soon as she spoke, her father “put a finger on his
mouth and pointed at the chandelier with the other hand”!

However, the terror of the OZNA was certainly not the only way of settling the score
with the communist’s opponents. While the authorities tried to preserve the illusion
of democracy and the broad national support of the People’s Front, the fragmentation
of the former parties was encouraged, so that some of their former leading members
could be incorporated into the LF] and the continuity of the pre-war parties could be
incorporated into it. The tactic succeeded, also because merely the remains of the former
major parties were preserved in Yugoslavia: many of them had already fallen apart or
disintegrated into several factions before and during the war. When Grol’s Democratic
Party (DS) announced the restoration of its activities, a conference of the members who
already participated in the LF] was planned in order to promote their image as the true
members of the pre-war Democratic Party in the media. The members of the Croatian
Peasant Party (HSS) who had joined the liberation movement, however, had established
the Croatian Republican Peasant Party (HRSS) already during the war, in 1943. In the
pre-election period, the propaganda apparatus of the LF] would present this party as
the true advocate of the values of the biggest Croatian political party. At that time, Tito
even visited Aco Stanojevi¢, the elderly leader of the National Radical Party (the biggest
Serbian pre-war party) and thus conveyed the impression that the LF] was supported by
the majority of the most important pre-war political parties.

The Head of the Democratic Party Milan Grol was considered the informal leader of
the opposition by the authorities as well as by the majority of the political opposition. In
political circles, he was respected as a highly educated and honest politician. Nevertheless,
he was not regarded as a fighter who would be ready to put everything on the line but
rather he was considered more of a cabinet man who spent more time writing articles
than working in the field. Simultaneously, he was assessed as difficult and problematic in
terms of cooperation, since harsh diction and critical remarks were not foreign to him."
Milan Grol (who was the vice-president of the united government under the leadership
of Tito) soon realised how helpless the opposition was and that the communists were not

10°S. Cvetkovi¢, “Politicka represija u Srbiji i Jugoslaviji 1944-1985% Istorija 20. veka 26 (2008), no. 2,
pp. 298-307.

! Z. Radeli¢, “Ivan Subasi¢ i Juraj Sutej pod paskom Ozne”, Casopis za suvremenu povijest 39 (2007), no. 2,
pp. 343-357.

12°S. Furlan Seaton, Vojna vse spremeni: kako sta mlada Slovenska in njen oce preZivela drugo svetovno vojno
(Ljubljana, 2016), p. 67.

3 M. Radojevi¢, Milan Grol (Beograd, 2014), pp. 21-22; D. Jovanovi¢, Ljudi, ljudi, pp. 33-37.
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willing to make compromises. Since all of his proposals were rejected by the provisional
government and the opposition failed to persuade the Provisional People’s Assembly to
recognise any of its suggestions, Milan Grol sent a resignation statement to Prime Minister
Josip Broz-Tito on 18 August 1945. He based his resignation on unfulfilled promises and
the raw and uncompromising way in which the majority in the Provisional Assembly
rejected all of the political opposition’s proposals, which, according to Grol, contradicted
the notion of constructive cooperation."

One of the frequent comments coming from the opposition was that it had not been
allowed to appear in the media on equal terms. The Democratic Party was given the
opportunity to publish its party newspaper called Demokratija [Democracy] very late. The
first issue came out on 27 September 1945. In the following weeks, its editor Milan Grol
described how the youth would attack and burn the newspapers at the newsagents’ in the
streets of Belgrade. According to the words of the British ambassador, more than 110,000
copies of the newspaper were printed, most of which were distributed in Serbia, many in
Croatia, and some in the other republics. The seventh issue of Democracy, which should
have reached the readers shortly before the elections, was seized under a court order.”®

Other critical newspapers were shut down even faster than Democracy. In Belgrade,
the editor Du$an Baranin started publishing the Novosti [News] newspaper, but only
three issues were released in October.'® In Zagreb, Marija Radi¢, the widow of the late
HSS leader Stjepan Radi¢, started publishing the Narodni glas covjecnosti, pravice i slobode
[National Voice of Humanity, Rights, and Freedoms], which was edited by Ivan Bernardi¢.
The first issue was released on 20 October 1945. The Public Prosecutor’s Office issued
atemporary ban on the distribution of the newspaper but this failed to deter the editorial
office. However, when the second issue of the newspaper was ready for print, the trade
union - the same one as in the case of Democracy — went on strike because the workers
allegedly refused to print a newspaper that insulted the people and the achievements of
the liberation struggle. The efforts to find another printing office were unsuccessful, while
several attacks and then a bomb explosion in front of Radi¢’s bookshop, where a circle
of HSS members would meet, was the final warning to the publishers not to make any
further attempts to print an independent newspaper."”

