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Tvrtko Jakovina & Martin Previsi¢

Challenging the Cominform:
Tito - Stalin Split 70 Years Later

There is nothing as important and as defiant in the history of Tito’s (or republican)
Yugoslavia than the split between Tito and Stalin in the summer of 1948. Tito was one
of the first to defy Stalin — and he got away with it. Yugoslavia was regarded as the most
reliable Soviet ally until 1948, so the shock was quite substantial. Tito was not against
the Soviets, but he was not a Muscovite. The victory of his partisan movement in the
Second World War and the civil war in Yugoslavia made him important. He had proved
himself as a good organizer and was very careful when selecting his closest associates.

'The possibility of having an independent communist state outside the Soviet orbit
was unthinkable at the time. After 1945, Soviet Russia was not only a recognized super-
-power, a victorious country, a country with a huge military might, it also followed a spe-
cific realpolitik. Unlike the still revolutionary Tito, Stalin was aware that the revolution,
as well as the ideology of Leninism, should be used to propel the interests of the Soviet
Union, as well as the block they were leading, but not in the way which would jeopardize
its core — Russia proper.! In his Secret Speech in 1956, Khrushchev claimed that Stalin
had declared, “I will shake my little finger, and there will be no more Tito.”* A possibility
to have an independent communist regime, free from Moscow’s tutelage, appeared im-
possible to most people in the West. Tito seemed to be Stalin’s favorite communist son?,
the Communist Party of Yugoslavia was the best organized and ideologically purest
after the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks). Belgrade, after all, was the hea-
dquarters of the Cominform, Communist Information Bureau (Informburo). However,
there were a few diplomats and politicians who understood the opportunity the breach
between the two leaders would bring. The West seized this opportunity to drive a wedge
between Yugoslavia and the East, changing the nature of the Cold War.

1 Zubok/Pleshakov, Kremlin’s Cold War, pp. 13-15; 54-55.
2 Tajni referat N.S. Hruséova, p. 70; Gaddis, The Cold War, p. 33.
3 Roberts, Molotov, p. 117.
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In June 1948, the Cominform denounced Tito for various “heresies” and this “ex-
communication” was followed by extensive propaganda campaigns from Moscow and
the capitals of its Soviet satellites. Then a commercial boycott followed, becoming total
in the summer of 1949. The main causes of the Split were Yugoslav actions in the Bal-
kans: Yugoslavia’s involvement in the Greek Civil War, its federation project with Bul-
garia and its influence in Albania, as well some others, like the existence of the Yugoslav
Army and civil bureaucracy of Yugoslavia, which had been created not by the emissaries
from Moscow but by the Yugoslav Communists themselves during the national and civil
war and were therefore considered unreliable by Moscow. This was also why the regime
survived: the army officers and the civil bureaucrats were loyal to Tito, not to Moscow.*

Before the summer of 1948, Tito was generally despised by the West. He was gi-
ving the West a hard time, pushing and antagonizing them far more vehemently than
Stalin.’ “I was mad at you for some time,” Winston Churchill said to Tito in London
in 1953, during his first official visit to a Western country. The visit took place while
the Kremlin was preparing to bury Stalin.® Tito had survived a Stalinist purge for the
second time, showing that there were limits to the Soviet control of East Europe. The-
refore, Tito, who may have been a “son-of-a-bitch”, became “our son-of-a-bitch”, to use
the words of Dean Acheson, who was appointed American Secretary of State in 1949.
After the Information Bureau of the Communist Parties had condemned Yugoslavia
and Titoism as “heresy” at its second meeting in Bucharest, the Yugoslav path changed
dramatically. The lives of millions of people suddenly changed. For many, the change
was not very positive, but for the majority it was probably a step in the right direction.
Six months after the Cominform Resolution, Soviet methods became evident, but they
were not strong enough to weaken or disarm the core of the Party. It became clear that
Belgrade was strong and solid.

“...the political world was staggered by a break in the ‘unbreakable’ Communist
monolith,” Bernard Newman wrote in 1952.7 How was it possible that no one of any
importance predicted such a radical shift? Why were informed observers, diplomats and
analysts, who had warned their governments of the possible break, not heard? What
does this tell us about diplomacy, hierarchy or experts in general?

'The Yugoslav break away from Soviet domination (although this domination was
to a large extent voluntary or even invited) was a clear sign that in 1948 Yugoslavia was
not a mere pawn of the Soviet Union. The effects of the break had enormous implicati-
ons on all Yugoslavs, those living in Montenegro or Belgrade, those who returned to Yu-
goslavia from Australia, but also all Yugoslavs living abroad. Most importantly, all East

Encyclopaedia Britannica, Volume 23, p. 920.

Jakovina, Americki komunisticki saveznik, pp. 56-74, 164-174.
Mandi¢, Tito u dijalogu, p. 657.

Newman, Tizo’s Yugoslavia, p.13.

N O vl
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Europeans, all members and supporters of the communist ideology and the whole world
scene were colored by the most important event since the victory over Japan, as Ameri-
can diplomats reported.® “Would it be possible to emulate Tito’s example?” was another
question. It was tempting to search for a Tito in China, Korea, possibly Vietnam, but
those hopes were never exceptionally strong. These three Asian countries were fighting
alone, and their struggle against foreign invasions overlapped with the world conflict,
but an “Asian Tito” was not destined to appear in the near future. The communist mono-
lith seemed rather solid over there.” However, already in the early 1950s Burma, which
was very close to Yugoslavia politically, was compared to it, and even nicknamed Asian
Yugoslavia. Milovan Dijilas, one of the top Yugoslav politicians, wrote that it was beca-
use of the originality of the two countries.’ Asians were poor but the people in South
East Europe were just marginally better off. What was essential was something never
before seen, those original sentences and ideas produced by a small regime of one of the
poorest, most marginal countries of Europe.

'The summer of 1948 is probably one of the most understudied periods of the crisis
caused by Stalin’s decision which shocked the Yugoslavs. What was going on in the
Yugoslav establishment? What was Tito’s first reaction that night in Zagreb when the
Resolution was announced? What was going through the minds of the top Yugoslav
politicians when the first problems between Belgrade and Moscow became real, visi-
ble? After it was all revealed, everything was turned into the basis for a new, different
system Yugoslavia was trying to build. How the change was received by the diaspora is
one thing, but the reaction of the leaders, politicians and elites of the previous regime
deserves a study. To what extent were those who were not on the Tito’s side in favor or
even supportive of his split with the Soviets might be an interesting topic for research.

For the Yugoslavs, an independent position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union created a
teeling of exceptionalism. Never too modest, often even megalomaniac, the propaganda
whose objective was to boost the spirits of the party members, but also of all those who
were afraid of the strong, victorious Red Army, created overly proud and all too stub-
born citizens. One of the ways of defending the regime was through strengthening the
Yugoslav exceptionalism vis-a-vis the Soviet model and the Soviet dominated countries.
Strong national sentiments or nationalism, if you wish, helped Yugoslavia in 1948, Tito
explained on several occasions. The only important thing was not to cross the line into
“chauvinism”, since there is a huge difference between “national sentiments and chauvi-
nism”, Tito stated.!!

8  Jakovina, Americki komunisticki saveznik, p. 243.

9 Gaddis, Tbe Cold War, pp. 37-38.

10  Dijilas, Istocno nebo, p. 537.

11 Tito, Gowori i élanci, 1z razgovora sa urednikom engleskog casopisa “Kvin”, Belgrade, September 18, 1962. Na-
prijed, Zagreb.
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Therefore, the accusation of nationalism in Yugoslavia, which was always on the
table in Moscow, actually fed Yugoslav nationalisms. The Macedonians fought fiercely
for their identity in the southernmost Yugoslav republic.’

Unlike the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, which lasted from 23 October to 10
November, or the Prague Spring from 5 January to 21 August 1968, the Yugoslav expe-
riment lasted from the summer of 1948 to the end of Yugoslavia or the end of the Cold
War. Special institutes have been created to study the Hungarian Revolution and the
Prague Spring and their international relevance, but the year 1948 in Yugoslavia was
relatively ignored for various reasons. Partially, this has been because Yugoslavia ceased
to exist, never having a chance to reflect, analyze and reinterpret that part of its history
in a meaningful way. Yugoslav historiography de facto never existed. Rather, it was a
combination or aggregation of historiographies of the individual republics. During the
socialist period, historians did not even deal with events from the Titoist period, leaving
the whole period to specialized institutes which researched the “history of the workers
movement” or to political scientists. “Pure” historiography, with a few notable excepti-
ons, was concentrated in the West until the end of the Cold War.

Ever since 1948, or 1955 and 1956, when the relations between Moscow and Bel-
grade improved, the split and the different approaches towards socialism the two co-
untries had, had remained important, it had always been present. For example, during
Tito’s last visit to Brezhnev, the two leaders stated that “another is the question of loo-
king back into the past.” “History,” Brezhnev stated, “should not be forgotten, but also
not constantly reheated.” “Yugoslav constant reminders of the past were never intended
to criticize the Soviet Union; on the contrary, we were full of praise for everything the
CPSU did after the twentieth congress.” Still, as Stane Dolanc stated in 1979, official
party documents that were published in Moscow still condemned the Yugoslav League
of Communists.”* Brezhnev then lost it and became rude after such an open criticism.
Not since 1956 had the conversation about the troubled history between the two co-
untries been so open. However, after 1948, especially after the Soviet Canossa, as the
Yugoslav and western historians often called Nikita Khrushchev’s visit to Belgrade in
1955, no Yugoslav-Soviet meeting, agreement or statement concluded without the in-
vocation of the two agreements: the Belgrade and the Moscow Declarations. The former
normalized the state and the latter party relations. Who were those in Yugoslavia who
were in favor of better relations with Moscow, and who leaned more towards the T'itoist

12 Kolisevski, Makedonsko pitange, pp. 264, 273.

13 BL (BL stands for the private archival collection of former minister Budimir Loncar, Zagreb), Kabinet Pred-
sednika Republike, Sluzba za spoljnopoliticka pitanja. Str.pov.br.22/7, Beograd, 23.maj 1979, Drzavna tajna;
Stenografske beleske sa razgovora predsednika Republike i predsednika SKJ Josipa Broza Tita i generalnog
sekretara CK KPSS i predsednika Prezidijuma Vrhovnog Sovjeta SSSR Leonida Ilji¢a Breznjeva, odrzanih 17.
i 18. maja 1979. godine u Kremlju — Moskva; Mandi¢, 7izo, pp. 632-633.
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position is definitely something historiography should touch on in the next phase of
research of the Tito-Stalin split.

Mikhail Gorbachev’s visit to Yugoslavia in 1988 was rather overdue and once de-
layed. Eduard Shevardnadze, the Soviet foreign minister, proposed the signing of a new
declaration on relations between USSR and Yugoslavia in 1987. “We have accepted it,
but we have also made it clear that the new document does not mean that the Mos-
cow and Belgrade declarations were overdue; they have permanent importance, their
historical importance should be underlined in the new document, document which has
permanent value...” “Everybody should be aware of the historical importance that the
documents from 1955 and 1956 had for international relations and relations between
socialist countries,” said the secretary for foreign relations to the delegates of the Yu-
goslav Parliament. Therefore, it was only at the time of Mikhail Gorbachev’s visit to
Yugoslavia that the Soviet Union finally distanced itself from the legacy of 1948. They
finally erased the segment on Yugoslavia form their Party manifesto of the CPSU. Fi-
nally, Perestroika helped the Soviets reach “our views from the 1960s.” This was stated
during the meeting with the then new (and last) federal secretary for foreign relations,
Budimir Lonc¢ar. For four decades the Soviets had a problem of digesting the Yugoslavs.
“In 1948 we reached a certain point which became a factor that Yugoslavia has not been
able to abandon ever since.”® After the summer of 1948 it had been essential for the
success of Yugoslavia that it remained anti-Cominformist.

'The end of the Cold War and the end of Yugoslavia did not bring much, or even
enough, research on this or many related phenomena in the history of Yugoslavia. In
Slovenia and Serbia, there were several scholarly conferences on various aspects of the
Tito-Stalin split.® Since its independence, only one has taken place in Croatia, that
organized by the veterans of the Second World War and the Josip Broz Tito Society.
Croatian political circles criticized everything connected with former Yugoslavia. Most
studies on the Tito-Stalin split addressed the international consequences of the event.
However, since the 1980s, internal changes within the CPY and the relationship to-
wards the real and alleged associates of Stalin have increasingly been dealt with, first
in art, film and literature, and then in historiography as well. The Goli Otok camp and
its 13,000 inmates are becoming central research topics. Croatian political circles have

14  BL, Izlaganje Raifa Dizdarevi¢a, Saveznog sekretara, na zajednickoj sednici odbora Saveznog ve¢a Skupstine
SFR] za spoljnu politiku i odbora Veca republika i pokrajina za ekonomske odnose sa inostranstvom, koja je
odrzana 9. jula 1987. godine; Dizdarevi¢, Sudbonosni podvig Jugoslavije, pp. 213-216,218-224.

15 BL, SSIP, Kabinet saveznog sekretara, Str.pov.br.47243, Stenografske beleske sa sastanka Kolegijuma saveznog
sekretara, odrzanog 15. februara 1988. godine; BL, SSIP, F7, Zvani¢na poseta Generalnog sekretara CK KPSS
Mihaila Gorbacova Jugoslaviji, 14-18. mart 1988; Str.pov.br.413284, 7.4.1988, Izvestaj o poseti generalnog se-
kretara CK KPSS Mihaila Gorbacova Jugoslaviji, od 14. do 18.3.1988. godine.

16  For example: Jugoslavija v Hladni vojni/ Yugoslavia in the Cold War, Ljubljana 2004 (Institut za novejso zgo-
dovino, Ljubljana and Univeristy of Toronto) or Jugoslavija u Hladnom ratu, Beograd 2010 (Insititut za noviju
istoriju).
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criticized everything connected with the former Yugoslavia. They have been reluctant to
speak about the positive consequences of the split because Tito would probably end up
being better than Stalin, or, alternately, it would be hard to praise Stalin and not Tito.
How can you condemn Tito for the Goli Otok camp — which was definitely one of the
most gruesome camps of the Titoist era — when the majority of those imprisoned there
were not Croats, so Croatian authorities have never been interested in preserving the
place, making it a place of remembrance. Montenegrins, who made up only 2.73% of
the Yugoslav population, made up almost 21.13% of all imprisoned Cominformists.'
Slovenes and Croats were the least represented.

'The goal of the Zagreb conference “The Tito-Stalin Split: 70 Years Later”, Zagreb—
Goli Otok, 28-30 June 2018, as well as of the papers presented, was to show not only
the new interpretations and takes on the subject, but to present the Yugoslav 1948 as a
global event, one that touched lives of so many people around the world. It had a very
significant impact not only on politics'®, international relations", prisoners®, army coo-
peration and army relations*, ideology*?, but also cultural life and production, especially
in Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union®.

Most of the papers presented at the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences,
University of Zagreb, which co-organized the whole event with colleagues from the
University of Ljubljana, Slovenia, are published in this volume. A few papers were pre-
sented but the authors did not contribute the text (those were: Mark Kramer, Peter Ru-
ggenthaler, Ondfej Vojtéchovsky, Klaus Buchenau, Andreii Edemskii, Boris Stamenié¢,
and Marie-Janine Calic). Also, one paper on China was not presented, but the text is
here. We hope this volume will be an important contribution to the continuous dialogue
that should be not only regional, but global. It should also be ongoing, since there is
hardly an event in the history of the Cold War whose consequences were as important
and as global as this one’s.

Sources and literature

Badovinac, Tomislav (ed.), 1948. Povijesni razlaz sa staljinskim totalitarizmom?. Zagreb: Savez
drustava “Josip Broz Tito” Hrvatske, 2009.

Dizdarevi¢, Raif, Sudbonosni podvig Jugoslavije. Podsjecanja na istorijsko NE staljinizmu — dogadaj
koji je opredijelio buducnost Jugoslavije. Sarajevo: Udruzenje za modernu historiju UMHIS,
2018.

17 Radonji¢, Socijalizam u Crnoj Gori, pp. 332-336.

18  Goldstein, Tizo, pp. 463-465; Jakovina, Komunisticki saveznik.
19  Ristovi¢, Gradanski rat u Grckoj.

20 Previdi¢, Povijest Golog otoka.

21 Zivoti¢, Vojne suprotnosti.

22 Unkovski-Korica, Power in Tito’ Yugosiavia.

23 Vindakijevi¢ Perusko, Od Oktobra.



CHALLENGING THE COMINFORM... 13

Djilas, Milovan, Isto¢no nebo. Nova misao. Mesecni éasopis 10, oktobar 1953, pp. 519-558.

Encyclopaedia Britannica. Volume 23. USA, 1965.

Gaddis, John Lewis, 7he Cold War. London: Allen Lane, 2005.

Goldstein, Ivo i Slavko Goldstein. Tizo. Zagreb: Profil, 2015.

Jakovina, Tvrtko, Americki komunisticki saveznik. Hrvati, Titova Jugoslavija, Sjedinjene Americke
Drzave 1945-1955. Zagreb: Srednja Europa/Profil, 2003.

Kolisevski, Lazar, Aspekti makedonskog pitanja. Beograd: Narodna knjiga — Vojnoizdavacki zavod
JNA, 1981.

Mandi¢, Blazo, Tizo u dijalogu sa svijetom. Novi Sad: Agencija ,Mir®, 2005.

Newman, Bernard, Tito’s Yugoslavia. London: Robet Hale Limited, 1952.

Petrovi¢, Vladimir, Titova licna diplomatija. Studije i dokumentarni prilozi. Beograd: Institut za
savremenu istoriju, 2010.

Previsi¢, Martin, Povijest Golog otoka. Zagreb: Fraktura, 2019.

Radonji¢, Radovan, Socijalizam u Crnoj Gori. Podgorica: Matica crnogorska, 2013.

Ristovi¢, Milan, Na pragu Hladnog rata. Jugosiavija i gradanski rat u Grckoj (1945-1949). Beograd:
Filozofski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, 2016.

Roberts, Goefirey, Molotov. Stalin’s Cold Warrior. Washington: Potomac Books, 2012.

Snyder, Timothy and Ray Brandon (eds.), Stalin and Europe. Imitation and Domination 1928-
1953. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014.

Tajni referat N.S. Kruséova. Zagreb: Stvarnost, 1970.

Tito, Josip Broz, Govori i élanci, 12.IX 1960.-29.VI 1961. Vol. 16. Zagreb: Naprijed, 1962.

Unkovski-Korica, Vladimir, 7he Economic Struggle for Power in Titos Yugoslavia. From World War
II to Non-alignment. London: 1.B. Tauris, 2016.

Vindakijevi¢ Perusko, Ivana, Od Oktobra do otpora. Mit o sovjetsko-jugosiavenskome bratstvu u Hr-
vatskoj i Rusiji kroz knjizevnost, karikaturu i film (1917.-1991.). Zagreb: Fraktura, 2018.

Westad, Odd Arne, The Cold War. A World History. London: Allen Lane, 2017.

Zubok, Vladislav and Constantine Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin’s Cold War. From Stalin to Khru-
shehev. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996.

Zivoti¢, Aleksandar, Jugoslovensko-sovjetske vajne suprotnosti (1947-1957). Beograd: Arhipelag i
Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije, 2015.

Tvrtko Jakovina, University of Zagreb
Martin Previ§i¢, University of Zagreb






1948: THE FALL OF
YUGOSLAV IRON CURTAIN






17

Ivo Goldstein
The Tito-Stalin Split of 1948 as a Personal Conflict

The conflict in 1948 was quite complex and stratified — it was ideological and political,
with obvious economic roots and consequences. Nevertheless, it was also personal beca-
use it was a conflict between two charismatic personalities — Josip Broz Tito and Ioseb
Besarionis dze Jughashvili - Stalin.

In modern historiography, different terms are used for the events of 1948: the split
between Yugoslavia and the Eastern Bloc, or the Yugoslav-Soviet split, but also the Ti-
to-Stalin split, for quite obvious reasons.

I am not an adherent of the 19 century historical concept of Leopold Ranke, who
views the development of the main historical processes as a struggle between key histo-
rical persons, as he shows in his emblematic work Die rdmischen Pipste, ihre Kirche und
ihr Staat im sechzehnten und siebzehnten Jahrbundert (The Popes of Rome, Their Church and
State in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries), in which he offers colorful portrayals
of Pope Paul 1V, Ignatius of Loyola and Pope Pius V. Despite all my reluctance, it has
to be said that the roles of Tito and Stalin, the key personalities in the events of 1948,
were essential. One can compare these events with those 20 years later — can anybody
say that the invasion of Czechoslovakia and the crushing of the Prague Spring was a
consequence of a Brezhnev-Dubcek conflict?

'The conflict of 1948 was very much personalized. Latinka Perovi¢ observes that “at
a juridical and at a symbolic level, Tito was Yugoslavia and Yugoslavia was Tito.”* Nee-
dless to say, Stalin was the Soviet Union and the Soviet Union was Stalin.

In the beginning, it was like a love story. Tito saw Stalin for the first time in 1935
during the Seventh Congress of the Comintern in Moscow. Tito was among the delega-
tes, Stalin was sitting at the podium, raised up from everybody, like a god. At that time,
Stalin was the subject of a pervasive personality cult within the international Marxist-
-Leninist movement; Tito was one of the believers.

1 Perovi¢, Josip Broz Tito, p. 23.
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However, Stalin loved Tito, despite his suspect character. In certain elements, Tito’s
biography was similar to Stalin’s: born to a poor family and repeatedly arrested, he en-
tered the party hierarchy out of the blue, i.e. owing to his own merits. At the funeral of
Mikhail Kalinin in 1946, Stalin invited Tito to the central podium and placed him at his
side, the only foreign leader to be so honored. That would not have happened if Stalin
had not had certain sympathy for Tito.

But soon after the war, it turned out that the Tito-Stalin relationship would be
yet another story about love and hatred, like so many others. Keeping in line with that
perspective, Koca Popovi¢, one of Tito’s closest collaborators, claimed that “that conflict
was absolutely unavoidable.” Openly criticizing Stalin after his death, Nikita Khrush-
chev concluded that in general Stalin gradually developed a “hatred toward Tito.”

Already in 1945, the Yugoslav communist movement enjoyed greater independen-
ce than its counterparts in Eastern Europe because it had largely fought its own way
into power. Tito had returned to Yugoslavia in 1938 as a Soviet communist agent or So-
viet pawn, but his wartime victories had helped him outgrow that early role and develop
into an extremely confident leader who would not allow the USSR and Stalin to dictate
to him. His ambitions also grew.?

One of the outstanding features of Tito’s character was his personal courage. He
demonstrated it in 1928, during his trial called Bombaski proces. He was tried in No-
vember 1928 for his illegal communist activities, which included allegations that the
bombs that had been found at his address in Zagreb had been planted by the police. He
acknowledged that he was a member of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (CPY),
tully aware that this would bring him longer imprisonment. Indeed, he was sentenced
to five years’ imprisonment.*

When war came to Yugoslavia in 1941, Tito bravely called for an uprising against
the invading Germans and Italians and from almost nothing created a movement of
resistance fighters that would come to be known as the Partisans.

He displayed the same courage in facing down Josef Stalin, which led to the break
between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia in 1948. By trusting his own judgment once
again, he was able to gather enough partisan veterans and other men ready to support
him against this direct confrontation with the Soviet Union and even to resort to an
armed struggle if necessary.

After the war, Tito was seen as the second leader in the Eastern Bloc after Stalin.
According to some testimonies, Tito’s popularity among party leaders and the public in
Eastern European countries in 1946-1947 was high, perhaps even equal to Stalin’s. A

2 Nenadovi¢, Razgovori s Kocom, p. 130; Dilas, Viast i pobuna, p. 131; Khrushchev, Memoirs of Nikita Khrushchev, p.
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3 L Goldstein — S. Goldstein, Tizo, p. 169.

4 Sobolevski, Bombaski proces Josipu Brozu; Goldstein — Goldstein, 7'izo, pp. 61-67.
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great expert on the history of that time Francois Feyto claims that “in the autumn of
1947 Yugoslavia was at the height of its prestige within the Eastern Bloc: it was enjo-
ying a honeymoon with the international communist movement.”This was perhaps one
of the reasons for Stalin’s actions in 1948.

'The state that Tito led had become his personal plaything: he had tried to achieve
domination over Albania, he planned to make himself the head of a Balkan federation
that would include Bulgaria, he was helping Greek communists in the Greek Civil War,
he was firmly defending Yugoslav territorial claims against Italy and he complained to
the Soviet authorities when they imposed unequal economic relations on Yugoslavia,
practically bordering on exploitation.

Tito himself had already started creating his own personality cult in late 1942, a
tew days after he revealed his true identity.®

One of the reasons why Tito was so popular in Yugoslavia lies in the structure of
the leadership: by the end of the 1930s, Tito had chosen his closest collaborators, who
were all almost 20 years younger than he was — Aleksandar Rankovi¢ (1909), Edvard
Kardelj (1910), and Milovan Dilas (1911). He created a relationship, even a friendship,
with all three of them. They called him Szari — the Old Man. However, with Andrija
Hebrang (1899), with whom he had a long friendship dating back to the late 1920s, he
had a different kind of relationship, and Hebrang could call him Joza (which is ahypo-
corism of Josip).

Nevertheless, Hebrang became a personal rival, was arrested, and he allegedly com-
mitted suicide in prison. It cannot be said that this happened because of their rivalry
since the origins of the clash between Tito and Hebrang were much deeper. At the same
time, one cannot deny that this personal rivalry played a role in that affair.’

After taking power in virtually all of Yugoslavia in 194445, Tito created an ar-
chetypal Bolshevik system, part of whose structure was a personality cult of the leader.
Tito drew his greatest support from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro and from
a large part of Croatia, primarily by proposing the creation of a state that would be
free of foreign conquerors, free from the Ustasha terror and without Greater Serbian
hegemony. At the same time, he took advantage of the four years of war to solidify his
personal popularity, which would ensure his position as the leader of the country after
the end of the war.

In any case, even the Soviets themselves recognized his merits and were even rai-
sing his self-confidence — in 1944 the writer Ilja Erenburg wrote in the Moscow press
that “Yugoslavia is not a detail and not an episode in World War II” and that “the entire

5 Feyto, Histoire des démocraties, pp. 198-199; Dedijer, Josip Broz Tito — prilozi za biografiju, p. 486; Beri¢, Zbogom
XX. stoljece, p. 55; Dilas, Viast i pobuna, pp. 174-175; Terzi¢, Titova vjestina vladanja, p. 223; see also: Sovilj, Tito
i cehoslovacka javnost 1945-1948., pp. 489-497.

6  Goldstein — Goldstein, 7izo, pp. 479-497.

7 Ibid., pp. 471-473; Ivankovi¢ - Vonta, Hebrang.
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world is talking about the Yugoslav national liberation army, and the name of Marshal
Tito is known on all five continents of the world.”

Nevertheless, as the months after the war passed, Stalin became more and more su-
spicious of Tito — because of his ambition of becoming a regional leader, this former gu-
erilla chief could become a problem and disrupt his entire strategy. Stalin did not need
local skirmishes, let alone local victories — in the postwar period, a sphere of influence
in Yugoslavia and its surrounding region played a secondary role. Stalin was primarily
interested in the center of Europe — Germany. Another reason why Stalin wanted to
discipline Tito was that he was afraid that the ambitious Yugoslav leader might become
involved in a serious conflict with the West, especially with the United States, which
had the atomic bomb, while the Soviet Union at that time did not. “There was some
internal logic to the Soviet attitude. How much the leadership of some country consi-
stently carries out proletarian internationalism is not measured by the struggle between
fascism and national socialism, as the Yugoslav leadership and Tito emphasized, but by
a positive attitude toward the USSR and the unquestioned defense of the first country
of socialism,” which, of course, included absolute obedience to Stalin.’

Tito’s disobedience was both a danger and a challenge because it could incite diso-
bedience in other countries and parties and their leaders.™

In addition, the devotion of Tito and his collaborators to bolshevism, claims Tony
Judt, always seemed to Stalin as “too enthusiastic. Stalin was always less interested in
spreading bolshevism than in spreading his power.”"

Close relations between the two communist movements and the two leaders began
to shake even during the war because Tito sometimes acted independently, irrespective
of Moscow’s ambition to dominate. Ko¢a Popovi¢ observes that “during the war, Tito
had become accustomed to independence so that, already by the nature of his position,
charisma, and the authority connected to his personality, he could no longer even think
of returning to a position subordinate to Stalin”.*?

'Thus, in September 1944, Tito had obtained for the Yugoslavs an agreement with
Stalin that none of the other Eastern European countries had achieved — sufficient rea-
son for Stalin to feel that his prestige was being threatened.”

As the war was coming to an end, Tito was increasingly emphasizing the strength
and independence of the movement that he was leading and the importance of the
state he had just created. In September 1944, he said that “we want to sit together with
our allies at the table where the destiny of Europe, including our own country, will be
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decided. ”In late October, when he learned that Churchill and Stalin had negotiated in
Moscow about spheres of influence in Yugoslavia, he stated that Yugoslavia was not and
could not be a “bargaining chip”, indicating that he would not submit to any Soviet dic-
tates. He added that “today’s Yugoslavia cannot be compared with that of 1919. Today,
there is a new Yugoslavia.” The Soviet government quickly responded that it perceived
“Comrade Tito’s speech as a hostile act against the USSR.” By making this statement,
Tito had hit at the very essence of Soviet hegemony, which became the main point of
the indictment against him in 1948.1

A new, significant disagreement occurred in late 1944, when news reached Tito
that Soviet officers were massively raping Yugoslav women and girls, which Milovan
Dilas loudly condemned, and which Tito abhorred and probably protested, but consid-
erably more quietly.”

Toward the end of the war, Tito increasingly showed that he wanted to position
Yugoslavia as a regional power with himself as its leader. Already in May 1945, he de-
viated from the dogma about the two phases of the revolution, imposed by Bolshevik
propaganda, and claimed that in the construction of socialism “we are going new ways,
another way, imposed on us by the situation of this great liberation war.” He concluded
by saying that “we will glide inconspicuously into communism, and we will not observe
the two phases of the liberation war because the stages of the bourgeois-democratic and
proletarian revolution are not well-formed.”*¢

Moscow judged that deviation from strictly established revolutionary canons as just
another Yugoslav blasphemy. Furthermore, there was one other thing that Moscow did
not like —the Yugoslav five-year development plan. Adopted in 1947, it stressed the need
for the development of heavy industry, while Moscow pushed for the development of
agriculture, the construction of energy plants and the exploitation of mineral resources
(and Zujovi¢ and Hebrang supported Moscow’s ideas). In fact, Moscow saw Yugoslavia
as the granary of South East Europe, but Tito did not agree. In a speech to the parlia-
ment during the adoption of the plan, Tito mentioned the USSR only once, stating that
“in a socialist economy, such as that in the USSR, a crisis is not possible” and nothing
more. Not a word about Stalin, although this was a good opportunity to mention the
genius creator of the first five-year-plan in the world. Observers also noted that Tito
emphasized the need for the economic and political independence of Yugoslavia.'”
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During these years, Tito was reluctant to congratulate the Soviet leader on his birt-
hdays and other important anniversaries, unlike many other Eastern European leaders.
He acknowledged the concrete achievements of Stalin and the USSR, but he did not
indulge in emotions. Furthermore, Tito felt that there were many problems and issues
about which it was not necessary to consult Moscow, and for which Stalin thought that
such consultations were “necessary”. Stalin believed that the CPY should be “a role
model for other parties,” but that meant “the CPY and its leadership would enjoy his
special confidence while implementing Soviet policies.”

This did not mean that Tito received a “green light” for independent action from
Stalin.’® At that time, Tito was giving free reign to his charisma, and he was establishing
a cult of his personality in Yugoslav society. The Soviets could not have missed the fact
that in the second half of 1946 an issue of the military magazine Narodna armija publi-
shed 23 photographs of Tito and only five of Stalin.

Tito also refused to allow the Soviets to create a parallel intelligence network.” In
June 1947, the Soviet authorities apparently sought permission from Belgrade for the
Red Army to establish naval bases in Pula, Sibenik and Boka Kotorska. They tried again
in early 1948, but Tito refused both times.*

Thirty years later, in 1978, Kardelj recalled how Stalin “tolerated Tito, in spite of
the hatred that was boiling in him. I think that he was somehow afraid of us because
Yugoslavia was genuinely independent and we were ready to react to his demands.”
Kardelj also claimed that “Within the entire socialist movement, Stalin hated Tito the
most, and therefore sought any opportunity to subvert him.”*?

Stalin’s biographer, Simon Sebag Montefiore, claims that “the federation of Bul-
garia and Yugoslavia, which Tito wanted to create without Stalin’s permission,” was the
moment when Stalin concluded that “enough was enough.” At a meeting with senior
Yugoslav officials (Kardelj, Dilas, Rankovi¢), he said, “when I say no, that means no!”
He suggested that “Yugoslavia should swallow up Albania, and with fingers and mouth
he imitated swallowing,” but the Yugoslav trio was unimpressed. Speaking to Francois
Feyto in 1983, Dilas said that at that time they were unaware of the ultimate goal of
Stalin’s manipulation, namely, “the perfidious Georgian wanted to see how far Tito’s
ambitions went.”*

Both Tito and Stalin were making decisions in these key moments, but “there was
a difference in the way that they were reaching those decisions. Stalin was everything,
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his word was the first and the last. Tito did it in a wiser way. He listened to the opinions
of the people around him, sometimes even abandoning his ideas and suggestions and
accepting the majority opinion within the Yugoslav leadership (...) The personalities of
Tito and Stalin were quite an important factor in the conflict. Their social psychology
was created in the regions in which they grew up.” “Resistance to Stalin was,” Vladimir
Dedjjer clarified, “more a spontaneous response to the aggressive pressures in defense of
independence and freedom,” than an awareness of Tito and his associates of historical
consequences of resistance to the USSR.**

Stalin had abundant experience in executing his rivals, and he was carefully pre-
paring to deliver the final blow to the heretic, which Tito now was in his eyes. Tito
was warned by several people that Stalin wanted to remove him, including the General
Secretary of the Communist Party of Romania, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, and Josip
Kopini¢, his friend and Soviet intelligence officer, who was then on a mission in Turkey.

Yet another warning — this time announced in public — came in mid-February.
'The Vienna correspondent of the Paris newspaper Le Figaro wrote that Tito’s portraits
had been removed from all Bucharest shop windows, where they used to be displayed
together with portraits of other prominent communist figures. The well-informed corre-
spondent speculated that “Tito has lost the trust of Moscow” and concluded that these
are “at the moment unconfirmed rumors, but deserve to be noted.”

In his actions Stalin applied “the methods of an inquisition” and, more importantly,
“all of these methods have been improved and used in his own country in the struggle
against the Old Bolsheviks and against an enormous number of his own population.”

Stalin thought that he could apply the same methods in Yugoslavia. As Jean-Marie
Soutou, a former high-ranking French diplomat in Moscow explained, “If the branch
does not bear fruit, it should be cut off.” In Soutou’s view, there were different solutions
for a compromise, but for Stalin there was only one alternative, “I'm breaking him, or I
am capitulating.”’

So, in the case of Tito and Yugoslavia, the strong man of the Kremlin did not show
inventiveness and it came back to haunt him. Meanwhile, in February 1948, he pres-
sured Czechoslovakia and the Communists took power in that country. These events
turther convinced Stalin of his own omnipotence.

The fact that Tito was crossing the red line in many respects forced Stalin to react.
On 18 March, General Barskov, serving in the Soviet Embassy in Belgrade, informed

Tito personally that the Soviet government was withdrawing its military advisers from
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Yugoslavia. The following day, the Soviet chargé d’affaires Armjaninov announced that
civilian advisers would also be recalled. The alleged reason was that it was impossible for
them to remain in an atmosphere of hostility. Incidentally, the most important work of
these advisers was recruiting for the Soviet secret services. According to Tito’s later te-
stimony, that was the moment when he felt there was a deep “distrust or misunderstan-
ding” and that “it was like the story about the wolf that accuses the lamb of polluting the
water in a brook, although he is drinking upstream from the lamb.” According to Stalin’s
successor as General Secretary of the Communist Party, Nikita Khrushcheyv, it was the
beginning of an “artificial influx of conflict between the USSR and Yugoslavia.”*®

At a session of the extended Politburo on 1 March, Tito spoke very openly about
some elements of the conflict. He pointed out that the proposed Danube navigation
agreement was “for us shameful” and that the air transport agreement was “unbalanced.”
He added that the Soviets said, “Why do you need a strong army? We are here,” and that
the Soviets “are exerting economic pressure on us. We must endure this pressure.” He
then concluded, “The independence of our country is at stake.”” Then, in an unexpected
and, according to Dilas, pathetic manner, Tito offered his resignation (it was the first
and the last time he would do this, if we do not count the dramatic meeting of CC in
Drenovi in December 1941), but he added, “if the Russians continue with such a poli-
cy toward us.” Dilas did not think that Tito was serious, but that “he did it to test the
attitude of the people present, and whether they would find anyone who would accept
the resignation.” “Everyone was unanimously against such an idea, and only Tito’s long-
~term, close associate Sreten Zujovi¢ was conspicuously keeping his mouth shut.”

Moscow carefully continued to increase its pressure. Letters from Moscow were
signed by the Central Committee. Tito answered them from Belgrade and wrote to Sta-
lin and to Molotov, who was the Minister of Foreign Affairs. The difference is obvious.
Moscow wanted to keep the conflict within the Party, while Tito was trying to expand it
to the relations between the two countries. Dilas described how “during that time Pavel
Judin, the editor-in-chief of the Cominform magazine and the Soviet representative in
the Cominform, visited Tito. He asked Tito to write an article for his magazine— as if
nothing was happening between the two leaders. Tito agreed, but no one interpreted
Judin’s visit to Tito as related only to that article. Both we and the Soviet officials were
aware that nothing happens by chance (...) Judin’s visit to Tito was part of their planned
tactics. At first, Tito should not be provoked, the aim was to separate him from the rest
of the leadership, to give him the prospect of personal salvation.” Nevertheless, things
did not develop the way Moscow had planned.™
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Though Tito wrote to Molotov, warning him in a very friendly way that the wit-
hdrawal of experts was damaging and unfounded (“our wish would be that the USSR
government inform us frankly what this is about ... such a course of action is detri-
mental to both countries. Sooner or later, we will have to remove all the obstacles that
can harm friendly relations.”). Nevertheless, new, greater tensions occurred very soon.
On 27 March, the Soviet Central Committee, but in fact Stalin, sent to the Yugoslav
Central Committee a letter stating that there was “a lack of democracy in the country,”
that the Yugoslav authorities were trying to “dethrone the Soviet system,” and that they
were accusing the USSR of “great state chauvinism.” The Yugoslav Central Committee
was accused of revisionism. It was also claimed that British spies were working in the
Yugoslav Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Finally, Tito was accused of the most grievous of
sins — Trotskyism (“we consider Trotsky’s political career to be sufficiently instructive”).
There was no doubt that “Stalin had decided to destroy Tito.”

A plenary session of the Yugoslav Central Committee convened on 12 and 13
April in the library of the Old Court, where meetings were never held, so there was
little possibility that the Soviets could listen in on it. Tito came to the meeting “aware
of its fateful meaning” (Frangois Feyto called it a “fateful battle”). Afterwards, Tito told
Dedijer that “life taught him that in such critical moments the most dangerous thing is
to be without an attitude, which means — to hesitate. In such a situation one must always
react boldly and decisively.” Tito chaired the session and made a one-hour introductory
speech. He stressed that “this is not a theoretical discussion, it is not about the mistakes
of the CPY, about our alleged ideological aberration. We should not let ourselves be
pushed into a discussion about it (...) this is a letter of tremendous slander. Incorrect
accusations. Please keep the discussion cool-headed.”

Sreten Zujovi¢ had a different opinion. Dilas, who was sitting next to him under-
stood that “Zujovié¢ was shaking for himself. Betrayal! The betrayal of the people, the
state, and the Communist Party!” Tito also understood Zujovi¢’s condition, so he turned
to him and said: “You, Black (Black was Zujovié’s nickname), have exercised the right
to love the USSR more than I do (...) Our Party is pure as the sun”. Then he paused,
stood up and said: “Comrades, our revolution does not eat its children. The children of
this revolution are honest.” Tito was “outraged sincerely, deeply. This was inspired by
his personal qualities— he perceived political processes as personal problems, and vice
versa —he treated personal situations and moods as problems of the Party and the state,”
bilas concluded.*

After a “bitter and combative” discussion, “a discussion full of anger,” in which Zu-
jovi¢ was attacked by Tito and by many others, it was decided that the Yugoslav Central
Committee would respond to the charges from Moscow. In a 33-page letter, the Central
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Committee and Tito expressed their dissatisfaction (“terrible astonishment”) with the
opinions expressed in the letter of 27 March and the manner in which it was done. In
addition, the letter argued that there was essentially a difference in understanding what
the relationships between socialist countries should be. It primarily urged mutual un-
derstanding and asked that local circumstances and traditions should not be sacrificed,
but respected. Tito was prepared for only one concession: the replacement of Vladimir
Velebit as assistant foreign minister followed by a detailed investigation of the case.

At that moment, Tito and his associates were trying to affirm the view that relations
between socialist countries and parties should be based on equality. The senior state and
party hierarchy (except Andrija Hebrang and Zujovié), as well as central committees
at the republic level, supported the letter. Zujovi¢ was expelled from the Central Com-
mittee, and later arrested along with Hebrang. Thus, the Yugoslav leadership supported
and remained unified behind Tito. Stalin had lost the first round of the conflict. News
of the removal of Hebrang and Zujovi¢ because of “hostile and anti-national work” was
published two months later, when the “Resolution of the Cominform”was published.**

In a letter sent to Yugoslavia in early May, Stalin and Molotov assessed the Yugo-
slav Central Committee’s response as “an intensification of the conflict.” They viewed
the letter from Belgrade almost as an “accusation,” underlining the “anti-Soviet position
of Comrade Tito” and speaking of “defamatory propaganda from the leaders of the
CPY.”Tito (along with Kardelj) was identified as the main cause for the disorder in the
ranks of the Yugoslav Communist Party. In the meantime, silent changes were hardly
noticeable, but they were significant: during the 1 May parade in Belgrade, there were
more pictures of Tito than of Stalin, and the only communist leader who congratulated
Tito on his birthday (25 May) was Georgi Dimitrov.

A meeting of the Cominform was convened from 20 to 22 June in Bucharest.
Tito and his associates did not attend (the Yugoslav ambassador in Moscow, Vladimir
Popovi¢, thought that their attendance would be “suicide”). Instead, they sent a letter to
the participants of the meeting in which they stressed that the issue of disagreements
had been “incorrectly” presented and that discussions in Bucharest would only lead to a
deterioration of the situation. “We feel so unequal in this matter that we cannot accept
trying to resolve it at the meeting in Bucharest,” they claimed. They knew that their
position would be unanimously condemned, and that they, most probably, would not
return from Bucharest. Tito later said that he “knew what his trip to Bucharest would
mean. Well, I've already paid oft my life a long time ago. I could go and die there, if that
would be of any use.”* But, of course, it was not.
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During the discussion of “the situation in the CPY”in Bucharest, the Soviets wan-
ted to turn the Cominform into a court. Obviously, if Tito and his associates had been
there, the meeting would have been transformed into something like the Stalinist Mo-
scow trials, where the accused would express self-criticism, thus signing their death
sentence. Andrey Zdanov claimed that Moscow “possesses information that Tito is an
imperialist spy,” which leaves no doubt as to what Tito’s fate would have been.*

'The text of the “Resolution of the Cominform,” which was signed by all partici-
pants of the meeting in Bucharest, summarized and reinforced the previous accusations
and criticisms of the Yugoslav leadership. Initiatives were welcomed to “unmask the im-
proper policies of the Yugoslav Central Committee and, above all, the improper policies
of Comrades Tito, Kardelj, Dilas and Rankovi¢.”

Over time, Tito and his associates understood that if the Yugoslav public knew
what was happening, it would support them. Therefore, when the text of the “Resolution
of the Cominform” came to Yugoslavia, they decided to publish a response to it, which
they called a “Declaration.” At first, Tito did not want to publish the “Resolution of the
Cominform”, but only the Declaration. However, he soon accepted the majority opinion
of the Politburo and agreed to publish the resolution as well.%

'The “Resolution of the Cominform” was published in newspapers on 30 June and
broadcast on the radio. It was a great shock to the Yugoslav public, but an even greater
one for Stalin and his associates. That same day, Tito and several associates (Bakari¢,
Koca Popovi¢, Svetozar Vukmanovié¢-Tempo and others) visited the construction site
of New Belgrade. They stayed for two hours. Tito talked with the supervisors and wor-
kers. He was interested in “how the work and their lives [were] progressing.” He visited
“almost all of the housing barracks.” The workers “cheered Tito, shouting Tito— Party.”
Life in Belgrade was quite normal. International telegraph and telephone traffic was
not disrupted, trains ran on schedule, and no special military or police measures were
discernible. Tito’s visit to the construction site appeared at the top of the front page of
all of the newspapers, suggesting to the Yugoslav public that nothing was happening
which would disturb Tito’s daily commitments and that he had not lost the support of
the people.