The newspapers of the parties that joined the People’s Front were more fortunate, but
those publications actually conformed to the political platform of the Front movement.
The leading communists tolerated them because they created an illusion of freedom of the
press and appearance of continuity between the old parties and their factions that joined
the LFJ. The HRSS - a detached part of the HSS - continued to publish the Slobodni dom
[Free Home] newspaper until 1963, while its committee for Bosnia and Herzegovina kept
releasing the Hrvatsko glasilo [Croatian Journal] publication. Until 1956, the Republican
Party issued the Republika [Republic].*®

4 M. Pavlovi¢, Istorija Demokratske stranke: 1941-1952 (Beograd, 2010), pp. 141-147.
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When the opposition realised that the ruling communists had not allowed it to join
the pre-election battle on equal terms, they decided not to participate in it. The statement
of the united opposition political parties, adopted on 20 September 1945, indicated that
they would not participate in an election that failed to observe the normal standards of
political activities. According to the opposition, a negative political atmosphere prevailed
in the country, while the electoral law favoured the Party in power and did not ensure fair
elections. The electoral race started with a ban on the voting rights of hundreds of thousands
of citizens. Many people felt oppressed and robbed of their fundamental freedoms, and in
such an atmosphere, it was difficult to expect fair elections and conditions for the normal
work of the Constitutional Assembly. “For these reasons, the united opposition parties —
the Democrats, the Radicals, and the Agrarians — will not participate with their electoral
lists”, read the statement published on the first page of the first issue of Democracy.”

The control over the media allowed the complete domination of the ruling People’s
Front (or, more precisely, the Communist Party that was hiding behind it). The activities
of the political parties during the pre-election struggle were unequal, as one side, the
communists, had full control over the police, the army, the OZNA, and the media so that
the actual opposition in Belgrade and Zagreb did not have any real possibility of success. In
the Democracy newspaper, Milan Grol questioned the equality in the political competition
that had been promised by Tito’s government, as the People’s Front had 130 publications
at its disposal, while the opposition only had a single one.” Even Belgrade’s Democracy
(the only newspaper standing against 130 opposing publications) was short-lived, as the
seventh and last issue was released on 8 November 1945, shortly before the election. The
abolition of the opposition media, including Democracy, was carried out in the manner
often employed by the communist authorities to prevent the undesired media from acting.
The trade unions would organise (spontaneous) boycotts of print workers, who would
“voluntarily” decide to go on strike and not print the newspapers that were allegedly
spreading false news about the country and its rulers.”!

In public statements, the communist leaders would simply label the opposition
opponents as heirs of wartime collaborators and anti-national pre-war regimes. On
11 November 1945, during the preparations for the election, the state leader Josip Broz-
-Tito mentioned the opposition several times, always repeating the same pattern. In his long
pre-election speech on the Belgrade radio, he emphasised that the People’s Front was not
only a “temporary, pre-election coalition - a coalition dedicated to achieving only certain
goals” As the holder of the LF] list at the election, he mentioned that the Front consisted
of “workers, peasants, and honest intelligentsia, namely communists, supporters of the
peasant parties, most of the Democratic Party’s supporters, the Independent Democratic
Party’s supporters, the Republican Party’s supporters, the former HSS’s (today HRSS)
supporters, the Muslim Party’s supporters, plus supporters of almost all of the other parties

19 “Saopstenje udruzenih opozicionih stranaka’, Demokratija 27 IX 1945, p. 1. “The Agrarians” referred to the
members of the Agrarian Party (Zemljoradnicka stranka), which brought together a part of the Serbian peasant
population.