'The “Resolution of the Cominform” predicted that “healthy forces” would soon take
the initiative and overthrow Tito and his associates. Speaking at the 20th Congress of
the CP USSR in 1956, Nikita Khrushchev stated that at this time Stalin boasted that
all he had to do was “lift his little finger and Tito would no longer be there. He would
fall.” Stalin thought that Tito and his associates would not be able to withstand the
pressure and that they would resign. Frangois Feyt6 warned that Moscow should not be

35  Feyto, Histoire des démocraties, p. 194; Montefiore, Staljin, p. 568.
36 Dilas, Viast i pobuna, pp. 236-237.
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underestimated. “Stalin and his associates could believe in such a result because Mos-
cow had secured significant support within the Yugoslav military, police, party circles.”
On the basis of these estimates, Moscow calculated that there would be a split in the
Yugoslav Communist Party and Yugoslav society. Only a little help would be needed
from Moscow for “healthy forces” to prevail, such as when they showed that they would
protect Hebrang and Zujovi¢. Soviet intelligence from Belgrade probably overestimated
the strength of this “serious support,” which clearly began to weaken when Tito and his
associates launched their counter-offensive. In addition, Stalin was relying on his autho-
rity within the international communist movement and the unconditional support of
the Cominform member states. However, the Kremlin strongman was deluding himself
when he demanded the degrading humiliation of the victors of the war in Yugoslavia.””

Tito rightly estimated that he had support among the Yugoslavs (compared to
other Eastern bloc leaders, Tito’s personal popularity in 1948 was incomparably gre-
ater). Tito could also count on the support of the party elite. In other words, he had
the strength to oppose Stalin, although there were many people in Yugoslavia who,
because of their radicalism and indoctrination, admired Stalin as the “guardian of the
only truth.” Tito’s reputation as a victor in wartime and a self-proclaimed post-war lea-
der could not be tarnished by insinuations from Moscow, which recklessly and crudely
denied some of the most important CPY achievements in the war. For example, a letter
in May 1948 claimed that in the summer of 1944, “the Yugoslav National Liberation
Movement survived a grave crisis,” and that “the Soviet army came to the aid of the
Yugoslav people, smashed the German occupiers, liberated Belgrade and thus created
the conditions necessary for the Yugoslav Communist Party to come to power.” Moscow
also claimed that “Tito and Kardelj did not take this into account,” and therefore “they
should be more decent and humble.” It concluded that “Yugoslav leaders were getting
on everybody’s nerves with their exuberant boasting” about their successes during the
war. Of course, in the summer of 1944 the Yugoslav National Liberation Movement was
not in crisis. In fact, they had started the liberation of Dalmatia and the southern parts
of the country and had penetrated into Serbia, and the Soviets did not liberate Belgrade
on their own.*

Last but not least, 3,000 survivors of the famous Partisan battles at Neretva and
Sutjeska knew that the Soviets were lying and they were prepared to fight to the death
tor Tito.

Despite all of this, Tito and Yugoslavia continued to adore Stalin until the last
moment and even after it. Stalin’s biographer Montefiore precisely concludes, “The de-
parture of Yugoslavia from the Eastern bloc was an unnecessary consequence of Stalin’s

37 Twnireferat N. S. Hruscova, pp. 69-70; Anikejev, Sovjetsko-jugosiavenski sukob, pp. 463-464.
38 Koren, Proslost na koju su sjecanja svake godine sve Zivija, p. 41; Petranovi¢ — Zecevié, Jugoslavija 1918-1954,
p-759; Popovié, Za pravilnu ocenu.
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stubbornness.” One month after the “Resolution of the Cominform,”in the prevailing
tense and uncertain atmosphere of the Fifth Congress of the CPY, Tito and the Yu-
goslav communists were still saluting Stalin. Tito concluded his report with the words,
“Long live CPY! Long live the USSR with the genius Stalin as its leader!” The delegates
applauded and chanted “Stalin — Tito!” In Yugoslavia, Stalin’s popularity was much we-
aker than Tito’s. There was certain support for the Resolution of the Cominform, but
much less than Stalin and his associates had expected and hoped for.

'Therefore the deconstruction of Stalin’s personal cult soon started in Yugoslavia.*
For example, the original version of the well-known song “With Marshall Tito, bravest
hero” by distinguished Croatian poet Vladimir Nazor (1876-1949) goes as follows:

With Tito and Stalin, our two bravest heroes,

We'll be even stronger than Hell!

We raise our heads bravely, and don’t hang down gravely,
And clench our fists hard as well.

Soon, the poem was rewritten and it went as follows:

With great Marshall Tito, our land’s bravest hero,

We'll be even stronger than Hell!

We raise our heads bravely, and don’t hang down gravely,
And clench our fists hard as well.

As for Stalin, he started a propaganda war: anti-Yugoslav and anti-Titoist prop-
aganda systematically denigrated Tito and “Tito’s clique” in the USSR and all its sat-
ellites. Cartoons portrayed Tito with a swastika, or with a skull, and with a face the
resembled to Hermann Goering’s. It was claimed that “Tito’s group has fallen into the
mud of bourgeois nationalism,” that it was “the fascist Tito’s clique,” or “the criminal
gang of Tito-Rankovi¢.”

In Hungary, propaganda was spread that Tito was an “American dog on a chain”
just waiting for a sign from Washington to attack. In the USSR he was “a traitor, a
provocateur, a spy.” There was also a gloomy pronouncement that gallows would be
made for him at Terazije Square in the center of Belgrade. In Moscow, a certain Antony
Maljcev published the novel 7he Yugoslav Tragedy, in which Tito and his associates were
shown as Gestapo agents and associates of Western spy networks. The book won the
Stalin Prize.

39 Montefiore, Staljin, p. 494; Feytd, Histoire des démocraties, p. 231.
40  Goldstein — Goldstein, 7izo, pp. 511-516.
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One American diplomat concluded at this time that because of the adverse Soviet
propaganda “Tito no longer needs to be removed physically, his regime can survive as
the living object of the hatred of all communists.”*

Josip Broz Tito won that battle, becoming the only international leader who gained
victories over both Hitler and Stalin.
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Summary

Ivo Goldstein
The Tito-Stalin Split of 1948 as a Personal Conflict

The conflict of 1948 was quite complex and stratified — it was ideological, political, with obvious
economical roots and consequences. It was at the same time personal, because it was the conflict
of two charismatic personalities — Tito and Stalin. The Yugoslav communist movement enjoyed
greater independence than others in Eastern Europe because it had largely fought its own way
into power. Tito came to Yugoslavia in 1938 as a Soviet communist agent, but his war victories
helped him outgrow that early role and he developed into an extremely self-confident leader who
would not allow the USSR and Stalin to dictate to him. His ambitions also grew. He tried to
achieve domination over Albania, he planned to make himself head of a Balkan federation that
would include Bulgaria, and complained to the Soviet authorities when they imposed unequal
economic relations bordering on exploitation on Yugoslavia. All this made Stalin and the other
Soviet leaders regard him with suspicion, and they began to exert various kinds of pressure on the
Yugoslav leadership. The author investigates various aspects of this conflict. Josip Broz Tito won
that battle, becoming the only international leader who gained victory over Hitler and Stalin.

Ivo Goldstein, University of Zagreb
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Petar Dragisic

Walking a Tightrope: Tito’s Regional Ambitions and the

Cominform Resolution

One of the major consequences of the Second World War in the Balkans was the for-
mation of a powerful and highly ambitious regime in Belgrade. Tito skillfully capita-
lized on the turmoil in the region and the opportunity to create a multiethnic socialist
state between Kranjska Gora and Gevgelia arose from the rivalry between the anti-
-Hitler powers — the Soviet Union and the Western Allies. The power of Tito’s regime
rested on the potent Communist Party of Yugoslavia and an impressive army which, at
the end of the Second World War, numbered around 800,000 soldiers.! Tito’s growing
self-confidence soon turned into megalomania which affected almost all countries ne-
ighboring Yugoslavia. Tito attempted to extend his influence in the region in two ways —
by territorial claims against Yugoslav neighbors as well as by strengthening the ties with
the communist parties in the region. In addition, while pursuing this high-risk strategy,
the regime in Belgrade took advantage of the existence of substantial Yugoslav ethnic
groups in the neighboring countries. The long-term goal was an enlarged Yugoslavia (at
the expense of Yugoslav neighbors) and Yugoslav leadership in Southeast Europe, which
jeopardized the interests of both the Soviet Union and the Anglo-Americans.

'The complexity of Tito’s strategy was influenced chiefly by the geopolitical Cold
War dynamic in the region of Southeast Europe. Given the Yugoslav affiliation to the
Soviet sphere of influence, which was cemented by the Soviet-Yugoslav Treaty of frien-
dship, mutual assistance and post-war cooperation concluded in Moscow on 11 April
1945,% a clear pro-Soviet orientation of the communist establishment in Belgrade in
the immediate postwar years put Tito’s regime in an awkward position. On the one
hand, being a part of the Soviet sphere of influence, Yugoslavia was confronted with

1 Petranovié, Istorija Jugosiavije 1918-1988 I, p. 435.
2 Jugoslovensko-sovjetski odnosi 1945-1956, pp. 15-17.
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determined attempts of Moscow to restrain its political, ideological and economic sove-
reignty.> On the other hand, Yugoslav pro-Soviet orientation from 1945 to 1948 brou-
ght the regime in Belgrade into direct confrontation with Washington and London. A
clear example of these tensions were Yugoslav attacks on two American transport planes
C-47 in Slovenia in August 1946.* The distrust of the Yugoslav regime by the two pro-
tagonists of the Cold War — the Soviet Union and the Anglo-Americans — was a major
obstacle to Yugoslavia’s highly ambitious plans in the region.

'The targets of Yugoslav expansionism in the region from 1943 to 1948 were Italy,
Austria, Albania, Greece and Bulgaria. The Yugoslav regime tried to expand eastwards
both through the project of a Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation as well as by annexing the
Bulgarian portion of Macedonia (Pirin Macedonia). However, in early 1945, the fede-
ration project failed due to opposition by the Western members of the anti-Hitler coa-
lition — the United Kingdom and the USA, who feared that a mighty communist state,
stretching from Trieste to the Black Sea, could upset the equilibrium in the Balkans and
consequently jeopardize the Western (British and American) supremacy in Greece. The
leading British diplomats — Anthony Eden and Orme Sargent — were convinced that
the creation of a South Slavic federation, i.e. the Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation, would
significantly strengthen the Soviet strategic position in the Balkans. In a bid to avoid
conflict with his former Western partners, Stalin, who in all likelihood launched this
ambitious project, put the whole thing on ice. Anyway, the plan was impeded by the
dispute between Yugoslavia and Bulgaria over the structure of the South Slavic federa-
tion since Belgrade opposed the dual composition of the Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation
(Yugoslavia + Bulgaria), preferred by Sofia. Instead, the Yugoslav regime insisted on
including Bulgaria into the existing Yugoslav federal system as a seventh federal unit.®

Therefore, in the spring of 1948, the Yugoslav regime sabotaged the unification
with Bulgaria. The Yugoslav communist establishment categorically rejected Stalin’s
new plan for the creation of a Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation, insisting on Yugoslav so-
vereignty and independence and fearing that Bulgaria could act as a Soviet Trojan horse
in the enlarged South Slavic federation. Belgrade officially vetoed Stalin’s initiative at
the Politburo session held on 1 March 1948.¢

The debacle of the Yugoslav concept of the Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation did
not discourage the regime in Belgrade from seeking to extend its influence beyond
the Yugoslav-Bulgarian border. Therefore, the establishments in Belgrade and Skoplje,
including their highest representatives — Josip Broz Tito, Lazar Kolisevski, Dimitar Vla-
hov — vehemently demanded the annexation of the Bulgarian part of Macedonia (Pirin

3 Dedijer, Izgubljena bitka, pp. 103-141.

4 Lees, Keeping Tito Afloat, p. 14; Jakovina, Socijalizam na americkoj psenici, p. 16.

5 Dragisi¢, Jugosiovensko-bugarski odnosi, pp. 59-80; Hatschikjan, Tradition und Neuorientierung, pp. 110-115;
Aanxos, Om nadencdama kom pasouaposanue, 1994.

6 Dragisi¢, Jugoslovensko-bugarski odnosi, pp. 141-148; Petranovi¢, Zapisnici sa sednica Politbiroa, pp. 242-244.
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Macedonia), i.e. the unification of Pirin and Vardar Macedonia within the Yugoslav
tederation. Although Sofia was reluctant to meet this Yugoslav demand, the Bulgarian
leadership made some concessions to Belgrade and Skoplje by endorsing the process
of macedonization of Pirin Macedonia.” The Yugoslav claims to Pirin Macedonia were
fiercely opposed by the Foreign Office, who feared the consequences of the unification
of Pirin and Vardar Macedonia for the future status of the Greek part of Macedonia.®

'The Yugoslav policy towards Greece, i.e. its role in the civil war in Greece, was an
inseparable part of the Macedonian question. Since Yugoslavia provided considerable
support for the Democratic Army of Greece and the Greek Communist Party in the
Greek Civil War (despite the dispute over the Macedonian issue, due to Yugoslav ter-
ritorial claims over Aegean Macedonia), in the late 1940s, the two countries were in a
state of undeclared war. The Yugoslav attitude towards the government in Athens was
extremely hostile. On the other hand, the relations between Belgrade and Skopje on the
one hand and Greek communists on the other were burdened by Yugoslavia’s overt cla-
ims over Greek/Aegean Macedonia. In September 1946, one of the most prominent le-
aders of Vardar Macedonia, Dimitar Vlahov, claimed in his article in the Yugoslav daily
Politika that the population of Pirin and Aegean Macedonia aspired to unification with
Vardar Macedonia within socialist Yugoslavia. Furthermore, by March 1946 the Com-
munist Party of Macedonia (Vardar Macedonia), had founded branches of the People’s
Front in almost all towns and villages of Aegean Macedonia. Still, in spite of the disa-
greements between Yugoslav and Greek communists in Aegean Macedonia, the Yugo-
slav regime strongly supported the Democratic Army of Greece. According to Yugoslav
sources, Yugoslavia provided Greek communists with, among other things, 35,000 to
100,000 rifles, 3,500 to 7,000 machine guns and 7,000 anti-tank weapons.’

After the Second World War, Yugoslav room for maneuver in Greece was signi-
ficantly reduced by two global players — the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom.
Given the importance of Greece for the British strategy in the region, London was de-
termined not to allow a Yugoslav annexation of Aegean Macedonia.!’ Furthermore, in
early 1948, the Kremlin urged the Yugoslavs to stop interfering in the Greek Civil War,
i.e. supporting the guerrillas of the Democratic Army of Greece. In a conversation with
Milovan Dilas and Edvard Kardelj in January 1948, Stalin signaled his determination
to avoid conflict with London and Washington by leaving Greek communists in the
lurch."

7 Muues, Maxedonckusm sonpoc, pp. 124-251; Broz, Govori i clanci 11, p. 52; Baaxos, Odabpanu 2060pu u cmamuu, p.
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During the Second World War, the Communist Party of Yugoslavia helped the
establishment of the Albanian Communist Party tremendously. Consequently, by 1948,
Tito’s Yugoslavia was closely supervising the building of socialism in Albania, steadily
extending its influence in Tirana. The Yugoslav influence in Albania was exercised chie-
fly by a colony of Yugoslav experts, entrusted with overseeing the various aspects of poli-
tical, ideological and economic development in postwar Albania.'? In addition, Yugoslav
dominance in Albania was increased by a number of agreements between Belgrade and
Tirana. In 1946, Enver Hoxha visited Yugoslavia in order to meet Tito and sign the bi-
lateral Agreement of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance. Several months
later, Albania and Yugoslavia signed the Agreement on a Customs Union. Furthermo-
re, by November 1946, Belgrade and Tirana had concluded another 18 agreements on
various issues of bilateral economic relations.” By 1948, Yugoslavia strongly supported
Albania by providing Albanians with food, weapons, as well as with industrial and tech-
nical equipment, among other things."

Certainly, Yugoslav support for Albania in the immediate postwar years was not
motivated by altruism of the Yugoslav leaders but by their intention to absorb Albania,
namely to include it into the Yugoslav sphere of influence. According to the controver-
sial book by Enver Hoxha “The Titoites”, at Hoxha’s meeting with Josip Broz Tito in
Yugoslavia in 1946, the Yugoslav prime minister and Party leader indicated Yugoslav
intentions to include Albania in the Balkan federation, which was supposed to have
been led by Belgrade. According to Hoxha’s book, the Yugoslav leader regarded this step
as a precondition for a major concession to Tirana — ceding Kosovo to Albania.’” At a
meeting with Stalin in April 1947, Edvard Kardelj reiterated this Yugoslav position, un-
derlining Yugoslav readiness to fulfill Albanian aspirations in Kosovo in case of further
strengthening of ties between Belgrade and Tirana.'t

'The available sources suggest that in 1946 the influence of the Soviet Union on
Albanian politics and economy was rather insignificant in comparison to that of Yugo-
slavia. In the autumn of 1946, Moscow intensified its presence in Tirana, in particular
by strengthening its military and economic support of Albania, as well as by increasing
the number of Soviet military and economic experts in Hoxha’s domain."” A year later,
Hoxha’s visit to the Soviet Union intensified the rivalry between Moscow and Belgrade
in Albania, thus deepening the distrust between Tito and Stalin. After the meeting bet-
ween Hoxha and Stalin in July 1947, the Soviet Union extended its influence in Tirana,
deliberately suppressing the Yugoslav presence south of Prokletije. The Soviets were

12 Zivotié, Jugoslavija, Albanija i velike sile, pp. 143-170.

13 Hadalin, Boj za Albanijo, pp. 136-145.
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clearly determined to restrain Yugoslav interference in Albanian affairs and establish
overwhelming dominance in this important geopolitical region.'® This explains Stalin’s
fierce criticism of Yugoslavia’s decision to deploy a division in Albania in early 1948.7
'The Soviet-Yugoslav dispute over Albania demonstrated profound mutual distrust and
contributed significantly to the head-on collision between Moscow and Belgrade in the
spring and summer of 1948.

Yugoslav regional imperialism prior to the Cominform Resolution did not target
the people’s democracies in Yugoslavia’s neighborhood exclusively. Two Western capitalist
neighbors of Yugoslavia — Austria and Italy — were also affected by the grandiose plans
of the Yugoslav establishment. The Yugoslavs revealed their lofty aspirations in Ca-
rinthia and Venezia Giulia even before the formal constitution of the communist regime
in Belgrade. In his notable speech on the Croatian island of Vis in September 1944, the
Yugoslav war leader Josip Broz Tito declared Yugoslavia’s intentions of increasing its
territory at the expense of Austria and Italy. Moreover, the president of the National
Liberation Committee (NKO]J) made the Yugoslav modus operandi public in Carinthia
and Venezia Giulia using the existence of Slovene minorities in these border regions as
a pretext for Yugoslav territorial claims against Austria and Italy.

'The relations between Yugoslavia and Austria in the second half of the 1940s were
considerably contaminated by Yugoslav territorial claims against Austria. Several weeks
before World War II ended, the new Yugoslav government officially made claims over
the southern provinces of Austria populated by ethnic Slovenes. The regime in Belgra-
de attempted to take advantage of a confused situation in Austria in early May 1945
and confront them with a fait accompli. Still, the Yugoslav brief occupation of parts of
Carinthia (including Klagenfurt) proved to be futile, given the strong antagonism of
London and Washington towards Yugoslav ambitions in Carinthia. Faced with resolute
opposition from the British and American governments, Tito had no other choice but
to withdraw the troops of the Yugoslav Army from Austria.”!

'The fiasco of Yugoslavia’s brief occupation of Carinthia compelled Belgrade and
Ljubljana to change their position on the Carinthian question. In 1947 and 1948, the
Yugoslav regime lobbied hard for its territorial claims in Carinthia at the international
conferences before the signing of the Austrian State Treaty (Staatsvertrag). Yugoslav
demands were firmly rejected by the three Western participants in negotiations on the

peace treaty with Austria — the UK, the USA and France.*
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Yugoslav attempts to take advantage of its military dominance in the region also
failed in Venezia Giulia. Like in Carinthia, Yugoslavia’s adventure in northwestern Italy
was short-lived. The temporary Yugoslav occupation of Trieste, Gorizia and Monfal-
cone ended in early June 1945 owing to vehement opposition from the Western allies
to Yugoslav claims in Venezia Giulia. Still, the defeat of Yugoslavia in the dispute over
Trieste was not total. Though the main goal of Belgrade and Ljubljana in Italy, namely
the annexation of Trieste, was not achieved, in 1954 Yugoslavia increased its territory by
absorbing Zone B of the Free Territory of Trieste. The compromise between Belgrade
and Rome, confirmed by the Memorandum of Understanding of London, was a direct
consequence of the new geopolitical position of Yugoslavia after the Tito-Stalin split.
The intention of Washington and London was to satisfy both sides — the loyal NATO
member (Italy) and their potential ally in the Balkans (Yugoslavia).?®

The tensions between Moscow and Belgrade culminated in the Cominform Re-
solution, which displayed Stalin’s deep dissatisfaction with the political and ideological
facets of the Yugoslav road to socialism in the immediate postwar years. The document
approved by the communist parties of the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Romania, France,
Italy, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary focused chiefly on the ideological “defor-
mation” of the Yugoslav socialist system. The Information Bureau accused the establi-
shment in Belgrade, among other things, of “departing from the positions of the wor-
king class,” “breaking with the Marxist theory of classes and class struggle,” as well as
of “growing capitalist elements” in Yugoslavia. The Information Bureau (i.e. Moscow)
directed its criticism chiefly at the Yugoslav policy in the countryside. The Communist
Party of Yugoslavia was blamed for “pursuing an incorrect policy in the countryside by
ignoring the class differentiation in the countryside, and by regarding the individual
peasantry as a single entity, contrary to Marxist-Leninist doctrine of classes and class
struggle.” Furthermore, the Yugoslavs were criticized for “pursuing an unfriendly policy
toward the Soviet Union and the CPSU(b).”%*

Although the author(s) of the Cominform Resolution did not refer to Yugoslav
foreign policy, there is no doubt that Tito’s policy towards the neighboring countries si-
gnificantly contributed to the deterioration of relations between Moscow and Belgrade.
In March 1948, in an instruction to Mikhail Andreyevich Suslov, the International De-
partment of the CC CPSU accused the Yugoslav leaders of trying to assume a leading
role in the Balkans as well as in the region of Podunavlje. In addition, the attitude of
Yugoslav communists towards other “fraternal” communist parties was characterized as
“anti-Marxist”.* Ivo Banac interpreted Stalin’s conversation with Kardelj and Dilas in

23 On the Trieste question after the Second World War, see: Cattaruzza, L'Italia e il confine orientale; Novak, Trieste
1941-1954; Milki¢, Trséanska kriza; Dimitrijevié-Bogeti¢, Tricanska kriza; Bucarelli, La “questione jugoslava”.

24 Farrell, Jugoslavia and the Soviet Union, pp. 75-81.

25 Jugoslovensko-sovjetski odnosi 1945-1956, pp. 272-273.
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February 1948 as a discussion on “Yugoslav independent and combative foreign policy”
and Yugoslav “readiness to assert its militant alternative to the USSR in Eastern Europe,
especially among the Balkan communist parties.”

'The conflict with Moscow in 1948 represented a serious blow to Yugoslav ambi-
tions in the region by putting Tito on the defensive. Consequently, Tito gave up his
dream of Yugoslav predominance in the Balkans and focused on protecting Yugoslav
borders, both from Soviet satellite countries and from the two NATO members in the
region — Italy and Greece.

'The Yugoslav conflict with Moscow represented a watershed in the Yugoslav-Bul-
garian relations. Since the Bulgarian communist establishment sided with Soviets, the
Yugoslav-Soviet dispute had a strongly negative impact on the relations between Bel-
grade and Sofia. In the summer of 1948, the regime in Sofia decided to stop the macedo-
nization of Pirin Macedonia endorsed at the 10 plenary session of the Bulgarian Wor-
kers Party in 1946. Countless incidents on the border between Yugoslavia and Bulgaria,
repression against Yugoslav citizens in Bulgaria, and vice versa, were regular occurrences
in Yugoslav-Bulgarian relations until Stalin’s death in 1953.%7

Yugoslav relations with Albania after the Cominform Resolution followed the
same pattern. After his conversation with Stalin in July 1947, Enver Hoxha gradually
started distancing himself from Yugoslavia and strengthening his ties with the Soviet
Union. When the conflict between Tito and Stalin occurred in the spring of 1948, Hox-
ha promptly sided with Moscow. Before Stalin’s death, Albania actively took part in the
Soviet campaign against the communist establishment in Belgrade.?

After the Cominform Resolution in 1948, Tito’s position on the civil war in Greece
was shaped by two factors. Firstly, faced with a threat from the East (Moscow), Tito
was determined to avoid a clash with the key players in the West in case of a prolonged
support for the Democratic Army of Greece. Secondly, the partnership between Belgra-
de and the Greek Communist Party deteriorated since Zachariadis complied with the
Cominform Resolution on Yugoslavia. Consequently, Belgrade left its Greek comrades
in the lurch and closed the Yugoslav-Greek border.

Tito’s policy towards Yugoslavia’s western neighbors after the Tito-Stalin split was
also a complete fiasco. At the Paris Conference of Foreign Ministers in June 1949, the
Soviets (Andrey Vyshinsky) withdrew their support for Yugoslav territorial claims in
Carinthia, paving the way for the Paris Compromise, which guaranteed the territorial
integrity of Austria.*

26  Banac, With Stalin against Tito, pp. 40-41.

27 Muues, Maxedonckusm sonpoc, pp. 385-487; Dragisi¢, Jugoslovensko-bugarski odnosi, pp. 171-250.

28 Hadalin, Boj za Albanijo, pp. 202-234; Zivotié, Jugoslavija, Albanija i velike sile, pp. 295-356; Komatina, Enver
Hod%a i jugoslovensko-albanski odnosi, pp. 83-95.

29  See note 9 above.

30  Dragisi¢, Odnosi Jugosiavije i Austrije, pp. 68-74.
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'The Cominform Resolution and the Yugoslav clash with Moscow also significantly
impacted the solution of the Trieste question. The conflict with Stalin and the Soviet
satellites moved Yugoslavia closer to the West, thus removing the Cold War component
from the Yugoslav-Italian relations. Consequently, London and Washington backed a
compromise solution (the Memorandum of London) which confirmed the partition of
the Free Territory of Trieste (Territorio libero di Trieste), de facto resolving the Yugo-
slav-Italian postwar border dispute.

Any comparison of Tito’s original goals in his policy in the region with the final
result of his strategy inevitably leads to the conclusion that his regional policy ended in
failure. Already in the final phase of the Second World War, Tito made it abundantly
clear that his ambitions went beyond the restoration of pre-war Yugoslavia. Misguided
by his excessive confidence® Tito set extremely ambitious goals. In October 1943, in a
letter to Svetozar Vukmanovi¢ Tempo, Tito pointed out that Yugoslavia should be the
political and military leader of the Balkans.> Several weeks later, in a Proclamation of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, Milovan Dilas argued
for the creation of a South Slavic federation “from Trieste to the Black Sea.”’ This
mammoth federation was to include Bulgaria and, in all likelihood, Albania, which
explains massive Yugoslav support for Albania until 1948. Furthermore, Tito made ter-
ritorial claims over Carinthia and parts of Venezia Giulia. In February 1944, in a cable
to the Communist Party of Slovenia, Edvard Kardelj highlighted that Yugoslavia and
its Communist Party represented a center for all communist movements “in this part
of Europe.”™*

'The Tito-Stalin split of 1948 had a major impact on Yugoslav strategy in the re-
gion. Since the regional people’s democracies sided with the Soviets in their conflict with
Belgrade and taking into account the tensions in the relations with Austria and Italy
because of Yugoslav territorial claims in the Alps-Adria region, Tito was compelled to
fight for his very survival. Consequently, the Yugoslav regime abandoned its ambitious
plans in the region and launched a policy of reconciliation with its neighbors. In the
first half of the 1950s, Yugoslavia improved its relations with Austria, Italy, Greece and,
tollowing the death of Stalin, with the Soviet satellite states in the region — Bulgaria,

Romania, Hungary, and even Albania.*

31 In April 1945, Georgi Dimitrov portrayed Josip Broz Tito in his diary as flippant and arrogant: “General im-
pression: underestimation of the complexity of the situation and the impending difficulties, fo0 arrogant, heavy
dose of conceit and sure signs of dizziness with success. To hear him talk, of course, you would think everything
was under control ...” The Diary of Georgi Dimitrov, p. 367.

32 Petranovié, Balkanska federacija, pp. 66-67.

33 Ibid., pp. 73-74.“Zato nova Jugoslavija postaje Zari§te otpora ne samo svih jugoslovenskih naroda, nego i ostalih
naroda Balkanskog poluostrva: ona je postala primer za sve potlacene narode Evrope. Stvaraju se uslovi za ost-
varenje (...) bratske federativne zajednice juZnoslovenskih naroda od Trsta do Crnog mora.”

34 Ibid.,p.139.

35  Cvetkovi¢, Pogled iza gvozdene zavese, pp. 35-336.
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Still, the legacy of Yugoslav disputes with its neighbors prior to the Cominform
Resolution, coupled with the global Cold War dynamic (since all Yugoslav neighbors,
with the exception of Austria, acted as proxies of two super powers — the USA and the
USSR) hampered the full normalization of Yugoslavia’s relations with its neighbors.
Moreover, all other neighboring states represented a potential threat to Yugoslavia, and
the proximity of Soviet troops and American tactical and strategic nuclear weapons
were a matter of grave concern for Tito’s regime.

Considering Tito’s intentions in the region in the aftermath of the Second World
War and the final result of his policy one can describe the outcome of the Yugoslav
conflict with Stalin in 1948 not as Tito’s glorious victory, but rather as his defeat or a
Pyrrhic victory at best, which permanently reduced his room for maneuver in the region.
The clash with Stalin in 1948 was his salto mortale, which made him a prisoner in an
extremely hostile environment. Consequently, Tito had to give up the idea of being a
regional geopolitical player. Instead, eager to achieve his ambitious objectives, he picked
an alternative chessboard outside the Balkans, namely in the Global South. In the 1960s
and 1970s Tito was perceived as a global leader, in regard to his position in the Non-
-Aligned movement. At the same time, paradoxically, Tito’s role in the home region was
rather passive, focusing on his struggle for survival.
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Summary

Petar Dragisi¢
Walking a Tightrope: Tito's Regional Ambitions and the Cominform Resolution

In the aftermath of the Second World War Tito's National Liberation Army emerged as the
most powerful military force in the Southeast European region. Consequently, the newly estab-
lished communist regime in Yugoslavia endeavored to capitalize on its strength, the weakness of
the Yugoslav neighbors as well as on the favorable geopolitical conditions. In the first post-war
years Tito's regime focused its efforts on expanding the territory of Yugoslavia and extending its
influence in the neighboring countries (the Trieste crisis, the project of South Slavic federation,
the support for the communist “Democratic Army of Greece”, the territorial claims against Aus-
tria, etc.). Nevertheless, the conflict with Moscow in 1948 represented a serious blow to the Yu-
goslav power putting Tito on the defensive. Consequently, Tito gave up his ambitious projects in
the Balkans and focused on protecting Yugoslav borders. Given the presence of both global Cold
War coalitions on its borders Yugoslavia was constrained to play a demanding simultaneous game
in the Balkan minefield. The paper focuses on the relations of Tito's Yugoslavia with its neigh-
bors and the regional strategies of Tito's regime from the final stage of the Second World War
and the subsequent establishing of the communist regime in Belgrade to the initial phase of the
Tito-Stalin split in 1948/1949. The research will test the hypothesis that the Yugoslav relations
with its neighbors were shaped by a blend of global (Cold War bipolarity) and regional (minority
issues, pre-war territorial disputes...) factors. The research will focus on principal objectives of
Tito's policy towards the Yugoslav neighbors in the first post-war years. In this regard the paper
will pay particular attention to the impact of the Tito-Stalin split on the Yugoslav neighborhood
policy in 1948/1949. The research is based on an analysis of archive sources (from the Archive of
Yugoslavia and the Diplomatic Archive of Serbia), contemporary press articles, published docu-
ments and secondary sources.

Petar Dragisi¢, Institute for Recent History of Serbia
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Bojan Balkovec

Statements about Zujovi¢ and Hebrang from Party Cells

In the spring of 1948, relations within the leadership of the Communist Party of Yugo-
slavia became complicated because of the issue of its attitude towards the Soviet Union.
Andrija Hebrang and Sreten Zujovi¢ stood out due to their deviation from the line of
Josip Broz.! These intense events culminated at the session of the Central Committee
of the CPY on 13 April 1948. At this session they formed a commission that was to
prepare a report on the anti-party actions of Hebrang and Zujovi¢. The commission
included Blagoje Neskovi¢, Ivan Gosnjak and Vida Tomsic.

'The commission prepared a six-page report. The Archives of the Republic of Slo-
venia keep this report in the Janez Vipotnik fonds.? The kept copy is written in the
Slovene language. On 9 May 1948, the Politburo of the CPY made an announcement
consisting of three parts. The first page is a statement entitled “To All Members of the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia”. In it, the Politburo accepts the report from members
of the commission and based on the report decides to expel Hebrang and Zujovi¢ from
the CPY. The next four pages comprise the commission’s report on the mistakes made
by Hebrang and Zujovié. It mentions their mistakes before the war, during the war,
and after the war. The wartime mistakes of course include Hebrang’s conduct in the
Ustasha prison. The many mistakes made after the war are connected with economic
development. In the case of Zujovi¢, they also found mistakes from the 1930s. During
the war, he made mistakes in the Fifth Enemy Offensive (Sutjeska) and after the war
in economic policy. The third part of the report is the decision regarding Hebrang and
Zujovi¢ from 1946.

Below, I will analyse the statements from the party cells of the Slovene Commu-
nist Party regarding the above-mentioned report. Let us begin by trying to establish the

1 For more on the Tito-Stalin conflict and on Hebrang and Zujovi¢, see e.g. Goldstein, Tizo, pp. 443-478. and
Pirjevec, Tito, Stalin in Zahod, pp. 90-128.
2 ST AS 99 Janez Vipotnik. The report is kept in the technical unit 131.
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number of party members in Slovenia. A few figures are given in the introductory part of
the collection of Politburo Minutes, published by Darinka Drnovsek. Drnovsek claims
that there were 4,978 members in 1945. This figure was allegedly based on a report, most
likely from August 1945. In 1948, there were said to be as many as 38,635 members.?

On 29 February 1948, a session of the Politburo of the Slovene Party was held, and
was continued on 5 March 1948. They discussed the Party’s status in the countryside.
The session minutes record a debate by Janez Hribar*. Hribar talked about party cells in
the countryside and mentioned 902 cells with 9,095 members. He pointed out the small
number of farmers, especially large farmers. There were another 1,344 member candida-
tes in the villages and 7,366 members of the League of Communist Youth of Yugoslavia.
In his opinion, farmers accounted for 10% of all members of the CPS.’

'The party cells were relatively small. They were organised as territorial cells and as
company cells. The local cells in the countryside were limited to settlements, i.e. villages.
Some of the village cells had only a few members, sometimes fewer than ten. In the case
of larger settlements, they were divided into parts and the cells included members from
specific parts of the settlement. For some of the smaller village cells the documents pre-
served show the exact number of members in a cell because they either mentioned the
number of members or the members signed the statement. One example of the members’
signatures is the statement from the cell of the village of Kal-Koritnica. The members
of the cell signed the second page of the statement. There are six members’ signatures
on the left-hand side, two signatures on the right and the title Segrezar (secretary) above
them. A greater number of signatures can be seen e.g. in the statement from the cell in
Rence. The first to sign the statement was the cell’s secretary. Underneath his signature,
which is on the right-hand side of the sheet, they wrote the word Clani (members) on
the left and made signature lines underneath using a typewriter. However, there were
not enough lines. The members signed all the lines then ran out of space, so they signed
in a new column to the right of the first one. A few lines have been left blank, though.
Perhaps the people signing did not like the relatively narrow space for their signatures,
or the first few assumed that they had to leave a line empty for greater legibility. Namely,
only the lines two, four and six are empty. Twenty-one members signed this page, and
twenty more the back of it. Signature lines are also given on the second page. That page
contains only one “mistake” — a person signed on the same line as the one before him.®

3 Drnoviek, Zapisniki politbiroja CK KPS/ZKS, 1945-1954,p.9.

4 Hribar, Janez, Enciklopedija Slovenije. In the government appointed on 5 May 1945, Hribar acted as the minister
of agriculture. From August 1947 onward he was a minister without portfolio and the chairman of the com-
mission for cooperatives in the government of the People’s Republic of Slovenia. Uradni list Ljudske republike
Slovenije, Year IV, No 35, August 23 1947, notice number 198.

5 Drnovsek, Zapisniki polithiroja CK KPS/ZKS, 1945-1954, p. 102.

6  Krajevna celica KPS Rence, CENTRALNEMU KOMITETU KOMUNISTICNE PARTIJE JUGOSLAVI-
JE BEOGRAD, Rence dne 24 maja 1948 in Centralnemu komitetu K.P.J. Beograd, Dne 16-5-1948 (letter from
the Kal-Koritnica cell). SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.
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Company cells were active in all sectors of the economy. In large companies, cells
could be organised by individual plants and then hierarchically upgraded to a sort of
company party leadership. In the case of construction companies, cells could also be
organised by work sites. Cells were present in the industry, cooperatives, commerce,
the education system, and administration. Cells in secondary schools could also have
students as their members.

I used both boxes kept by the Archives of the Republic of Slovenia to analyse the
statements from cells.” The boxes are a part of the Central Committee of the CPS fonds.
'The inventory is not entirely accurate and the boxes were not that easy to find. Each box
contains a folder with sheets containing statements from party cells. In total, the two
boxes contain just over 1,850 statements from party cells.

There is too much material in the boxes and it would be sensible to divide it into
three boxes. The material is in a relatively good condition, mostly tear-free; however,
some of the sheets are folded because of the format. A few effects of their age and of the
used type of paper and ink are noticeable. These elements can help us determine what
kind of paper was used (format, thickness) and what kind of ink. As regards the contents
of the statements, let me mention the most common elements that can be analysed. In
general, the statements have three substantive parts. The introductory part contains the
recipient’s address and/or the document title. Usually, the name of the addressee was
written on the statement and sometimes also the title of the document. Only excepti-
onally was the date dropped; it was usually written at the beginning of the statements,
sometimes also in the introductory sentence. The body of the statement explains the re-
asons for the meeting, the cell’s decision regarding the commission’s report on Hebrang
and Zujovié, the cell’s attitude towards the sentence, its attitude towards party discipline
and the cell’s promises. The promises are also sometimes included in the final part of the
document or combined with the salutations. The final part of the document consists of
salutations and various signatures.

Different types of paper were used for the statements. Most often, white A4 sheets
were used. More than seventy years later, it is difficult to assess the whiteness of the pa-
per, for even the quality of first-rate, pure and white paper can diminish simply because
a lot of time has passed. The so-called lengthened A4 format is not that rare. It was a
paper format slightly longer than the current standard A4 format and was the most
commonly used paper format in Europe before the introduction of today’s standards.
The sheets of this format could be loose or in the form of folded sheets. Some of the
folded sheets are most likely letter writing paper, based on their size and shape. The
limited access to paper is also evident from the statements written on ruled sheets, for
which we can reasonably deduce that they had been torn out of notebooks.® It was most

7 SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije A.E, 296, boxes 6 and 7.
8  Clani celice Notr. gorice, ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.
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likely the only type of paper they had. The statements were also written on white paper
of smaller formats, e.g. A5, and on non-standard formats. All of the above-mentioned
types of paper are either blank, ruled or squared. A special type of blank sheets was that
with pre-printed headers. The pre-printed sheets contain the names of institutions, such
as DISTRICT COMMITTEE OF CPS Trbovlje, TOWN COMMITTEE OF CPS
MARIBOR or LOCAL UNION COUNCIL CELJE?. All three examples have a pre-
-printed name of the institution, the name of the place, and a space for the date. The text
on the forms from Trbovlje and Celje is red, while the one on the form from Maribor is
black. The Trbovlje form does not have a logotype, while the Maribor form has the CP
logotype, a red star with a white hammer and sickle within the star. The document from
Celje bears the union emblem in red.

'The statements were written by hand or typed on a typewriter. In box six, the ratio
between the handwritten and typed statements is roughly 40:60. The same holds true for
box seven. The handwritten statements are sometimes written in the awkward handwri-
ting of someone not used to writing.'* The aforementioned statement from the village of
Poletici has two sheets. It seems that one of the two is in fact an unfinished beginning
of a statement. Only the name of the addressee is written on the second sheet; this time
the initials are “K.P.S.” (CPS), but on the sheet on which the statement is written, the
initials are “K.P.” The sheet without a statement contains the date of the statement, whi-
ch the sheet with the statement does not. The handwriting is very awkward; the writer
was unable to write in a straight line on a blank sheet. The text is also linguistically poor;
letters are missing from certain words, and capital letters are used inaccurately.

The text is written in pencil. Handwritten statements were often written in pencil.
Pens were also used. The exact opposite of the statements described above are those in
which the writer made an effort and attempted to highlight the text’s meaning with its
form. Such handwriting is not only legible, it actually borders on calligraphy!. Ink colo-
urs must have varied because this is noticeable in the preserved material. Of course, we
must take into account that a specific type of ink may have changed its hue due to exter-
nal influences. The current condition of the various inks indicates that the handwritten
statements were written in black, blue, red, violet and green. A few examples have been
preserved where it seems that dual hues were used, namely greenish blue and greenish
black. There are two possible reasons for this. Perhaps two inks were mixed; the first
ink ran out and was replaced by an ink of a different colour. Another reason could be

9  OKRAJNI KOMITET KPS TRBOVLJE, Centralnemu komitetu KPS Ljubljana, Trbovlje, 22. maja 1948,
MESTNI KOMITETT KPS MARIBOR, DRAGI NAS TOVARIS TITO!, Maribor, 26. maj 1948 in KRA-
JEVNI SINDIKALNI SVET CELJE, CENTRALNEMU KOMITETU KP JUGOSLAVIJE BEOGRAD,
Celje, dne 19. maja 1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

10  Celica K.P. vas Poloti¢i okraj Sezana. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 7.

11  Centralnemu komitetu K.P.J., Beograd, Bosljiva loka, dne 17. maja 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komu-
nisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 7.
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chemical changes that affected the inks after 1948. In addition to pens and various inks,
pencils were also used and at least two types of coloured pencils at that — blue and red/
violet. The latter was in fact quite commonly used. This pencil was blue on one end and
red or violet on the other. In the handwritten statements there are no major difterences
between the texts of the statements and the signatures.

'The typed statements reveal the various conditions of the typewriters used. Many
typewriters had a worn-out ink ribbon, which is why the impression is very pale. Since
there was a shortage, people were allowed to use ribbons of different colours, which is
why quite a few statements are typed, for example, in red. The linguistic suitability of
typewriters also varied. Many of them did not have the special letters of the Slovene
alphabet. There are two possible explanations for this. If a territory had been part of Italy
before the war, then they might have used old, pre-war typewriters. Namely, the Italian
ones did not have special Slovene letters. Nor did the typewriters from the German
occupation zones. But they did find a typewriter or two somewhere that dated back to
the pre-war Yugoslavia and were linguistically suitable. The use of typewriters without
Slovene letters is easily noticed. If carons were added to the letters ¢, s and z in a typed
statement, then one of those typewriters was used. Of course, there are also statements
that were typed using such typewriters, but no carons were added.

The preserved material from the Politburo and the Central Committee of the
Communist Party contains no instructions to party cells to give their support to the
measures taken against Hebrang and Zujovi¢. I have inferred the existence of such an
instruction from a letter sent by the District Committee of CPS Trbovlje to the Central
Committee of CPY. This district committee sent the Central Committee 70 reports in
support of the resolution adopted by the party cells in the district.

“Enclosed is the material regarding the expulsion from the Party of Comrade
A. Hebrang and S. Zujevi¢, which was given to the District Committee of
CPS to be studied by the cells. We are returning the material from numbers
25626 to 25655, inclusive.

Also enclosed are 70 resolutions, prepared by the cells where the members
were given interpretations of the decisions of the Politburo of the CC CPY.

Please confirm the receipt of this material.”*?

These statements were made after 9 May 1948. The oldest one is dated the fol-
lowing day. It was written at the Hrastnik glassworks."® Most of the statements are from

12 OKRAJNI KOMITETE KPS TRBOVLJE, Trbovlje, dne 22. maj 1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komu-
nisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

13 Centralnemu komitetu K.PJ. Beograd, Hrastnik, dne 10.5.1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne
partije Slovenije, box 6.
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May 1948, and a few from the first days of June. The meetings at which they read the de-
cision regarding the expulsion and debated it were held every day of the week, including
Sundays. In a few statements, the time of the meeting is also given. One such example
is the statement from the Dob cell, whose introductory sentence mentions that they
convened for a special meeting on 16 May 1948 at 9 a.m. on the premises of the Local
People’s Committee. The meeting was easily held at 9 a.m. because it was a Sunday."* On
working days the meetings were usually held in the afternoon, outside working hours.

The statement usually ended with a salutation and signature. I have already said
a few words about signatures in the paragraph on ink and writing. The signature was
usually that of the cell’s secretary. Usually it was only a signature; only rarely was the
secretary’s name typed next to it or written in another way. If the statement was a joint
statement from several cells, usually all of the secretaries signed it. Some of the signatu-
res are easily legible, while some make it impossible to decipher the signatory’s name or,
even more often, the surname. As has already been mentioned, the statements could also
be signed by all the present members of the cell. Sometimes there are only a few signa-
tures, often fewer than ten in the statements from the countryside. An exact opposite is
e.g. the statement from the local cell in Rence, which I have already mentioned,” and
the statement from the Communists of the Department of Mining probably at a school
(we cannot recognize the name) in Ljubljana'. The former was signed by 41 members
and the latter by 32. No secretary signed the second statement. On the first page, the
statement ends with the salutation “Smrt fagizmu — svoboda narodu” (Death to Fasci-
sm — Freedom to the People) and a sort of signature “Komunisti rudarskega oddelka na
FSS v Ljubljani” (Communists of the Department of Mining at the ... in Ljubljana).
On the second page containing the signatures, none of them mention the function of
cell secretary.