2 M. Grol, “Silom ili razlogom?”, Demokratija 25 X 1945, p. 1.

21 K. Cavoski, “Spaljivanje nije odgovor”, pp. 9-13.
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in Slovenia”? The majority of citizens/voters had supposedly been united in this popular
movement, and the People’s Front had allegedly brought together all of the progressive
thinkers in Yugoslavia. On the other hand, Tito failed to find a single kind word for the
opposition. “In the short time since the opposition was given the opportunity to act freely,
its every step has contradicted the interests of the people”* The state leader described the
opposition’s functioning conditions in an idealised way: he noted that its claims that it
could not publish newspapers were pointless and, contrary to such beliefs, claimed that
newspaper publishing had been possible for the opposition even before the adoption of
the new press media law. The opposition’s standpoint that, allegedly, no conditions existed
for the free activities of the parties was rejected by Tito as well. He gave the assessment
that the legislation provided for free party activities and claimed that the opposition
deliberately failed to act freely so that it might have an excuse for its lack of power.**

In public, the discourse of communist ideologists prevailed, stating that the opposition
politicians only included those leading members of the old parties that allegedly wanted
to reacquire their pre-war privileges, collaborators who had fought on the side of the
occupiers during the war, and people who favoured a greater influence of foreign (which,
of course, meant Western) countries in Yugoslavia. Whenever they could, the communist
leaders avoided using the expression “the opposition” and only resorted to it when
it was absolutely necessary. When, in October 1945, foreign journalists asked Prime
Minister Josip Broz-Tito about the opposition in Yugoslavia, he replied: “I do not call this
opposition of ours an opposition at all. Normally, an opposition in a country is not content
with certain tactical issues, it wants to improve some things, and it takes an opposing stand
when it comes to a regime or government. The opposition in our country is not like that’,
and made a black-and-white remark in passing, claiming that the opposition had never
proposed anything beneficial.® The only opposition leader that Tito mentioned by name
was Milan Grol, the leader of the Democratic Party. But even regarding Grol he stated that
members of his party had left him and joined the People’s Front, while the opposition in
Yugoslavia allegedly existed only because of foreign interests: “Grol’s ‘opposition’ can only
exist for as long as it is supported from abroad. As soon as foreign help is withdrawn, it
will automatically disappear. This ‘opposition’ is therefore not a problem for us’* as such
Tito simply concluded the conversation about the subject with the journalists.

Other leading communists would also make statements similar to Tito’s. Milovan
Djilas, the leader of Agitprop, the Department of Censorship and Propaganda of the
KPJ, was in the lead when it came to insulting statements regarding the opposition. He
called Grol the “emigrant source of intrigues, betrayal, espionage, crime, careerism, and
corruption” He put the term “opposition” in quotation marks since it was supposed
to “conceal the monsters of betrayal and crime”* In the months before the election,
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Djilas would repeatedly mention his political opponents during public speeches in an
undignified manner. His public speeches sounded almost like declarations of war, as he
threatened those who would follow the policies of the opposition leaders, telling them
not to count on the people being indifferent and watching such behaviour with their arms
crossed. With a very undemocratic tone, he stated that this would not be the first time
that the opposition was defeated, but this time it would be defeated with electoral ballots.
The opposition had already been defeated during the war, though at that time the they
were using real steel “ballots” made of lead, said Djilas threateningly.?®

Consequently, the circumstances surrounding the elections did not give rise to any
doubts as to their outcome. At the Constitutional Assembly elections on 11 November
1945, more than 88 per cent of eligible voters voted, of which over 90 per cent voted for
the candidates of the People’s Front. The media presented the elections as a referendum in
support of Tito’s regime. Naturally, the undemocratic circumstances in which the elections
took place raised questions about the price of victory. Nevertheless, there was no doubt
about what the new order in Yugoslavia with Tito in charge would be. The new Yugoslav
leaders emphasised to the domestic and foreign public that the election had fulfilled the
promises made to the Western powers with the signing of the Tito-Subagi¢ agreement.
According to them, the opposition had suffered such a thorough defeat due to its pre-
-war and especially wartime policies, which they argued was something that the people
punished appropriately and thus supported the LF] instead of the old political parties.