A peculiarity of these two statements is their form. They are not written as the
minutes of a meeting, but as a letter from a party cell to a higher-ranking body. This is
corroborated by the beginning of the document, in which they wrote the addressee, and
by the conclusion, where they added salutations. In most documents the addressee was
the Central Committee of the CPY. However, the ways the addressee is written vary
greatly. The words “Centralni komitet” (Central Committee) was sometimes written in
the usual way, i.e. “Centralni” in upper case and “komitet” in lower case. It is not that
rare for both words to be written in upper case. This most likely has to do with the

14 Celica KPS Okraj Kamnik, Dob, 16.V.1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box
6.

15 Krajevna celica KPS Rence, CENTRALNEMU KOMITETU KOMUNISTICNE PARTTJE JUGOSLAVI-
JE BEOGRAD, Renée dne 24 maja 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

16  Resolucija. Centralnemu komitetu KPJ Beograd. Ljubljana, 21. V. 1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komuni-
sti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.
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writers’ desire to demonstrate the importance of the document. The writers of the mi-
nutes sometimes resorted to using the acronym “CK” (CC). The acronym “KP]” (CPY)
is written in several ways, most often as “KPJ”, though sometimes they wrote a full stop
after each letter (“K.PJ.”). Belgrade is also frequently mentioned as the head office of
the body addressed. If the writers of the statement were not satisfied with merely ad-
dressing the Central Committee, they also added the word “resolucija” (resolution). That
word was also written in different ways. In the typed statements the word “resolucija” is
written as e.g. Resolucija, RESOLUCIJA, RE S O L U C I ] A. The word “Resolucija’ was
usually followed by the words “Centralnemu komitetu KPJ” (To the Central Committee
of the CPY)), again written in different ways. A special way of addressing can be seen in
the statement prepared by the Vir cell. As we can see, they began with the introductory
sentence, in which they mentioned the addressee, the reason for preparing the state-
ment, and only afterwards wrote that they were adopting the resolution.

“CPS Cell Vir pri Domzalah. Vir, on 19 May 1948,
At this special meeting, in light of the presented actions against the state and
plotting from members of CC CPY, we, members of the CPS Cell Vir pri
Domzalah, the members gathered (in the field), propose the following
RESOLUTION?!

Even more interesting is the salutation, which was only exceptionally left out. In
fact, there are roughly three types of salutations. In the first group are salutations that
can be recognised as such by their form or usage. In the second group are salutations
in the form of exclamations, such as “Naj Zivi...” (Long live ...) or the word “pozdrav”
(salute) with the prefix “Tovariski” (comrade), and the like. In the third group are saluta-
tions that look more like promises or oaths. This last type can be supplemented by oaths
and promises given in the body of the statement. There are also examples when a promi-
se or oath is mentioned only at the bottom as a salutation. Among rather standard salu-
tations is the salutation “Smrt fagizmu — Svoboda narodu” (Death to Fascism — Freedom
to the People), which was already in use during World War I1.'8 This salutation could be
written in many ways. The first two words were always the same, but the last two could
be spelled “Svobodo narodu”. This salutation often ended with an exclamation mark.
Sometimes it was shortened to “SF — SN”. Another comparable expression is “borben
pozdrav” (a fighting salute). This one can also be found in the bodies of statements.

17 KPS Celica Vir pri Domzalah. Vir, dne 19. maja 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije
Slovenije, box 6.
18 ,Smrt fasizmu - sloboda narodu!“; Hladnik - Milhar¢ig, ,Alojz Kajin®.
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Various phrases were added to the salutation “Naj zivi” (Long live) or “Zivel” (Hail).
The phrases were mostly connected with Tito and the (CC) (Politburo) of the CPY.
The salutation to Tito was either a simple “Naj Zivi tovaris Tito” (Long live Comrade
Tito), in which the name Tito was often spelled in upper case or in upper case and
spaced. Of course, such a salutation could be longer and more detailed. It could praise
Titos leadership skills e.g. “Zivel na voditelj tov. marsal Tito” (Hail our leader Comrade
Marshal Tito)", NAJ ZIVI NAS VELIKI VODITEL] Tov. TIT O SEKRETAR CEN-
TRALNEGA KOMITETA KP] JUGOSLAVIJE! (LONG LIVE OUR GREAT LEA-
DER Comrade T I'T O SECRETARY OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF
THE CP OF YUGOSLAVIA!)® “Naj zivi Centralni Komitet in Komunisti¢na Partija
Jugoslavije pod modrim vodstvom in borcem za pravice delovnega ljudstva MARSAL
TITO” (Long live the Central Committee and the Communist Party of Yugoslavia un-
der the wise leadership of the fighter for the rights of the working people MARSHAL
TITO)*. Tito was hailed as a teacher, e.g. “Naj Zivi Marsal Tito buditelj in ucitelj ju-
goslovanskih narodov” (Long live Marshal Tito, the awakener and teacher of Yugoslav
nations),“Naj Zivi na$ vodja in ucitelj tvorec vseh nasih zmag marsal Jugoslavije tovaris
TIT O”(Long live our leader and teacher, the author of all our victories, the Marshal
of Yugoslavia, Comrade T I T O), and “Naj Zivi mo¢na in monolitna K.P. Jugoslavije, ki
nas neomajno vodi v socializem” (Long live the strong and monolithic CP of Yugoslavia,
which is leading us steadfastly towards socialism) ?. Tito was hailed as a comrade in
arms, e.g. Z Titom v borbi — z Titom v miru (With Tito in battle — with Tito in peace)
— the original text contains some spelling mistakes.” Let me mention a linguistic pecu-
liarity in the statements from the Primorska region, namely the frequent use of the word
segretar instead of sekretar (meaning “secretary”). This spelling was of course influenced
by the Italian word for this function. The word was also used in salutations, e.g. “Naj Zivi
Segretar KPJ Marsal Tito” (Long live the Secretary of the CPY Marshal Tito)*. Some

of the cells were quite harsh and direct in their statements, and some in the salutations,

19 RESOLUCIJA, CENTRALNEMU KOMITETU KOMUNISTICNE PARTIJE V BEOGRADU,, LJU-
BLJANA 20. MAJA 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6. The original
contains the misspelled word "vodotel" instead of "voditelj" (leader). The statement was sent by the cell at the
cannery in Vi¢, Ljubljana.

20 CENTRALNEMU KOMITETU KP] BEOGRAD. DUPLICA, DNE 17. MAJA 1948. ST AS 1589 Central-
ni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

21 Partijska celica : Sekcija za zveze in varnostne naprave, Ljubljana - Siska. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komu-
nisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

22 Celica baza za repatricijo izseljencev - Kamnik, Kamnik, dne 21. V. 1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komu-
nisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6. The last two salutations are two out of four in the same statement. Also added
were "Naj zivi C.K.K.PJ.!" (Long live CC CPY!) and "Smrt fagizmu - svobodo narodu!" (Death to Fascism -
Freedom to the People!.

23 AKTIV KOMUNISTOV UPRAVE NM za gl. mesto LJUBLJANA. Ljubljana, 24. maja 1948. SI AS 1589
Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

24 Krajevna celica Vrhovlje, Vrhovlje 1. V1. 1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box
6.
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as well. The cell in KriZze concluded its resolution, addressed to the Central Commit-
tee of the CPY with a misprint (“Centralni kometet KP]”), with two salutations. In
the first it called for “SMRT VSEM SOVRAZNIKOM NASE PARTIJE, ARMIJE
IN NARODA! (DEATH TO ALL ENEMIES OF OUR PARTY, ARMY AND
NATION!). Then it greeted the CC CPY and Tito with “ZIVEL CENTRALNI KO-
MITE KOMUNISTICNE PARTIJE JUGOSLAVIJE NA CELU S TOVARISEM
TITOM!” (HAIL THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE COMMUNIST
PARTY OF YUGOSLAVIA, LED BY COMRADE TITO!).” In salutations, they
also mentioned the path towards socialism under party leadership, class struggle, the
five-year plan, the FPRY, and glorified labour with “Delu ¢ast in oblast!” (Honour and
Power to Labour!). % I will mention three more salutations. The first one is interesting
due to the political circumstances at the time. The relations between the Soviet Union
and Yugoslavia were no longer idyllic, which is why the salutation “Naj zivi velika partija
Lenina - Stalina! (Long live the great party of Lenin - Stalin!)”?” from late May 1948 is
interesting. Such expressions are rare in the analysed statements. Another statement is
an interesting rare example of party members greeting the party commission that wrote
the report on Hebrang and Zujovi¢. Members of the cell in the village of Brestje in the
region of Goriska Brda wrote four “Naj Zivi” (Long live) salutations. The first three are
reserved for Marshal Tito, the party and the committee (they probably forgot to write
the word “Centralni/Central” in front of “committee”). The last salutation goes: “Naj
zivi raziskovalna komisija, saboterjev in omadezevalcev KP.!I” (Long live the research
commission into saboteurs and tarnishers of the CP!) — in the original, the carons on
the letter Z are missing.?®

'The third example are salutations which mention death. The Breginj cell concluded
its statement with three salutations. The first is “Smrt saboterjem in izmeckom nasega
naroda!” (Death to the saboteurs and dregs of our nation!). This is followed by two more
salutations: “Naj Zivi nasa KP pod trdnim vodstvom marsala Tita!” (Long live our CP
under the firm leadership of Marshal Tito!) and the rare “Naj zivi FLR] pod vodstvom
nase slavne KP!” (Long live the FPRY under the leadership of our glorious CP!).* Two

similar salutations are “Smrt saboterjem!” (Death to saboteurs!)* and the salutation

25 CENTRALNEMU KOMETETU K.PJ. Beograd. Krize 22. maja 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komu-
nisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

26 CENTRALNEMU KOMITETU KPJ. BEOGRAD. Ljubljana, 20. maja 1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite
Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6. A statement from the cell of the Secretariat Group of the Directo-
rate-General for the Exploitation of Railways Ljubljana.

27  Celica : Tovarna dek. tkanin Ljubljana. Ljubljana, dne 20. V. 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne
partije Slovenije, box 6.

28  Resolucija. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6. The date of the meeting, 6 June
1948, is written in the first sentence of the resolution. The typewriter did not have letters with carons.

29 Partijska celica Breginj, dne 20. maja 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

30 Krajevna celica K.P.S. Vrhpolje 3.6.1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.
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from the Krize cell, calling for death of opponents of the Party, army and the nation,
which has already been mentioned.

In a way, these salutations showed the writers’ resourcefulness. They used the sa-
lutations to emphasise their resolve or to show that they were truly on the right path.

'The statements from cells differ in contents and in the intensity of the expressions
used. The length of the text is also connected with this. Some statements contain only
a few lines. One such example is the statement from the local party cell in Radomlje,
a smaller town in the vicinity of Ljubljana. They summed up their agreement with the
decision of the Central Committee of the CPY in three lines. On the other hand, there
is another statement two pages long. The Cerovo local cell wrote a two-page statement
by hand. Had it been typed, it would probably take up only one page; however, there are
also typed statements that are two pages long.

Linguistic mistakes have already been mentioned. They indicate, among other thin-
gs, the different levels of education among party members. Those with primary educati-
on, who performed various types of manual labour, were surely less skilled in linguistic
expression, because they rarely expressed themselves in writing. A few linguistic mista-
kes or peculiarities have also been encountered.

'The first peculiarity or awkwardness, or perhaps even a lack of knowledge of the
Croatian or Serbian language, can be seen in the spelling of names. Generally, there are
three mistakes. Other kinds of mistakes encountered were mainly misprints. The most
common mistake is incorrectly writing the surname Zujevi¢ instead of Zujovi¢. Not
only was Zujovié’s last name changed, but so was his first name. Thus Sreten became
Sretan. The name Sreten is said to originate from the word srezan = happy, which me-
ans that the meaning of Zujovi¢’s name was not changed. This mistake surely did not
occur because of their knowledge of the etymology of the name Sreten, but because
of carelessness or unfamiliarity with the name in the Slovene environment. Hebrang’s
name was also changed. Instead of the Croatian Andrija he became the Slovene Andre;.
Interestingly, in some places they altered the surname Hebrang. In Zujovic’s case they
changed one letter, but in Hebrang’s case they added one. The spelling Hembrang is not
that rare. The cell from the Straza factory wrote its resolution by hand and wrote both
surnames in the title, making a mistake in both of them. They turned Hebrang into
Hembrang and Zujovi¢ into Zujevié.®! In its statement, the cell from the Novo Mesto
people’s town committee mentioned both men in two sentences by their first and last
names. They are written the same in both cases, but awkwardly, entirely incorrectly.
The first and last names are both wrong. Andrija Hebrang became Adria Hebran and
Sreten Zujovi¢ became Zujevi¢ Sretan. As we can see, they arranged the first and last
names unusually. They used the correct sequence of the first name, followed by the last

31  Resolucija o zadevi Hembrang - Zujevi¢. Straza, dne 19. V. 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisticne
partije Slovenije, box 6.
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name in the case of Hebrang, but immediately afterwards the incorrect sequence of the
last name, followed by the first name in the case of Zujovi¢.®? There is even an example
where the surname Hebrang is written several times in a single statement in different
ways. As for the surname Zujovi¢, they did not bother with the letter ¢. Usually they
simply wrote Zujovic.

In statements from places that were part of Italy before the war, we see the Itali-
an-sounding word segrezar instead of the Slovene sekrezar. The various spellings found
in titles and salutations that are linguistic mistakes were intentional. This includes, for
example, writing in upper case, with which they wanted to highlight a title or salutation,
or an exclamation within a salutation.

The statements are of various lengths, which means that they used either many or
fewer words to agree with the mistakes made by Hebrang and Zujovi¢. The cells either
simply stated that they agree with the condemnation of their mistakes, or they also
enumerated those mistakes. In such cases they added statements that corroborated their
attitude and wrote that they unanimously condemn the criminal acts, “We strongly con-
demn Hebrang’s chauvinistic acts with which he intended to break up the brotherhood
and unity of our Yugoslav nations.” They condemned libelling Tito*, “the criminal acts
against the Party and state.” Sometimes, their condemnation was not enough, so they
took it a step further and wrote “in disgust, we condemn anti-party actions.”® When
agreeing with the decision, they also wrote down their various opinions. They pointed
out the battle for socialism, the attainment of the five-year plan, economic development,
brotherhood and unity, many victims of the war, the desecration of war victims, and
great efforts towards economic development. They expressed their disagreement with
factionists, even mentioning Trotskyist factionists,” with anti-party actions and am-
bition; and they acknowledged the purity of the Party. They expressed their contempt,
saying that such bad actions could only be performed by someone more interested in
personal gain than in the benefit of the community. Some cells even resorted to pointing
out the special nature of the Yugoslav Party. Members of the cell at Ljudska prosveta
Slovenije (People’s Education Society of Slovenia) sent the CC CPY “expressions of
their firm belief in the correctness of the political line led by the CC CPY based on

32 Celica Mestnega L.O. Novo mesto, Dne 17.V.1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slove-
nije, box 6.

33  Celica Podgrad, dne 18.5.1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

34  Centralnemu komitetu Komunisti¢ne partije Jugoslavije. V Novem mestu, 17. V. 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni
komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

35 Partijska celica KPJ Brsljin - Novo mesto. Brljin 17.V. 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne par-
tije Slovenije, box 6.

36 Celica Jama Hrastnik, Hrastnik, 18. 5.1948, SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box
6.

37  Celica okroznega inspeltorata kontrolne komisije, Novo mesto. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne
partije Slovenije, box 6.
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a Leninist analysis of the specific nature of the historical and social conditions of the
nations of Yugoslavia, and on the awareness of the active role of Tito’s Yugoslavia in the
struggle for peace and a powerful people’s democracy in the world, led by the world’s
working masses under the leadership of the great SU.”*® Many were unable to compose
such sentences, yet there were quite a few who resorted to such communist phraseology.

An important element of the statements were the various promises given by the
cells. The most common promise was that of vigilance in their own ranks, in order to
prevent the appearance of similar elements and destroyers, like Hebrang and Zujovié; of
making sure the Party lines stay pure; of strengthening democracy; of educating them-
selves ideologically; of staying vigilant; of defending the achievements of the National
Liberation Struggle; and of fighting against idleness. They substantiated their promises
by giving “a solemn Party pledge to steadily walk the line led by the Central Committee
of the CPY and to not allow anyone to dishonour our guide, the Communist Party.”¥
Sometimes, the contents of the promise were more detailed, which mostly depended on
the environment in which the cell operated. Companies pledged to invest all their efforts
into realising the five-year plans and similar economic goals. “We undertake to further
strengthen our ranks and to increase our vigilance against all who would harm or hinder
the implementation of our five-year plan./.../ and we undertake to consistently fight for
the quick attainment of socialism.”® Educational workers from Zagorje ob Savi wrote
the following: “As educational workers we will dedicate all our future efforts to raising
the cultural level of our people.”! Members of the CPS cell at Ljudska prosveta Slove-
nije wrote the following: “We are aware of the urgent task of Ljudska prosveta Slovenije
in view of the heavy burden of clerical, social democratic and other reactionary residues
that serve the imperialist agencies beyond the nearby borders as bases for the battle
against the building of socialism and a socialist culture in our parts. We are aware of the
delicate nature of our ideological front, of the great damage that would be caused by
straying from the right path of our Party, by any opportunism, by any weakening of the
unity of the Liberation Front right here, on the ideological front. We therefore pledge
to invest all our efforts into building our ideology; all our efforts into the battle for great
ideological purity and quality of the people’s education in Slovenia.”* The cell of the

38 Celica KPS pri ustanovi Ljudska prosveta Slovenije. Ljubljana, dne 25. 5. 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite
Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6. In the header the members of the cell felt it was important to mention
that the cell had 5 members and that 4 were present at the meeting.

39 Centralnemu komitetu Komunisti¢ne Partije Jugoslavije, Novo mesto, dne 17. V. 1948 SI AS 1589 Centralni
komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6. A statement from the members of the cell at the District Com-
mittee of CPS Novo mesto.

40 CELICA KPS JUGOPETROL-LJUBLJANA. RESOLUCIJA CENTRALNEMU KOMITEJU KOMU-
NISTICNE PARTTE JUGOSLAVIJE. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisticne partije Slovenije, box 6.

41  CENTRALNEMU KOMITETU KOMUNISTICNE PARTIJE JUGOSLAVIJE. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite
Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6. A statement from the cell of educational workers from Zagorje ob Savi.

42 Celica KPS pri ustanovi Ljudska prosveta Slovenije. Ljubljana, dne 25. 5. 1948 SI AS 1589 Centralni komite
Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.
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joiner’s cooperative St. Vid pri Vipavi imbued its statement with a simple pedagogical
element of the home or family environment. The purpose of punishment is to convince
the offender that making mistakes does not pay. “The cell fully agrees that the aforemen-
tioned comrades are severely punished so they would no longer want to eat away at the
healthy roots that have reached their goal in such an exhausted state.”*

Such expressions of opinion were often intertwined with statements regarding the
sentence proposed for Hebrang and Zujovi¢. As for their opinions on the type and de-
gree of punishment, roughly two kinds can be observed. The first option was to include
substantive mentions of their culpability in the statement, repeating the contents of the
commission’s report. Based on their personal beliefs, they also added some of the things
mentioned in the examples above.

Lastly, let me point out an element which undoubtedly reflects the zeitgeist: how
the party cells stated their opinions on the sentence. Some cells felt it was enough to
write that Hebrang and Zujovi¢ should be expelled, while others took it a step further
by expressing their enthusiasm for the proposal. “We strongly condemn their anti-Party
actions and enthusiastically welcome the proposal of the party commission and the de-
cision of the Politburo of CC CPY to expel the two harmful elements from the Party.”*
About half of the cells were not satisfied with their expulsion; instead they proposed
that they be handed over to the people’s court. Certain statements show that people
did not fully understand the structure of the judicial system. For instance, the cell at the
factory of musical instruments in Menge$ proposed that they be handed over to the Su-
preme Court and not to a court of first instance.* As for the sentence, they all expected
that it would be just. Of course, it is impossible to determine what they considered a just
sentence. In some statements, it can be inferred that a just sentence is a sentence in ac-
cordance with the law. When stating their opinion on the severity of the sentence, most
of them only mention a severe sentence or a sentence in accordance with the law. Quite
often, they wrote that they should be punished as severely as the law allows. They added
that such criminals deserved such punishment. Hebrang and Zujovi¢ were also called
by other names, often as the dregs of the Party or the dregs of the nation. “We demand
that such elements be punished with the severest sentence, so our Party will remain
pure and free of the dregs of the nation.”* The statement from the Vrhpolje-Duplje cell
also contained thoughts on a Communist as a person with high moral standards. Who-
ever violates those standards should be punished more severely. “Even though a true

43 Celica KPS mizarske zadruge St. Vid pri Vipavi. St. Vid, 7. junij 1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komuni-
sti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.

44 Centralnemu komitetu KPJ Beograd. Dole, 18. 5. 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije
Slovenije, box 6.

45 Celica KP TOVARNA GLASBIL MENGES. Menges, dne 20./5.1948. ST AS 1589 Centralni komite Komu-
nisticne partije Slovenije, box 6.

46  Partijska celica Breginj, dne 20. maja 1948. SI AS 1589 Centralni komite Komunisti¢ne partije Slovenije, box 6.
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Communist would be punished enough by expulsion alone, we do not consider it suffi-
cient in this case because we do not consider people working against the CP, i.e. against
our people’s government, i.e. against the entire internal structure, to be true Communi-
sts. We consider such people to be the worst criminals and therefore demand the most
severe sentence for them.” In some cases they even demanded that they be punished
most severely, by death. They demanded the death penalty with surprising ease. This is
interesting because not that long ago death was virtually everywhere. Namely, only three
years had passed since the end of World War II. On the other hand, at that time people
expected determination and strictness. What better way to demonstrate your orthodoxy
than by giving the most radical statements, which were to prove the decisiveness of the
members and their support for the leadership. The cell from Kozana wrote that it would
not allow a mild sentence to be imposed on them, and that they deserved to die for their
actions. In their opinion, all the citizens of the FPRY should demand the same.*® Not
many cells demanded the death penalty in their statements explicitly. However, we have
no way of knowing what many of the cells meant in their statements when they wrote
that they should be punished most severely. The most severe sentence could, of course,
mean the death penalty, or merely the longest possible prison sentence.
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Summary

Bojan Balkovec
Statements about Zujovi¢ and Hebrang from Party Cells

'The CC CPS fonds at the Archives of the Republic of Slovenia contains two boxes with ap-
proximately 1850 statements from party cells regarding the Hebrang and Zujovic’ affair. In their
statements, the party cells supported the decision regarding the expulsion of Hebrang and Zu-
jovi¢ from the Party. The statements were either typed or written by hand on different types of
paper and in different inks or pencils. Some of the statements are brief and merely sum up the
Party’s resolution. The statements often abound in phrases and sentences with which the cells
substantiated them. Such substantiations are undoubtedly connected with the desire to prove
their orthodoxy. When giving their opinions on the punishment, a great number of statements
also demand a court sentence; in some cases, explicitly the death penalty.

Bojan Balkovec, University of Ljubljana
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Martin Previsié

The 1948 Split and a New Round of Factional Struggles
within the Communist Party of Yugoslavia: Parallel
Biographies and Histories

The split between Yugoslavia and the USSR gave rise to a number of changes in almost
every segment of the country, starting with a whole range of political, ideological and
economic reforms. Motivated by the conflict, Yugoslav communists sought new ide-
ological pathways to respond to the challenge from Moscow, promoting the workers’
self-management system as their unique and innovative ideological alternative. On the
domestic front, processes were launched to politically and economically decentralize the
state and efforts were invested into the weakening of the Party’s role and redefining of
the Soviet model and influence in general. As regards its foreign-policy agenda, Yugo-
slavia began to look into ways of cautiously keeping a balance between the blocks and
securing its position among the decolonized Third World countries (the Non-Aligned
Movement).

At the same time, the Tito-Stalin conflict also provoked dramatic changes within
the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (CPY). The break with Moscow induced factional
strifes and large-scale purges of Party members who sided with the Cominform Re-
solution, i.e. the criticism from Moscow. As a result, in the period from 1948 to 1956,
when the conflict ended, a total of 15,737 individuals were arrested and incarcerated in
prisoner camps, 400 of whom succumbed to various diseases, maltreatment, beatings,
etc.! Over this period, the Yugoslav secret police registered 55,663 supporters of Stalin
(the Cominformists).> They were interned in a number of camps established all over the
country, most of them (13,000 or almost % of the total number) on Goli Otok (Barren
Island) in the North Adriatic, where they were subjected to a brutal process of political

1 Previdi¢, Broj kagnjenika, p. 180.
2 Radonji¢, Ixgubljena orijentacija, p. 73.



62 MARTIN PREVISIC

re-education. The latter included forcing inmates to beat each other, snitch on real or
alleged Stalin’s supporters among them, exposure to hard labour, malnutrition, sleep
deprivation, and other forms of mental and physical torture.®

'The purge of Stalin’s supporters was carried out in specific and extremely complex
circumstances. Therefore, its roots should be searched for in more than one place. The
great diplomatic, economic and ideological pressure combined with the war psychosis,
radicalized the atmosphere in Yugoslavia, which paved the way for an extensive and
relatively indiscriminate campaign of arrests of Stalin’s supporters. Anyway, the Stalinist
attitude of Yugoslav communists, who had been the most rigid followers of the Soviet
model in the postwar period, resulted in an adamant and non-selective approach to
every opposition within the Party in 1948, when the conflict broke out. During and
after the conflict with Stalin, the CPY was trying hard to make all arrested and interned
Cominformists look like a homogeneous anti-state group whose common denominator
was radical and unconditional support to Stalin with the ultimate goal of seizing power
from Tito and his followers. Moreover, they were labeled with all kinds of difamatory
names, such as spies, traitors, careerists and the like.* In Yugoslavia, such perception
of the Cominformists lasted up until the 1980s, when the real nature and motivation,
if any, of the persons commonly known as Stalin’s supporters slowly emerged through
fictional and nonfictional prose, and after the dissolution of the country, it was finally
subjected to historiographic analyses.

Analyses of the documentation held by the Yugoslav state security and the testi-
monies of former prisoners showed that the Cominformists were actually a very hetero-
geneous group, consisting not only of those who supported Stalin and the Informburo
Resolution, but also of the people who just had some questions or voiced disagreement
with some of the points set out in the Resolution. Some of them opposed the idea of
collectivization, others were simply confused communists unaware of the sudden clash
which made them question what was going on (the wider CPY membership knew
nothing about the Resolution until 28 June 1948, when it was publicly disclosed). Then
there were Russophiles, those dissatisfied with the economic state of the country, su-
pporters of the North Korean (i.e. Chinese and Soviet) side in the Korean war, and
many absolutely innocent and randomly chosen individuals.’ The extent and dynamic of
arrests of IB (Informbureau/Cominform) members had its own logic, based on a variety
of ideological factors, those related to foreign policy and even the military. The number
of arrests started rising in February 1949 and they went on until 1951.¢ Although the
proclamation of the Informbureau/Cominform Resolution marks the formal beginning

Previsi¢, Broj kaznjenika, p. 192.

Banac, Sa Staljinom, p. 145.

Banac, Sa Staljinom, pp. 145-163; Bili¢, Goli otok, pp. 217-227.
Previsi¢, Povijest Golog otoka, p. 463.
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of the conflict with Stalin, it took another six months for the Yugoslavs to realize that
the break was not just a mere dispute between them and the Soviets, which could be
easily averted or resolved. At the Plenary Session of the CPY CC (Central Committee)
held in February 1949 in response to the Resolution, it became clear that the Soviets
intensified the pressure against Yugoslavia.

In addition to the ideological disqualifications, which had until then been their
strongest means of pressure, the Soviets now resorted to an economic blockade as a
new step of oppression. However, the Yugoslavs did not in any way contribute to the
escalation of the conflict in the period between the disclosure of the Resolution and the
Plenary Session. They avoided any kind of anti-Soviet propaganda. Moreover, Stalin
and the USSR were glorified just as before. The initiated processes of Stalinization were
intensified; Yugoslav diplomats were affirming Yugoslavia’s loyalty to the USSR (e.g. at
the 4th session of the OUN); the treatment of IB members did not yet become radical.
For illustration, a total of 462 people were arrested in the period from the disclosure of
the Resolution until the end of 1948, whereas in 1949, when the conflict escalated, this
number grew to 6,146. The Goli Otok camp, established in the summer of 1949, will
become the backbone of the prison system intended for incarceration of IB members.”

But, there is one group that stands apart from the groups mentioned above. Long
before the mass arrests of real and alleged IB members right after the disclosure of
the Resolution in the summer of 1948, the Yugoslav secret police arrested a group of
people who had a lot in common: apart from the fact that most of them supported the
criticism from Moscow and Stalin, they shared the same Party background. These were
old school communists, founders of the CPY, people who had spent years in the USSR,
former participants in the Spanish Civil War, veterans of the People’s Liberation War,
etc. Incidentally, when the leader of the Communist Party, Josip Broz Tito slandered IB
members at the 6th Congress of the KPJ/SK], calling them “old sinful factionists and
waverers,”® he was actually right to some extent in his otherwise typical communist-like
speech. Many of those people had indeed been participants in the “factional struggles”
within the CPY and members of its leadership before Tito seized power in the CPY in
1937. Given their political and ideological backgrounds, in 1948 they interpreted and
perceived the future quite differently than the younger and inexperienced communi-
sts, who were confused. Ideologically, emotionally and generationally more inclined to
Moscow than to Tito, they had no doubts as to who to side with in the early stages of
the conflict. Besides, their early arrests support the fact that Tito had a good reason to
fear their possible role, given their background. This paper will present biographies of
two old communists, typical party members with a long party history, especially prior to
Tito’s takeover of its leadership.

7 Previsi¢, Broj kagnjenika, p. 183.
8 VI kongres KPJ/SK], p. 36.
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Vicko Jelaska was born in 1897 in Split. He spent his youth doing manual jobs.
Prior to the fall of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, he was a member of the Croatian
Democratic Party led by the Croatian politician Mile Smodlaka. However, in 1919, af-
ter WWI, he joined the SDRP/k (Social Democratic Workers Party/Communists).’ He
had a 20-year long and rich Party career before he was expelled from the CPY in 1938.
He was elected as a delegate to the 2nd Congress of the CPY (Congress of Unification),
where the Party officially adopted the name of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia.
However, he did not attend as he was arrested in Klis (Croatia) by the authorities of
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.’ From 1925 onwards, he was a member
of the CPY regional leadership for Dalmatia and the CPY CC. The Party delegated
him to the congress of the Communist International in 1927-1928, but he only got as
far as the Austrian border when he was stopped together with Andrija Hebrang and
Sima Markovi¢. He was imprisoned in 1936 for one year.!" However, his political fate
after the Tito-Stalin split was predominantly determined by the events that took place
after 1938, when Milan Gorki¢ (Josip Cizinski), the CPY secretary general, lost his life
in Stalinist purges, as did many other Yugoslav communists. Notably, as a result of the
repression imposed against the Communists by the regime of the Karadordevi¢ dynasty,
the centers of Party life shifted to prisons in Yugoslavia and to other countries, Paris in
particular. The Paris-based group gathered around a line of pretenders to the top of the
Party hierarchy (a parallel center), led by the old school communist and Gorki¢’s asso-
ciate Labud Kusovac, his wife Krista and Ivo Mari¢.”? In opposition to the Paris-based
party “center” stood Josip Broz Tito, owing to his allies in the Yugoslav prisons and his
status in Moscow." It should be noted here that this round of factional struggles within
the CPY involved people that will find themselves on the opposite side of Tito both in

9  HDA, RSUP SDS SRH, Vicko Jelaska (300 118).

10 Vicko Jelaska played a siginificant role in the Party life in Dalmatia throughtout the interwar period. In fact, he
was one of the key CPY figures in that area and as such was elected as deputy to the Constitutent Assembly in
1920, with quite a success, gaining 8,074 of the total 88,836 votes. Another important person in the “Dalmatian”
CPY was Ivo Mari¢, another factional loser in the late 1930s and an IB member in 1948. Karakteristike razvoja
sindikalnog, pp. 261-266.

11 Jelaska was sentenced to two years in prison (but served only one), when the regime authorities “broke into” the
Dalmatian CPY organization: For details of the arrest, see: Jeli¢, Prilog povijesti Brodogradilista, pp. 111-112.

12 Labud Kusovac joined the CPY in 1920. He spent five years in the USSR as an administrative clerk in the Red
International. As a CI (Communist International) official, he participated in the Spanish Civil War. When
Gorki¢ was removed from the helm of the CPY, Kusovac opposed Tito’s takeover and was expelled from the
Party when Tito took the lead. He was re-admitted only after the war. He then served in diplomacy until 1948,
when he sided with the IB Resolution and was arrested and interned in a camp. Ivan (Ivo) Mari¢, member of the
CPY since 1919, was one of the key figures of the CPY regional committee for Dalmatia. Having spent some
time in the USSR, just like Kusovac, he participated in factional struggles for the CPY leadership and against
Tito. In 1939 he was expelled from the CPY. As a supporter of the IB Resolution, he was arrested in 1951 and
was interned in a camp.

Tito, Sabrana djela, 6:340, 344.

13 See: Pirjevec, Tito i drugovi, pp. 55-72; Banac, Sa Staljinom, pp. 74-81. Bondarev, Misterija Tito, pp. 194-204;

Povijest SK], pp. 142-156.
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1938 and 1948, such as Sreten Zujovi¢ — Crni, Rodoljub Colakovi¢, and others. One of
Tito’s leading and strongest opponents in the country, and Ivo Mari¢’s close associate,
was Vicko Jelaska, the CPY secretary of the Dalmatian regional committee. But, when
Tito’s faction prevailed and he became CPY acting secretary general, the Parisian center
was expelled from the Party, including Vicko Jelaska and Ivo Mari¢.

UDBA’s (Uprava drzavne bezbednosti, State Security Administration) documents
on the break with Stalin mention that Jelaska was expelled from the CPY because of
“factionalism”, opposition to Comintern, etc.’* He would never be forgiven for this.
Before WWII, Jelaska was not involved in politics, but in 1941, in the new, wartime cir-
cumstances, he opposed the Partisan uprising, claiming that the fight had come “prema-
turely” and that Partisan victims would be futile.”” As a notable old communist, he was
arrested in 1942 in Split by the Italian occupation forces and was taken to the court in
Sibenik. There he sat side by side with the legendary communist and later People’s Hero
Rade Koncar. Most of the accused were sentenced to death, but Jelaska was acquitted
due to lack of evidence, which raised some doubt after 1945 as he was suspected of col-
laborating with Italians.’® He remained in Italian prisons until the fall of Italy, and then
he returned to Yugoslavia to see the liberation of the country. He did not participate in
the People’s Liberation War due to illness.

'The end of the war and the rise of the communists did not change Jelaska much.
Tito clearly felt an aversion and animosity towards his old party enemies. This can
be concluded from the fact that UDBA placed Jelaska under surveillance immediately
after the liberation: “Our surveillance of Vicko Jelaska began right after the liberation
of our country because he was a well-known old opportunist and factionalist, which is
why he was expelled from the Party in 1938 by the decision of the CPY CC.” The
fact that he sharply criticized the policy of Tito’s followers with his friends and fellow
citizens did not help Jelaska’s fate either. As mentioned earlier, ever since 1945 he had
been under surveillance by UDBA, whose people watched his every step though he was
politically irrelevant and isolated, moving within the circle of peasants around Split and
his old supporters. Among them was one of UDBA’s informers who operated under the
code name of “Bombarder”. He noted Jelaska’s remarks, particularly those related to the
overly ambitious five-year plan launched in 1947 and to his strong opposition to collec-
tivization which was yet to begin on a full scale.”® He believed that it lacked technical
preconditions to be implemented and that peasants were not prepared enough for it in
terms of propaganda. He also criticized the taxation policy and the dynamic of debt

14 HDA, RSUP SDS SRH, Vicko Jelaska (300 118).
15 Ibid.
16  Ibid.
17 Ibid.
18  Ibid.
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reduction which, as he put it, “favours kulaks”. UDBA followed Jelaska’s moves closely.
He would not have been given particular attention had it not been for the IB Resoluti-
on, which was disclosed in the summer of 1948. As had been expected, he was in favour
of it and was particularly irritated by the fact that Yugoslav communists failed to attend
the Cominform meeting held in Bucharest in June 1948. He strongly approved of the
Resolution article which accused Yugoslav communists of pursuing a pro-kulak policy
in the villages, and agreed with the Soviet criticism of the Yugoslav foreign-policy plans
for Carinthia and Trieste.” When Yugoslavia took a pro-Western stand on the foreign
scene (General Assembly of the United Nations) de faczo for the first time in the autumn
of 1949, Jelaska interpreted it as a crossing to the side of the “capitalists”, a view typical
of an orthodox communist: “In my opinion, the stand our delegation took in the OUN
was wrong and in favour of the imperialist countries, clearly to the detriment of the
world working class (...).”%

In the spring of 1949, Yugoslavia also changed its propaganda activities. Thus, inste-
ad of the usual anti-Western caricatures and articles in the newspapers, it was now the
Soviet Union and other block countries that came under attack. In the same spirit, the
caricatures of IB leaders exhibited in Split irritated Jelaska: “(...) so I said that not even
Hitler or Mussolini had been ridiculed in caricatures to that extent.”! Jelaska did not
stop at that. He then criticized Yugoslav involvement in the civil war in Greece and the
new trade arrangements with the West. That did it for him. UDBA arrested him on 13
June 1950. During the investigation, Jelaska was questioned about his already described
stance on the IB Resolution, but UDBA was also keen to learn more about — what is qui-
te interesting for our subject — the period of factional struggles in the 1930s, his activities
in Italian prisons, and even about his connections with the old communists who had
been expelled from the Party in 1938 just like him. Obviously, those “old Communists”,
who had actually been members of the Party leadership before Tito and those who had
lost the factional struggles for power were a thorn in Tito’s side. Tito was aware of their
loyalty to the Soviet Union. This is confirmed by the statement Jelaska gave during the
interrogation when commenting on the arrests of all those who were in favour of the In-
formburo Resolution: “I perceived this attitude of our leadership as a struggle against the
old communists, and I am specifically saying that most of the old communists were re-
moved from the leading positions in the Party because they disagreed with such conduct
and were well aware of the lack of democratism in the Party.”? For Jelaska, all new cadres
in the Party were “newly fledged”, with “no routine” or “Party experience.”” UDBA of-
ficers were particularly interested in his expulsion from the Party in 1938 and wanted to

19  Ibid.
20 Ibid.
21 Ibid.
22 Ibid.
23 Ibid.
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know how he felt about it. Despite his efforts to show the expected self-criticism, Jelaska
did not convince his investigators. Notably, before his arrest he was in the company of
friends, and among them was a secret police informer. He spoke negatively about Tito’s
takeover of the Party claiming that, to his knowledge, Tito had become its leader wi-
thout the approval from the Comintern.?* The same informer put down his exact words:
“They (Tito’s associates) call me, Mari¢ and Baljkas (all ousted from the Party in 1938,
M.P)) opportunists, and they call themselves Marxists. Isn’t that ridiculous?”” UDBA’s
informer goes on to say that Jelaska commented that Ivo Mari¢ was right when he said
that Tito was not a communist.® It was quite easy for UDBA to close the investigation
of Vicko Jelaska. As Tito’s old opponent since the time the latter came to power in the
CPY, he was kept under surveillance from 1945 onwards. In the period prior to the break
with Stalin, he was very critical of the communist power in new Yugoslavia with Tito
at its helm. The old antagonism could not be ignored. Jelaska supported Soviet criticism
expressed in the Cominform Resolution because of his orthodox communist (Stalinist)
views, but also because he hoped that the Resolution would be the end of Tito. When
UDBA arrested him, they wanted to know everything, especially the details about his
clash with Tito in 1936. His fate was sealed, and he was sentenced to two years of com-
munity service, which meant imprisoment in the notorious camp on Goli Otok, where
he was subjected to brutal mental and physical torture. Moreover, he was isolated from
younger inmates and placed together with 130 other “old communists” in the special
section of the Goli Otok camp known as “Peter’s Pit”, and that was, according to the te-
stimonies of prisoners, the toughest place on the island.?” Having served his punishment,
Jelaska continued to support Stalin. However, when he started receiving retirement pay,
despite being a factionalist, as one UDBA bureaucrat commented, he also started su-
pporting the Yugoslav system. Jelaska died in 1968.

The case and career of Ladislav Zerjavi¢ is somewhat different. He was born in
1893 in Lobor (Croatia). A labourer by profession,® in 1912 he joined the Social De-
mocratic Party of Austria, where he worked in tunnel construction, but was soon fired
because of his political activities. When World War I broke out, he was drafted in the
Austro-Hungarian army and was deployed to the Eastern Front (the Carpathians, Bu-
kovina, Galicia). In 1915 he was captured by the Russians and deported to the POW
camp in Omsk. As a prisoner, he did various farming jobs. When the October Revo-
lution broke out, he joined the Bolsheviks and the Red Guard. In 1918 he fought with
the Czechoslovakian Legion.?” As a member of the Bolshevik Party he was assigned

24 Ibid.

25  Ibid.

26 Ibid.

27 Jovanovi¢, Muzej zivih ljudi, pp. 309-318.

28 HDA, RSUP SDS SRH, Ladislav Zerjavi¢ (303 155).
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a number of tasks, the primary one being to motivate numerous Yugoslav prisoners to
join the Bolsheviks in the war. As one of the main operatives, he made it possible for
the Yugoslav regiment “Matija Gubec to join the Bolsheviks. Trotsky himself and Pavle
Gregori¢ “Pajo” (later one of the key figures in the CPY) participated in the negotia-
tions.* In 1920, the Yugoslav section of the Communist International ordered him to
return to the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes so as to establish party cells. In
the 1920s, he did hard menial jobs in northern Croatia (mining, digging of tunnels) and
at the same time participated in establishing party and trade union organizations. On
several occasions he was arrested for his communist activities.

In 1927, the CPY decided to send Zerjavié to the USSR. To that end, in the Vi-
enna-based Party headquarters, he received the cover name of Agabekov. In Moscow
he enrolled in the CUNMW (Communist University of the National Minorities of
the West), but he soon dropped out, “the reason being the unprecedented factionalism
among our party members (...). There were discussions every day about who was on the
right path, whether it was Sima Markovi¢ or Gorki¢, who was in the right, Belgrade

)”3! Factional struggles were commonplace in the life of the CPY in the

or Zagreb (...
interwar period. Having left the CUNMW, Zerjavi¢ worked in several industrial plants,
participated as a party activist in the forceful implementation of collectivization in the
villages, and in 1931 he became director of a state farm (sovkhoz).*? In 1930 he per-
formed various duties related to the management of various agricultural organizations.
He was involved in the case of suicide of a party official and was accused of killing him,
but eventually he was cleared of suspicion. However, this incident resulted in him being
isolated from the Party. After the attack on the USSR, he took part in the transfer of
factories to the eastern part of the USSR and worked there as a supervisor. Until the
end of the war, he worked on the economic reconstruction of the country and managed
several enterprises. He returned to Yugoslavia in September 1946 and found a job in
the Administration for the Acquisition of Cereal and later as director of the Sugar Mill
until 1952.%

As concerns the context of his relations with the Soviets, these were not problema-
tic when he returned from the USSR but, of course, they were called into question in
1948. Zerjavi¢ associated with a number of Yugoslav returnees from the USSR. After
all, he had Soviet citizenship and at first he lived for a while in the home of Georgijevic,
a Russian clerk. Among the returnees with whom he was connected was Ante Zori¢

Russia. When the October Revolution began in 1917, they joined the Bolsheviks. Later on, it was they who laid
the foundations for the CPY introducing Bolshevik ideas in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. See:
Ocak, U borbi za ideje Oktobra; O&ak, Jugoslaveni u Oktobru; Banac, I oo Karlo, pp. 23-43.
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31 Ibid.
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(Red Army major), his Russian wife and Adolf Stumf*, and he was especially close with
Milan Kalafati¢.*® Both Zori¢ and Kalafati¢ supported Moscow policy after 1948. After
the circulation of the Informburo Resolution in 1948, Zerjavié, together with Kalafati¢,
reproached that the CPY should have attended the IB session in Bucharest. Although
he did not agree with all the accusations set out in the Resolution, he did agree with the
part stating that the Yugoslav Party was semi-illegal.*®

Several days after the Resolution he was contacted by Loncari¢, a colleague of his,
who worked for the Ministry of Railroads and supported the criticism from Moscow.
Here is an indicative detail: in his account of the events, Zerjavié states, “He (Lon¢ari¢)
said that (...) the things set out in the Resolution are true and therefore we should get
to work right away. He insisted that I immediately get in touch with all those who re-
turned from the USSR, and there were many of them, in order to organize party cells,
i.e. another party.”’ It seems that Stalin supporters assumed, at least in the initial stage
of the conflict, that the people who had spent a better part of their lives in the USSR
might be more loyal to Moscow than to Belgrade, and that they had more ties with
Moscow, emotionally, politically, and maybe even intelligence-wise. Zerjavi¢ is just one
such example along with many others. The years he spent in the USSR (1915-1920
and 1927-1946) left an imprint on Zerjavi¢. Among his comrades, he advocated the
view that Yugoslavia had no future without Soviet help. “After all,” he said to an UDBA
investigator, “I am more familiar with Russia and Russian people than with my own ho-
meland.”® Impressed with and convinced of the success of the Soviet industrialization
and the great political power personified by Stalin, Zerjavi¢ was siding more and more
with Moscow in the conflict. As the conflict was rising, Zerjavi¢ was more and more
irritated by the fact that “one can't say a word without immediately being looked upon
as an Informburo supporter.”