Irrespective of the way in which it was achieved, the result of the elections provided
the authorities with the legitimacy they needed to reorganise society according to their
own design. The opposition leaders did not have to wait long to see the communists
make moves completely opposite to what they had presented to the public a few months
earlier. The state leader Josip Broz-Tito was pleased with the great victory, also because
he found the “various voices at home and beyond our borders regarding the violence
and terror which the state organs and the People’s Front allegedly employed against the
opposition” to be untruthful and vicious. He was also satisfied with the election turnout
that supposedly eliminated any aspirations for abstinence, which was something that
the “opposition in Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia” strived for. Immediately after this, Tito
directly compared the political opposition with the armed opponents of the regime, calling
them gangs or small groups of Chetniks and Ustashas, and thus indirectly attempted to
blame the opposition for their actions. “I am happy to say that there will be no actions
taken against the opposition insofar as its operations remain within the limits of legality”,
promised Tito. However, simultaneously yet without naming anyone in particular, he
once again linked the activities of the opposition to those of the fascist elements, which
had compromised themselves during the war by collaborating with the occupier.”

After the election, the word “opposition” all but disappeared from Tito’s vocabulary.
Unlike their propagandistic public appearances, during private conversations in a narrow
circle or during their contacts with certain diplomats, the Yugoslav politicians expressed

# P. Marti¢, Komunisti protiv “Demokratije”, pp. 36-38, 52-53.
¥ ]. Broz-Tito, Graditev nove Jugoslavije: prva knjiga, pp. 246-249.
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their views much more directly, frankly, and without embellishments. The representative of
the world’s leading communist power in Belgrade, the Soviet ambassador Ivan Sadchikov,
was very pleased with what he heard from his interlocutors. In mid-December 1945, he
reported to Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov about the talks he had held with the
Yugoslav politicians after the elections. He assessed the LFJ’s victory at the election as
a triumph for the Soviets and a defeat for the Anglo-American policy towards Yugoslavia.
In a conversation with him, Milovan Djilas mentioned that Grol and his colleagues
allegedly represented the aspirations of the Western powers that were not satisfied with
the changes that were taking place in Yugoslavia. Grudgingly, the West nevertheless
accepted the changes and acknowledged the new Yugoslavian reality. “The Victory of the
People’s Front paralysed the activities of the opposition”, Sadchikov reported and listed
some of the information that he had acquired.*

A British diplomat reported to London that the election was not like those in Western
Europe. Because the opposition did not participate, it was more of a plebiscite deciding
either in favour or against the government. The opposition had options only on paper, but
in reality, the regime’s opponents were subjected to severe pressure. However, the British
diplomat concluded that the results of the election did, in fact, reflect the will of the people.
In Central and Eastern Europe, where the trend of establishing dictatorial regimes was
gaining momentum, this did not enjoy the support amongst the people due to their faith
in communism, but rather because of their past experience. The British representative in
the Yugoslav capital gave his assessment that after what they had survived during the war,
they simply supported those who could guarantee order and security, even if they had to
partly renounce their political freedoms.* At the beginning of a Constituent Assembly
session, Dragoljub Jovanovi¢ caused an outrage among the communist ideologists by
criticising the principles of the new constitutional concept that abolished the division
of power into three branches as well as the privileged position of the Communist Party
of Yugoslavia in the country.* Jovanovi¢ did not stop at words, however: instead, he
began to directly urge the politicians from certain other parties to form an autonomous
parliamentary group and sought allies primarily in the parties whose electoral base was
found among the peasant population. Engineer Franjo Gazi reported the talks to the
members of the HSS leadership in Zagreb during the Christmas holidays of 1945. At
least in the beginning, there was no clear picture of the peasant parties coming together,
as the initial plan was that they would operate within the LFJ. Different proposals of how
the opposition forces could integrate emerged, involving the politicians of those parties
that did not have any representatives in the Constitutional Assembly after the elections.
The proposals thus took into consideration the parties that participated in the People’s
Front, registered parties that were not included in the LF], as well as those that had not
yet registered their activities.*» Among them, Milan Grol's name appeared several times,

% Vostocnaja Evropa v dokumentah rossijskih arhivov: 1944-1954, vol. 1: 1944-1948 gg, ed. G.P. Murasko
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but it remains unclear whether or not he himself actually participated in any campaigns.
At the time when the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FLR]) Constitution was adopted
on 31 January 1946, Grol as the President of the Democratic Party invited domestic and
foreign journalists to a meeting and gave his assessment of the political situation in the
country. On the same day, he wrote to Tito, underlining that the political opposition had
not participated in the elections for the Constitutional Assembly and that the Constitution
had been adopted without its participation. He reiterated that the Democratic Party
continued to insist on the principles of personal freedoms, including the freedom of the
press. For this reason, he sent a copy of the letter addressed to Prime Minister Josip Broz-
-Tito to the press to be published. When his letter was ignored and the domestic press did
not publish anything about his position or statement, Grol realised what the opposition,
which disagreed with the KPJ’s policy, could in fact expect.*

The opposition’s activities were closely monitored by the secret police OZNA, and
after the Constituent Assembly election on 11 November 1945, the pressure against the
opponents further mounted. Almost simultaneously with the last issue of Democracy
being banned in Belgrade, Ivan Bernardi¢, the editor of the only printed edition of the
Zagreb-based National Voice, was arrested and sentenced to a long-term prison term
in January 1946. In December 1945, what was known as the Christmas Process took
place in Ljubljana. This was the first in a series of proceedings condemning those who
were accused of collaboration with the occupiers during the war. Threats to the regime’s
opponents were also increasingly apparent in the legislative body. Speeches delivered
by certain Members of Parliament proved that they did not even understand that they
were adopting a Constitution that formally allowed the freedom of political association.

In the Belgrade diplomatic corps, the Soviet ambassador, who was regularly informed
about the state of affairs by his Yugoslav friends, was most satisfied with the political
developments in Yugoslavia. After the Constituent Assembly started operating, Sadchikov
reported to Moscow that after the election, two opposition campaigns attracted major
attention. One was the HSS’s activity led by Subasi¢, Sutej and Jancikovi¢; while the
other was the work of Dragoljub Jovanovi¢, who was looking for like-minded people
among members of the peasant parties within the LFJ. “The peasant opposition will be
stronger than the Grolovian opposition”, Sadchikov announced. However, he added that
Grol would only have a modest influence in the Assembly and in the country. Kardelj
told Sadchikov that there were only about ten members of parliament from Jovanovi¢’s
party on the lists, and four of them were already communists, so that in the parliament,
Jovanovi¢ could at best count on the support from about five members of his party, three
to four from the Republican Party, as well as on the support of a certain individuals from
the other parties. “This way, he will have an insignificant minority in the parliament’,
Sadchikov reported. After talks with certain Yugoslav leaders, he added that the leading
communists would try to isolate Jovanovi¢. They wanted to prevent Jovanovi¢’s attempts
to rally the representatives of the peasant parties as well as to exclude him from his own

3 M. Pavlovi¢, Istorija Demokratske stranke: 1941-1952, pp. 303-309.
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party. Sadchikov concluded that the final scenario could not yet be predicted, but that
the initial success of these efforts was already visible.*

The public discourse with the potential opposition changed considerably compared
to the period before the November 1945 election, when the leading communists, at least
declaratively, recognised the right of the opposition to engage in political activities. In
explaining the new type of democracy - the so-called people’s democracy - they legitimised
their own authority by highlighting the unity during the time of the armed conflict against
the occupiers and their domestic aides. Western democracy was given a non-democratic
label or the label of a capitalist dictatorship exercised over the people. The accusations that
a single-party system had been established in Yugoslavia were answered with the argument
that several parties were involved in the LF], while the fact that registered political parties
also existed outside of this framework was ignored. Instead of the term “opposition”, the
terms “reactionaries”, “enemies of the state” and “defenders” or “mercenaries of foreign
interests and foreign capital in Yugoslavia” came into use. Only foreign representatives
or correspondents in Yugoslavia would occasionally use the word “opposition” in public
articles. On 14 October 1946, Tito received Cyrus Leo Sulzberger, an American journalist,
thereby making an exception “because he knows that I am an old friend of Yugoslavia’*® as
Sulzberger put it. However, Tito probably did not expect to be asked so many unpleasant
questions as on that occasion, after he and Sulzberger had already relaxed over a few shots
of slivovitz schnapps. To the question “what does the Marshal think about the opposition’,
Tito replied that the opposition “does not represent an important element’, that it did not
jeopardise the implementation of the LF] programme, and “that this opposition will never
be stronger, but will become increasingly weaker”. It was clear from Tito’s answer that
the functioning of the opposition in a way typical of the Western democracies would no
longer be possible: “This does not mean that we are a priori against the opposition - that
is, against an opposition willing to help make the implementation of the People’s Front’s
programme faster and easier”.”” Only those non-communist politicians and groups that
were completely loyal to the focus of the People’s Front programme and that quietly clung
to the primacy of the communists in the People’s Front and in the country were allowed.
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