UDBA arrested Zerjavic in late 1949, but he was released upon the intervention of
Marko Nikezi¢.* Zerjavi¢ continued supporting the Resolution even after his release
and stayed in touch with a number of Soviet citizens living in Yugoslavia, who were in
some way engaged in the activities of the NKVD (People’s Commissariat for Internal

34 Adolf Stumf was a CPY member who spent years in the USSR. He was an instructor in the Party schools and
worked in the Comintern apparatus. As a Resolution supporter, he was arrested and interned in a camp.

35 Milan Kalafati¢, a Yugoslav Communist, also spent several years in the USSR. He also fought in the Spanish
Civil War and participated in the French Resistance Movement. Towards the end of WWII, he returned to
Yugoslavia to join the NOB. After the war, he worked as Assistant Minister of Industry. As a supporter of the
Resolution, he was arrested and interned in Goli Otok. AJ, Kontrolna statutarna komisija, Dosije Milan Kalafati¢.

36 HDA, RSUP SDS SRH, Ladislav Zerjavi¢ (303 155).

37 Ibid.

38 Ibid.

39  Ibid.

40 Marko Nikezi¢, Yugoslav Communist, participated in the People's Liberation War (NOB), Foreign Minister in
the 1960s, head of the Serbian CPY branch. HDA, RSUP SDS SRH, Ladislav Zerjavic’ (303 155).
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Affairs — Hapoanstit komuccapuar BHyTpeHHHX Aca). He confirmed that to Kirsanov, a
Soviet intelligence agent and employee of the Soviet Embassy, telling him: “I am and
shall remain loyal to the Bolshevik Party (...).”*! Soviet operative Kirsanov instructed
him about further contacts with the NKVD once he (Kirsanov) returned to the USSR.
Notably, one of the NKVD meeting points was the seat of the association of former
POWs in the USSR. And, just like in some spy movie, Zerjavi¢ was supposed to walk
around the building dressed as agreed upon, smoking a cigarette and wait for an NKVD
officer to address him asking for a match.*

As the conflict escalated, Zerjavic’ increasingly opposed CPY policy. He interpreted
events such as the Korean war in the usual dogmatic manner and contrary to Yugoslav
foreign policy line: “(...) I took a stand that the Russians were in the right to have
pushed North Korea into war against South Korea, arguing that North Korea was a
socialist country, whereas South Korea was a capitalist country. Then I said that Russi-
ans were spreading socialism further to the east (...).”* Also, Zerjavi¢ attacked one of
Yugoslav fundamental ideological objections to Soviet policy — state capitalism. He said:
“I claimed that it’s the same here because here too everything is in the hands of the state,
just as it is in the USSR.” In conversations with his colleagues, Zerjavi¢ went as far
as to attack Tito himself. He said that he liked Tito because they both came from the
region of Zagorje, that Tito was a good leader, and that they had known each other since
WWI when they were captured together, but that Tito “had made a right turn” under
pressure.* Zerjavié made many mistakes while trying to avoid arrest.

Taking into account the usual promptitude of arrests, he actually remained free for
quite a long time, considering his ties with Soviet agencies (NKVD) and with the retur-
nees from the USSR, and his criticism of CPY domestic and foreign policy. After such
a long period spent in Moscow, he could hardly have felt differently. After all, even Yu-
goslav communists had hard time distancing themselves from Moscow because for most
of them Stalinism was in the core of their ideological substance. During the Tito-Stalin
Split people were arrested for much lesser violations. Nevertheless, Zerjavi¢ was arrested
on 21 February 1951 and sentenced to two years of community service. The statement
of reason said: “He slandered and attacked our state and our Party leadership, kept
company with Russian emigrants and spies and refused to confess even when the trial
ended.” Like all the others, Zerjavié was interned in the Goli Otok (Barren island)
labour camp. Having failed to collaborate with the Yugoslav secret police, he was retried
on 23 April 1953 and sentenced to one more year of imprisonment.* The minutes of

41 HDA, RSUP SDS SRH, Ladislav Zerjavi¢ (303 155).
42 Ibid.

43 Ibid.

44 Tbid.

45 Ibid.

46  Ibid.

47 Ibid.; Stevanovi¢, U Titovim fabrikama, p. 155.
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the investigation procedure conducted in the camp, often with a lot of violence, sum up
that “his connections with the Russians were in the focus of interest,” adding that one
of his assignments was to gather information on how frequently the Americans visited
Tito’s residence at Dedinje. He was supposed to obtain that information from the Rus-
sian wife of Tito’s son, Zarko Broz.* Zerjavi¢ was released from the camp in late 1953.

Conclusion

'The Tito-Stalin split profoundly affected the CPY in that particular period, as it
gave rise to a number of significant changes in domestic and foreign policy, but also in
the ideological sphere. The escalation of the conflict resulted in various forms of pressu-
re, from a military, ideological and economic blockade to fierce anti-propaganda and a
wave of purges against Stalin’s followers (ibeovci). The Yugoslav secret police saw them
as opponents of the regime coming from all walks of life. It is therefore hard to give
a precise definition of ibeovci: some supported the Resolution unconditionally, some
were utterly insignificant critics of certain Party measures often unrelated to the USSR.
In hindsight, it looks like Party members actually did agree with Tito’s resistance to
the pressure from Moscow, and yet only few remained indifferent to the split. Neither
the power of the international proletariat nor that of the USSR leader was enough to
crush Tito and the leaders of the CPY. Tito’s charisma, built on his leadership in the
Partisan movement, meant much more to the broader Party base. The 1948 split fits in
the tipology of factional struggles within the CPY which had never stopped after its
establishment. What is important for the 1948 split, and, consequently, for this paper, is
the significant role and impacts of the Party’s prehistory and the 1920-1930 clashes in
the alignment with either the Yugoslav or the Soviet side in 1948. Obviously, those who
had not been in favour of Tito’s CPY leadership in the late 1930s, and those members
who had been at the head of the CPY before T'ito, remained disinclined in 1948 as well.
Also, quite understandibly, those CPY members who had spent most of their lives in
the USSR, as well as the old Party members, now sided with Moscow. It was no wonder
then that already early in the conflict, and also later on, a large number of communists
with such or similar inclinations were arrested. Labud Kusovac, Dragotin Gustin¢ic,
Dragan Ozren, Blazo Raicevi¢, Bozo Ljumovi¢, Mirko Markovi¢ are just some of them.

The two examples presented in this work sum up why those people did not side
with Tito in the conflict with Stalin. Vicko Jelaska belonged to the same generation as
Tito. He had been a member of the Party since its establishment and as such he was po-
litically independent of Tito. As a member of the faction that had opposed Tito and lost
to him in 1936-1937, he was expelled from the CPY and that aroused a lot of bitterness

48 HDA, RSUP SDS SRH, Ladislav Zerjavic (303 155).
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in him, which came forth in 1948. Siding with Stalin was an opportunity to get even
in these merciless Stalinist struggles, but it also meant supporting an authentic, Stalin-
~style variant of communism. Ladislav Zerjavi¢ reasoned in a similar way. Unlike Jela-
ska, he spent twenty years in the USSR and there was nothing except party discipline
that associated him with Tito. Strongly tied with Moscow, politically, emotionally and
intelligence-wise, he did not have much choice in 1948 either. On the other hand, Tito
had enough political experience to know that those people were real opposition, loyal to
the other side. The break with Moscow came as a surprise to everybody. However, Tito
was well aware of exactly who his opponents and potential backbone would be once, and
if, Stalin prevailed. No wonder that some 130 individuals found themselves in the worst
of all camps, Goli Otok, where they went through unthinkable torture.
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Summary

Martin Previsi¢
The 1948 Split and a New Round of Factional Struggles within the Communist Party of
Yugoslavia: Parallel Biographies and Histories

'The Tito-Stalin split initiated a sequence of factional struggles in the Communist Party of Yu-
goslavia, which had been a frequent occurrence almost since the days of its founding. For most
of the Party membership, the existence of the conflict, as well as its sources, were kept secret,
so many Yugoslav communists were left to seek out the reasons for the conflict on their own,
and who thereby often imagined their own interpretations as they were at a loss for plausible
explanations. The CPY, pressed from without by ideological, military, economic and diplomatic
pressures, as well as its own Stalinist substance from within, would drastically cut down any of
the opposing and dissenting viewpoints. Through the presentation of several parallel biographies,
such as the one of the old Yugoslav communist Vicko Jelaska, this paper will show how the split
with Stalin opened up a continuation of the factional struggles which had been present since
Tito’s rise to power in the Party. The losers in these earlier struggles would see the split as a new
chance for regaining power in the Party with Stalin’s help. The CPY leadership focused their
attention on these individuals before the onset of mass repression. The other “radical” faction of
communists who had escaped or stayed in the USSR and other Bloc countries after 1948 will
be examined in this paper. These examples and approach will help further define the complex
typologies of the split within the CPY after 1948.

Martin Previ§i¢, University of Zagreb
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Dragomir Bondzi¢

The Repercussions of the Tito-Stalin Split in 1948 on the
University of Belgrade

After the Second World War, the University of Belgrade was one of the three biggest
and the most important institutions of higher education in Yugoslavia, with a crucial
role for the state policy of creating trained professionals and a “new socialist intelligent-
sia”. The development of the higher education system in Yugoslavia after WWII was
determined, above all, by the Communist Party’s seizure of power and the beginning of
the construction of a new political and social-economic system.

During the first postwar years, the system of higher education was transformed and
adjusted to the new goals and tasks, modeled on the Soviet pattern, shaped and imposed
by the Party through the network of state and party organs and student mass organiza-
tions at universities and faculties. Through these bodies, the Party supervised the work
and life of teachers and students, imposed political attitudes and Marxist ideology, and
even strived to influence the teaching process itself. In Yugoslavia, the formation of the
highly educated staff and a “new socialist intelligentsia” were ever-present basic tasks of
the higher education system.! The pressure of creating highly educated experts resulted
in a sudden increase in the number of students in Yugoslavia. It jumped from less than
30,000 in 1945 to over 60,000 in 1948. At the University of Belgrade alone, the number
of students in that same period increased from 15,000 to over 30,000.2 They were all to
become not only trained experts in their fields, but also committed representatives of the
“new socialist intelligentsia”.?

However, there were many obstacles in reaching these goals. The first was the ani-
mosity of a considerable part of the teaching staff and a significant segment of the
student body toward the new regime and its ideology. In April 1947 among around 600

1 Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, pp. 137-170; Pervan, Tito and the Students, pp. 6-7.
2 Skolstvo u FNR], p. 218.
3 Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, p. 298.
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teachers and teaching assistants, there were only 35 members of the Communist Party,
mostly teaching assistants;* in December 1947 among 25,000 students, there were aro-
und 2,000 communists; at the same time, it was estimated by the regime that a signi-
ficant number of “political enemies” existed at all the departments. The regime tried to
overcome this problem by intensive ideological and political work, by exerting pressure
through propaganda, and by intermittent cleansing campaigns at the University, which
led to the persecution and expulsion of political enemies among teachers and students.®

A new problem appeared in 1948 in the ranks of the Communist Party itself. In
June 1948, the Resolution of the Cominform was published and the confrontation bet-
ween Yugoslavia and Soviet Union (between Tito and Stalin) became public. It was an
event of great international significance and after it, as John Gaddis asserts, “the com-
munist world would never be the same again.” The Resolution of the Cominform and
the conflict between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union in 1948 caused a strong shock
in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia and led to major changes in Yugoslav foreign
and domestic policy, state, economy, society and culture. In foreign policy, the relations
between Yugoslavia and Cominform countries deteriorated and the Yugoslav leadership
gradually started cooperating with Western countries. The main consequence of the
conflict in inner policy was a strong wave of repression against the supporters of the
Cominform. It was only later, in the early 1950s, that a partial liberalization and changes
in administration, economy and culture were implemented.®

'The consequences of the conflict were also strongly felt at the University of Belgra-
de. It could be said that the effects of the Tito-Stalin split 1948 played out at three le-
vels: control, persecution and expulsion of the teaching staft from the University, control,
persecution, and expulsion of the students from the University, and long-term changes
in the teaching process (curricula, syllabi, textbooks, literature, foreign language tea-
ching, international scientific cooperation and exchange of students, etc.).’

4 Mitrovi¢ and Stankovi¢, Zapisnici 1945 — 1948, p. 177.

5 Ibid, p.227.

6 See more in: Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, pp. 238-263,298-328; Bondzi¢, Univerzitet u socijalizmu, pp. 315-
321, 403-408. On the conditions at other universities in Southeast Europe see: Connely, Caprive University,
pp- 3-281; Najbar-Agici¢, Kultura, znanost, ideologija, pp. 138-196; Connelly and Griittner, Universities under
Dictatorship, pp. 139-212,245-295.

7 Gaddis, We Now Know, p. 48.

8  Ibid., pp. 48-49; Laqueur, Europe in Our Time, pp. 158-160; Lees, Keeping Tito Afoat, pp. 1-120; Cvetkovi¢,
Izmedu srpa i cekica, pp. 368-392; Previsi¢, Sudenja i kaznjavanja, pp. 197-214; Banac, Sa Staljinom, pp. 119-
251; Petranovié, Istorija Jugoslavije, III, pp. 195-321; Dimié, Ideology and Culture, pp. 315-319; Gabrié, Preokret
kulturno-politicke linije, pp. 101-106; etc.

9 'The basis of this research is the documentation of the University administration in the Archives of Serbia, and
the documentation of the state and party organs in the Archives of Yugoslavia and the Archives of Serbia (or-
gans dealing with higher education and science and central committees of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia
and Serbia).Unfortunately, the documentation of the secret police and the Serbian republican and federal state
security authorities on this issue is still inaccessible. It is only possible to find some documents in the materials
of the state and party organs and to use the published registry of people convicted because of the Cominform.
Also, some relevant published sources, scientific literature and memoirs were useful for this research.
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'The consequences of the Tito-Stalin split were not so severe for the university tea-
chers because there weren't that many Party members among them. The older members
of the Party from the University of Belgrade were far removed from communist theory
and practice, so the split in the communist movement in 1948 did not influence them
much. However, the Yugoslav-Soviet conflict did impact the careers and lives of several
university teachers who were members or sympathizers of the Communist Party. They
were all examined by Party authorities and asked to take a position and publicly declare
their views about the Resolution of the Cominform. Also, pro-soviet attitudes expressed
in classes and lectures were monitored and noted. According to the scarce archival do-
cumentation, eleven Resolution supporters who criticized the Yugoslav leadership were
expelled from the Party and the University, and six of those were arrested and jailed at
the Goli Otok camp. Mirko Markovi¢ and Marko Vranjesevi¢, teachers at the Faculty
of Economics, Dusan Dohcevi¢, professor at the Faculty of Law, Vladimir Spasojevié,
Milovan Bogdanovi¢ and Jovan Drakuli¢, teachers at the Faculty of Agriculture were
expelled from the University and the Communist Party and jailed at the Goli Otok
camp. Jelena Bogdanovi¢, a teacher at the Faculty of Agriculture, Porde Peji¢, Dimitrije
Pejovi¢, and Milena Jankovié, teachers at the Faculty of Economics, and Borislav Bo-
Zovi¢, a teacher at the Faculty of Medicine were only expelled from the University and
the Party."

Let’s point out two interesting examples among the expelled professors of Belgrade
University. Mirko Markovi¢ was born in 1906 in Montenegro. He became a member of
the CPY in 1923. From 1925 to 1935 he lived and worked in the USSR where he obtai-
ned a doctorate in Economics in 1935.Then he was sent as a Comintern agent to work in
the USA. From 1936 to 1939 he fought in the Spanish Civil War as a Commander of the
American Brigade. From 1939 to the 1945 he lobbied for the interests of the CPY in the
USA. In 1945 he returned to Yugoslavia and became an editor in the news agency and a
colonel of the Yugoslav Army. In 1947 he was appointed associate professor of Political
Economy at the Faculty of Economics in Belgrade.!! In September 1948 at a meeting of
communists of the University of Belgrade, he declared himself in favor of the Comin-
form Resolution and against the Yugoslav leadership. He was immediately marked as a
traitor. He was imprisoned and expelled from the CPY and from the University of Bel-
grade.”? From 1948 to the 1950 he was jailed in Belgrade and from 1950 to the 1954 he

10  Arhiv Srbije, Beogradski univerzitet, f. 56, Zapisnici sa sednica Univerzitetskog saveta, 10. 1 1949, 5.1V 1949,
13.V 1949, 1. VII 1949, 5. V 1950; Arhiv Srbije, Medicinska velika skola, f. 29, 20. II 1950; Mihailovi¢, et al.,
Zatocenici Golog otoka, pp. 118,167,303, 436, 500; Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, pp. 258-261. It must be noted
that some of the removed professors later returned to the University or continued their scientific careers at some
other institution (B. Bozovi¢, M. Bogdanovi¢, V. Spasojevig, etc.).

11 Markovi¢, Odabrani put, pp. 7-382.

12 Mitrovi¢ and Stankovi¢, Zapisnici 1945 — 1948, pp. 45-51; Arhiv Srbije, Beogradski univerzitet, f. 56, Zapisnik
sa sednice Univerzitetskog saveta, 10. I 1949; Arhiv Srbije, f. 6, Komitet za Univerzitet, Resenje o suspenziji, 4.
1X 1948; Mihailovi¢, et al., Zatocenici Golog otoka, p. 303.
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was in the Goli Otok camp. In 1954 he was released but in 1958 he was imprisoned again
and he spent two years in the Sveti Grgur camp. After his release, he dedicated himself
to scientific work in economics and cybernetics. He died in 1988. In 1984 he wrote his
memoirs. They were published under the title “The Chosen Path”in 1997.%

'The second example is Marko Vranjesevi¢, a poet and a lecturer in the Russian lan-
guage at the Faculty of Economics in Belgrade. He was born in 1903 in Bosnia. He
graduated from the Faculty of Philosophy in Belgrade in 1929 and then he served as a
Serbian language and literature teacher in high schools in Yugoslavia. During the Second
World War, he participated in illegal activities of the National Liberation Movement in
Belgrade. After the war he was one of the founders of the Association of Writers of Ser-
bia and he worked as a teacher and head master in the Third High School in Belgrade.
In 1947 he was appointed a lecturer in the Russian language at the Faculty of Economics
in Belgrade. When the Resolution of the Cominform was launched in 1948, he was su-
spected as a “Russian spy” and he was arrested in May 1949 and then expelled from the
University and the Association of Writers of Serbia. From 1949 to the 1951 he was at
the Goli Otok camp and then he was released because he suffered a mental breakdown
and was sent to hospital. He committed suicide in 1974. He wrote an autobiographical
novel “The Shadow of the Goli Otok”, published in 2004, three decades after his death.™

The situation of students attending the University of Belgrade was much more
complicated. They were young and pretty inexperienced. Many were members of the
Communist Party and some of them blindly believed the communist propaganda about
the infallibility of the Soviet Union and Stalin. Some of them initially supported the
Resolution of the Cominform during the summer of 1948, but a large number of them
were “detected” and charged in the next few years. Their “culpability” and “sins” varied,
as well as their punishment. Even though many students were on vacation during the
summer of 1948, hearings began at the meetings of faculty party bodies and students
were punished. Each student had to declare their views about the Cominform Resoluti-
on, and at the end of the session, a joint statement of support for the Yugoslav leadership
was adopted. Students who supported the Cominform were marked as “enemies” and
were quickly punished and expelled from the Party and the Faculty. Some of them were
really ideologically close to the Soviet Union and Stalin, but many were only confused,
afraid, inexperienced, hesitant to make a decision and didn’t know what to do when they
found themselves in this situation.’

13 Markovi¢, Odabrani put, pp. 382-427. See also: Markovi¢, Prica iz Petrove, pp. 335-341; Markovi¢, Istina o Go-
lom, pp. 113-114; Mari¢, Deca komunizma, p. 285; Banac, Sa Staljinom, p. 11; Cvetkovi¢, Izmedu srpa i cekica, pp.
383-384; Popovi¢, Markovic Mirko, pp. 184-185.

14 VranjeSevi¢, Senka Golog otoka, pp. 297-350; Arhiv Srbije, Beogradski univerzitet, f. 56, Zapisnik sa sednice Uni-
verzitetskog saveta, 1. VII 1949; Arhiv Srbije, Beogradski univerzitet, f. 84, Resenje o udaljavanju sa Univerziteta,
6. V1 1949; Mihailovi¢, et al., Zatocenici Golog otoka, p. 500.

15 Arhiv Srbije, CK SKS, Organizaciono-instruktorska uprava, f. 59; Mitrovi¢ and Stankovi¢, Zapisnici 1948 —
1952, pp. 41, 43, 51-52; Mitrovi¢, Rezolucija IB, pp. 246-249; Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, pp. 306-307.
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In September of 1948, the political situation at the University was unstable, espe-
cially at the Faculty of Mechanical Engineering and the Faculty of Agriculture. There
appeared to be considerable support toward the attitudes expressed in the Resolution of
the Cominform, as well as misunderstandings and uncertainty about the conflict. The
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Serbia had to intervene: the Commit-
tee dismissed the Secretary of the University Committee (Danilo Puri¢ replaced Vjera
Kovacevi¢) and then sent a special commission, whose task was to solve the problems
and to calm down the political situation. The Commission consisted of members of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Serbia, Dusan Petrovi¢, Risto Antuno-
vi¢ and Aleksandar Nikoli¢. Beside political action and “clarification” of the situation,
the main method of the communists at the University was expelling “political enemies”,
supporters of Cominform and “waverers”. By the end of October 1948 among 3,800
communists at the University of Belgrade, around 350 declared themselves supporters
of the Cominform Resolution or hesitated to make a decision; 79 of them were expelled
from the Communist Party and the University. By the end of 1948, 269 students who
supported the Resolution of the Cominform in various ways were expelled from the
University. Among them were some “waverers”, but also candid supporters of the Co-
minform and Stalin, who were spreading Cominform propaganda, newspapers, leaflets,
slogans and misinformation at the University."

In the late 1940s and the early 1950s, a Party organization continued to control and
monitor the political situation at the University in order to detect supporters of the Co-
minform and other “political enemies”. All student members of the Party had to openly
declare their views on the Resolution of the Cominform at the Party meetings. Suspici-
ous and hesitant students were examined by Party authorities. The Party apparatus exer-
cised control over political attitudes and everyday life and behavior of the all students
at the University. Party organizations at the faculties and the University wrote detailed
reports on the political situation, the attitudes of students towards the Cominform and
the number of its supporters. Secret police officers and informants also monitored and
recorded their observations in detailed reports. These carefully recorded data were sprin-
kled with denunciations (very often false) provided by colleagues, friends, roommates,
etc. At some faculties organized groups of Cominform followers were detected.!”

Various “gravities of sin”and “levels of guilt” were mentioned: support for the entire
Resolution or just some parts of it; connections with outspoken supporters of the Reso-
lution, concealing information about the activities of Cominform supporters, advocacy

16 ~ Mitrovi¢ and Stankovi¢, Zapisnici 1948 — 1952, pp. 54-56,58-60, 125-131, 581-593; Mitrovi¢, Rezolucija IB, pp.
249-250; Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, pp. 307-309.

17 Mitrovi¢ and Stankovi¢, Zapisnici 1948 — 1952, pp. 128-133,285-293, 449-452, 484-494, etc; Mitrovi¢, Rezolu-
cija IB, pp. 252-253; Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, pp. 309-311; Arhiv Jugoslavije, CK SKJ, Ideoloska komisi-
ja, VIII, VII-5, k. 38, Izvestaj UDB-¢, 10. XI 1951 (This report was published in: Bondzi¢, Izvestaj UDB-¢, pp.
172-188).
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of the Cominform attitudes, spreading leaflets, booklets and newspapers, listening to
radio stations from Cominform countries, writing hostile slogans, etc., glorification of
Stalin and the Soviet Union, criticizing the Yugoslav Party and state leadership, com-
plaints about the political situation in the country, objections to the foreign, domestic
and economic policy of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, jokes about Tito and other
Yugoslav authorities, the expectation of a quick reconciliation with the Cominform,
agitation against state policy, sabotage, defamation of the Yugoslav Party and state, he-
sitation, uncertainty, suspicion, confusion among students. All these were considered
along with other political and ideological transgressions (lack of discipline, awareness,
alertness, religiosity, but also immoral life, drinking, gambling, etc.).'

After July 1948, the party and state authorities reacted harshly in order to punish
the supporters of the Cominform and reduce their influence at the University. Various
penalties were introduced. Detected and hardened supporters of the Cominform were
expelled from the Communist Party and from the Student’s Youth Organization; all
those were expelled from the faculties and the University, and consequently from stu-
dent dormitories and all universities in the country. Depending on the degree of the
offence, the supporters of the Cominform were arrested, jailed and interrogated about
their views, activities and connections with other supporters of the Cominform. Finally,
many were jailed in the Goli Otok camp (and also in the Sveti Grgur camp). This was
called “rehabilitation” and “social volunteer work”, and in fact, it was hard and inhumane
torture. All these punishments were for the most part administrative measures, inflicted
in the absence of trials or legal proceedings. The Goli Otok camp was called “The Com-
pany Mermer”, and the prisoners were called “Mermerasi”. This was an allusion to the
hard work and stone processing that took place at the camp.”

The number of expelled and arrested students was growing. By the end of 1949,
495 members of the University Party organization were expelled, and more than half
of them were subsequently jailed.?* It should be noted, though, that many expelled and
jailed students were soon allowed to return and re-enroll at the faculties. They were
under special control of the Party organization and the police. Some of them were read-
mitted to the Party, but many still worked in favor of the Cominform and were arrested
again. Nonetheless, throughout the period, students were under a strong political, ide-
ological and propagandistic influence so that the appearance of “incorrect views” would
be prevented, the political situation clarified, and the already created “misconceptions”
and misunderstandings corrected. One of the consequences was mass recruitment and

18  Arhiv Jugoslavije, CK SKJ, Ideoloska komisija, VIII, VII-5, k. 38, Izvestaj UDB-e, 10. XI 1951; Arhiv Jugo-
slavije, CK SKJ, Kadrovska komisija, XIII-K. 64/5, Izjave studenata, IV-V 1952.

19 See more in: Previsi¢, Sudenja i kaznjavanja, pp. 198-203; Cvetkovié, Izmedu srpa i cekica, pp. 376-381; Bondzic,
Izvestaj UDB-e, pp. 172-174.

20 Mitrovi¢ and Stankovi¢, Zapisnici 1948 — 1952, p. 285.
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engagement of students in the Communist Party. At the end of 1951, the number of
communists at the University increased to almost 6,000 (members and candidates).”

It is important to mention that the accused and jailed students were often used
for propagandistic purposes. In October 1949 in a Belgrade student newspaper, a letter
from the students from “Mermer” was published. In it they, sincerely regretful, recogni-
zed their ideological “mistakes” and “misapprehensions”, gave support to the Yugoslav
Party and leadership, and promised to correct and revise their “wrong views”.2

It’s very difficult to give an estimate of the total number of students who supported
the Cominform and who were punished for this. The official data changed from month
to month. Consequently, we do not have a precise and total number. According to the
report of the State Security Administration from November 1951, there were 25,377
students at the University of Belgrade; 5,798, or 22%, were members of the Communist
Party; at that time, 2,553 students were registered as being supportive of the Comin-
form, which was roughly 10% of all students and 44% of members of the CPY; among
them there were 489 dangerous people who were under surveillance and 154 returnees
from the Goli Otok camp. Therefore, 6% of the registered supporters spent some time
in the Goli Otok camp.?® At the University itself** there were 14,132 students, 2,636
of them or 18.6% were members of the Party, 1,128 students were registered as being
supportive of the Cominform, which was 8% of all students and 44% of the members
of the CPY; among them there were 171 people under surveillance and 50 returnees
from the Goli Otok camp, or 4.4% of the registered supporters. At the Medical College,
there were 6,059 students and 1,533 of them, or 25.3%, were members of the Party. 640
students were registered as being supportive of the Cominform, which was 10.6% of all
students and 41.7% of the members of the CPY. Among them there were 137 people
under surveillance and 50 returnees from the Goli Otok camp, or 7.8% of registered su-
pporters. At the Technical College, there were 5,284 students, 1,570 of them, or 29.7%,
were members of the Party, 692 students were registered as being supportive of the
Cominform, which was 13.1% of all students and 44.1% of the members of the CPY.

21 Arhiv Jugoslavije, CK SK]J, Ideoloska komisija, VIII, VII-5, k. 38, Izvestaj UDB-e, 10. XI 1951; Bondzi¢, Beo-
gradski univerzitet, pp. 309-311; Mitrovi¢, Rezolucija IB, pp. 252-253.

22 Narodni student, br. 21, 3. X 1949, pp. 3-4.

23 Arhiv Jugoslavije, CK SKJ, Ideoloska komisija, VIII, VII-5, k. 38, Izvestaj UDB-e, 10. XI 1951; Bondzi¢, Izvestaj
UDB-¢, pp. 174-176.

24 It must be stressed that from 1948 to 1954 Belgrade University was divided into three parts: the University,
consisting of seven faculties (Faculty of Economics, Faculty of Law, Faculty of Veterinary Medicine, Faculty of
Philosophy, Faculty of Natural Sciences, Faculty of Agriculture, Faculty of Forestry), and Art Academies; the
Medical College consisted of three faculties (Faculty of Medicine, Faculty of Pharmacy, Faculty of Dentistry);
and the Technical College consisted of the Faculty of Mechanical engineering, the Faculty of Electrical engi-
neering, the Faculty of Architecture, the Faculty of Civil Engineering, the Faculty of Technology, the Faculty
of Mining and the Faculty of Geology. Bondzi¢, Beogradski univerzitet, pp. 114-116; Bondzi¢, Univerzitet u
socijalizmu, pp. 86-87.
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Among them there were 181 people under surveillance and 54 returnees from the Goli
Otok camp, or 7.8% of registered supporters.?

According to a later estimation produced by the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party of Serbia, by the mid-1950s 1,163 students supporters of the Cominform
were expelled from the University of Belgrade; many were arrested and jailed, but most
of them were allowed to return and continue their studies.? In literature, we can find
information that by 1953, 700 students who supported the Cominform were expelled
from the University of Belgrade, and that 300 of them were arrested.”” Many of them
were later allowed to return. Therefore, it can be concluded that all this time the state
leadership was aware of the need to educate future professionals and oftered punished
students a chance to “correct” their mistakes, especially when the danger from the So-
viets began to weaken.

Personal tragedies of professors and students were surely the most traumatic con-
sequence of the 1948 split. However, there were less immediate, but very important con-
sequences on the teaching process at the University of Belgrade, which went through
a fundamental change. Before 1948, its curricula and syllabi were completely based on
Soviet models; the teaching was mostly modelled after Soviet textbooks and literature;
the achievements of Soviet science were excessively propagated and imposed; Russian
was a mandatory course for all students; scientific cooperation and student exchange
were directed solely at the Soviet Union and the countries of Eastern Europe. After
1948, in all these areas changes occurred at the University of Belgrade, and the orien-
tation towards the East was abandoned. In the first few years after conflict, excessive
emphasis on the achievements of Soviet science and its application in teaching was per-
secuted and interpreted as a show of support for the Cominform. Slowly, but of course
not completely, the University started to turn to the West and gradually towards distant
'Third World countries.”® This academic expression of the new Yugoslav orientation may
be the deepest repercussion of the Tito-Stalin Split, as it created a context in which
generations of students were socialized.

25 Arhiv Jugoslavije, CK SKJ, Ideoloska komisija, VIII, VII-5, k. 38, Izvestaj UDB-¢, 10. XI 1951; Bondzi¢, Izvestaj
UDB-¢, pp. 174-176.

26  Arhiv Jugoslavije, CK SK]J, Kontrolno statutarna komisija, VII, K-1/18, Drzanje kaznjenih po Informbirou,
februar 1957.

27 Markovi¢, Beograd izmedu Istoka; Mitrovi¢, Rezolucija IB, p. 253.

28  Bondzi¢, Hladni rat, pp. 353-370.
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Summary

Dragomir Bondzi¢
The Repercussions of the Tito-Stalin Split in 1948 on the University of Belgrade

The Resolution of the Cominform and the conflict between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union in
1948 caused a great shock in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia and major changes in the Yu-
goslav state and society. The consequences of the conflict were also strongly felt at the University
of Belgrade. The University of Belgrade was one of the three biggest and the most important
higher education institutions in the country, with crucial importance for the state policy of edu-
cating future professionals and a “new socialist intelligentsia”. That is why Party organs pervaded
the University and controlled life, work, ideological and political views of the students and the
teaching staff. The repercussions of the Tito-Stalin Split were expressed through a more active
political control over the University, with participation of the secret police, and the removal of
the Cominform supporters from the Party and the University. The first Cominform supporters
among the teaching staff and students were detected and punished in the late summer of 1948.
In the late 1940s and the early 1950s, the persecution of the Cominform supporters at the Uni-
versity continued. Some of them were arrested and taken to the Goli Otok camp. All the time
there was constant ideological, political and propagandistic pressure on the teaching staff and
the students, conducted by the Party organs, glorifying the policy of the Yugoslav leadership and
attacking the Soviet Union and other countries of the Cominform. Finally, the repercussions of
the conflict affected the teaching process through the contents of the curricula and syllabuses,
lectures, textbooks, the teaching of the foreign languages, in international cooperation, orienta-
tion of scholarship policy, and student’s daily life.

Dragomir Bondzi¢, Institute of Contemporary History, Belgrade






87

Ales Gabric

Cominform Supporters in Slovenia

The Yugoslav authorities characterised the people who supposedly agreed with the Co-
minform Resolution or simply criticised the policy of the Yugoslav leadership during
the dispute with the Soviet Union as Cominform supporters (so-called “ibeovei” or
“informbirojevci” in Slovenian). They were retaliated against in two ways. The State Se-
curity Administration (UDB,UDV) could impose administrative penalties: it had the
authority to arrest individuals by means of a legal act and assign them to community
service for the period of up to two years. The second group consisted of people sentenced
at court proceedings before regular civil and military courts.!

This paper is mostly based on the archive material of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Slovenia, which is why the numbers of those sentenced are not
complete. The number of those who were expelled from the ranks of the Communist
Party does not exactly correspond to the number of those imprisoned. Furthermore, the
statistics only seldom take into account those arrested by the Yugoslav Army Counte-
rintelligence Service (KOS) and sentenced at military courts. With regard to Slovenians,
Ivo Banac wrote as long as four decades ago that “they were not particularly susceptible
to Cominform ideas.” In Slovenia, open support for the Cominform Resolution was
expressed exceedingly rarely, unlike in certain other parts of Yugoslavia.?

'The first penalties — expulsions from political organisations — were announced im-
mediately after certain individual members of the Communist Party of Slovenia expres-
sed their opinion about the Cominform Resolution, but their number was very limited.
For example, on the list of those excluded from the Party organisations in Ljubljana
were 17 names — of these fifteen intellectuals, a single student, and only one worker.* The

1 More on reactions of Yugoslavia to the conflict see: Banac, Sa Szaljinom; Pirjevec, Tito, Stalin in Zahod, Radonji¢,
Izgubljena orientacija; Radonji¢, Sukob KPJ s Kominformom; Previsic, Povijest informbiroovskog logora.

2 Banac, Sa Staljinom, p. 150.

3 More on “informbirojevci”in Slovenia see: Jezernik, Non cogito ergo sum; Gabri¢, Informbirojevstvo na Slovenskem.

4 SIZAL,LJU 684, box 4, 61, Rekapitulacija izkljucitev v letu 1948.
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main reason for the relatively modest number of those punished because of the Comin-
form dispute in 1948 lay in the attempts of the Yugoslav authorities to assuage the rift
between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union. After they had strengthened their repressive
apparatus, the Yugoslav authorities started to persecute those who agreed with the Co-
minform Resolution and celebrated the successes of the Soviet Union, but not before it
had become clear that the split between the two states was final.

In Slovenia, mass arrests of Cominform supporters began after the session of the
Political Bureau of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Slovenia on
13 January 1949. The members of the Political Bureau believed that the purges among
the members of the political organisations should not be supervised by any Central
Committee commission, but should instead be carried out by the Party cells in the field.
According to Ivan Macek, exceptions could only be allowed “where the danger of ou-
tvoting is notable”.> Already the aforementioned Political Bureau session indicates that
Cominform supporters were mostly cultural workers, which is why the authorities saw
these people as the most dangerous.

Regarding the first stage of this most extensive action against Cominform suppor-
ters, on 16th April 1949 Boris Kraigher, the Slovenian Minister of the Interior, repor-
ted that almost three quarters (72%) of all Cominform supporters registered to that
date came from the ranks of the intelligentsia, state employees, liberal professions, and
expropriated strata. He focused on the situation at the University of Ljubljana somew-
hat more closely. He evaluated the demands for an appropriate legal procedure against
the accused as a weakness because “discussions that anti-state activities should (...) be
proven are still being tolerated. (...) However, this is not essential for the struggle to
ensure the strength of the Party organisation. What is indeed essential is that this or-
ganisation keeps fighting against the emergence of opportunism and lack of trust in the
people’s forces, and this is the struggle that the Party should cleanse itself in, regardless
of whether it simultaneously involves open anti-state activities organised by the enemies
of socialism or not.”

Due to the predominance of cultural workers among the Cominform supporters,
the Slovenian Writers’ Association in particular was under scrutiny and teachers were a
relatively numerous group as well. Another prominent group that could qualify among
the intelligentsia stemmed from the ranks of students and pupils. Most of them studied
at the technical and medical faculties as well as at the so-called Classical Gymnasium
(grammar school) in Ljubljana. Because of their support for the Cominform Resoluti-
on, a considerable number of students and pupils were expelled from the Party and the
People’s Youth of Slovenia organisation, while some of them were also expelled from
school. The reasons for the expulsions most often involved reactionary standpoints and

5 Zapisniki politbirgja CK KPS/ZKS 1945/1954,p. 128.
6  SI AS1589,IK, box 1, Zapisnik II. Plenarnega zasedanja CK KPS, 15.-16. 4. 1949., B. Kraigher, p. 6.
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agreement with the Cominform Resolution. Apart from these two groups, many Party
members expelled also hailed from the ranks of the workers, while peasants punished for
their support for the Cominform Resolution were few and far between.

'The following table includes all of those expelled from the ranks of the Communist
Party of Slovenia (CPS) because of the Cominform dispute until the end of 1949, bro-
ken down by the time of their expulsion:’

Period Expelled from CPS
Third quarter 1948 54
Fourth quarter 1948 24
First quarter 1949 69
Second quarter 1949 101
Third quarter 1949 59
Fourth quarter 1949 9
316

'The time of the most numerous expulsions from the ranks of the Communist Party
of Slovenia in the first and second quarter of 1949 was simultaneously the period when
the arrests were most numerous. Judging from the materials reviewed, this period can be
specified even more precisely (from, approximately, the middle of February until the end
of May 1949). In the subsequent years, the penal measures arising from the Cominform
dispute were less common than in 1948 and 1949. In March 1950, Boris Kraigher eva-
luated the power of the opponents of the regime in Slovenia as follows: “Nowadays both
reactions — the Western and the Cominform one — lack any organisation. In fact, the
Cominform supporters have not been organised at all, in spite of a number of attempts
at their coordination from the espionage centres in Budapest, the headquarters near
Lake Balaton, Gorizia, and even more frequently from Trieste, home to the followers of
Vittorio Vidali.”

Most of those who had been arrested were released from prison in 1953 and 1954.
However, this did not mean that they could resume normal lives: only after they had been
released did they learn about the difficulties that their families had experienced during
their imprisonment. Soon it also became clear that their release from prison (labour
camp) did not also imply that they could decide about their own future freely. It was hard
for them to find employment, and because these were often intellectuals, whatever work
they could find was often incompatible with their education. It was even difficult for
them to find housing. Meanwhile, students who returned from prisons had a hard time
resuming their studies at faculties. After their release they could only study at a university

7 Gabri, Informbirojevstvo na Slovenskem, p. 167.
8 Zapisniki polithiroja CK KPS/ZKS 1945/1954, p. 199.
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under certain conditions. For example, the Ministry of Science and Culture of the Repu-
blic of Slovenia allowed a former prisoner to re-enrol in the University with the following
explanation: “In this regard the Commission took into account the statements from the
applicant’s complaint, especially his regret and his promise that in the future he would
correct his attitude to our reality and youth organisation as well as strive to participate in
the ranks of our socialist intelligentsia as an active and positive member.”

In March 1954, the leadership of the League of Communists of Slovenia put to-
gether a list of Slovenian Cominform supporters. It included 2,275 people, who “either
proclaimed their opinion publicly, secretly, or were on the fence.”*

Omitted from | Administrative | Court | Members CpPY
Year | Arrested | | . .
investigation penalties sentences | of CPY | non-members
1948 |102 31 40 31 50 52
1949 |265 61 180 24 248 17
1950 |46 16 12 18 27 19
1951 |123 63 19 41 76 47
1952 |161 64 62 35 75 86
1953 |34 5 21 8 28 6
731 240 334 157 504 227

Of these, 731 people had been subject to judicial proceedings, i.e. approximately
every third suspect. Most of these (240) had been omitted from the investigation and
not sentenced at courts or sent to community service. The majority of those who had
in fact been punished, however, had received “administrative penalties” — meaning that
their penalties had been imposed by the executive authority. Not nearly as many people
had been sentenced by the judicial branch of power.

9  SIAS232,K 32/1-50.
10 ST AS 1589, IK, box 8, Priloge k seji IK CK ZKS, 13. 7. 1958, Statisti¢ni pregled IB.
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Year | Workers | Peasants | State employees | Students | Intellectuals Others
1948 |29 10 19 1 23 11
1949 |79 7 104 45 25 5
1950 |16 - 24 1 5 -
1951 |38 15 50 9 10 1
1952 |56 7 37 19 7 35
1953 |20 - 10 3 - 1
238 48 244 78 70 53

If we take a look at the social structure of the 731 people who were in fact arrested,
the intellectuals are clearly in the majority, as they are included in various groups —state
employees, students, and intellectuals — and they represent more than a half of those
imprisoned. About a third of the arrested were workers, but this number also includes
workers from elsewhere who were arrested in Slovenia (for example, in 1952 a large gro-
up of Albanians who returned from Czechoslovakia). Other groups — peasants, artisans,
the unemployed, etc. — are even more negligible.

In 1957 and 1958, the leadership of the League of Communists of Slovenia often
discussed people who had been identified as political opponents a few years earlier,
pondering how to reintegrate them into normal life. This included more than 2,200
Cominform supporters. They were divided into several categories: those who “simply
criticise out of habit (no more than others) and are not dangerous”; those “who despair,
claiming that it is senseless to go into politics”; and those Cominform supporters “who
are still hostile towards us today”. Soon it was established that it did not make any sense
at all to count approximately half of these people among political enemies because of
their support for the Cominform. This information by itself indicates how quickly peo-
ple could be accused of anti-state activities and included in the list of people dangerous
to the state without any evidence whatsoever. This procedure resulted in the initial list
being reduced to merely 50 people or so, who were still deemed hostile towards the state
in 1958 due to their support for the Cominform."

Disputes within the Communist Party were nothing unusual, as the struggles bet-
ween the fractions had already dragged on throughout the long years of the Party’s ille-
gal activities. In 1948, the communists who had been important in the Party organisa-
tion before 1937, the year when Josip Broz Tito assumed leadership, became suspicious
in the eyes of the Slovenian authorities. Some of the long-time members of the Party
telt neglected after the war, as they were, presumably, not sufficiently rewarded for their
efforts in the illegal Communist movement. The Slovenian government became particu-
larly suspicious of two leading Communists of the older generation — Lovro Kuhar and

11 ST AS 1589, 1I1I, box 78, Informacija o informbirojevcih v Sloveniji, 3. 10. 1958.
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Dragotin Gustin¢i¢. During the 1930s, Kuhar — Tito’s sometime close associate — was
among the leading Communists abroad. The disagreements between them apparently
escalated, and when Kuhar returned to his homeland before the war, no important po-
sitions awaited him in the Party structure.’? He spent most of the war in the prisons
and camps of the occupiers. After the war, he instead focused on his literary work as
a renowned writer under the pseudonym Prezihov Voranc. The unconfirmed informa-
tion that Tito shook hands with all the deputies who attended the reception after the
adoption of the Constitution, but avoided shaking hands with Kuhar, suggested that
Kuhar did not enjoy the trust of his former associate. Dragotin Gustin¢i¢ returned home
after decades of working abroad, mostly in Moscow. He expected to be appropriately
rewarded for all the years of his work in the Party and the Comintern. The government,
however, did not offer him any important political position. When Kuhar and Gustinc¢i¢
met in Ljubljana after the war, they also discussed the sorts of tasks that they had been
entrusted with. They both realised that the leading politicians avoided meeting with
them, but were unable to identify the reasons for this. Therefore, according to Gustincic,
“we came to the conclusion that this was an agenda of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Slovenia, aimed not only against the two of us, but also against all
of the older communists in Slovenia.”*

Dragotin Gustin¢ic¢ is an example of a person whose categorisation as a supporter
of the Cominform Resolution was very questionable. He was a person whom the lea-
ding Slovenian communists identified as the leading Cominform supporter in Slovenia.
He was among the founders of the CPY in 1920 and he spent a decade as a member of
its leadership. He was in Spain during the Spanish Civil War, and then he returned to
the Soviet Union, where he remained until as late as 1945. After the war, such individu-
als were rewarded with important cultural or scientific positions by the authorities who,
in turn, expected their political loyalty. They were not supposed to exert any influence
whatsoever on the political arena. Dragotin Gustin¢i¢ was appointed as the first dean
of the newly-established Faculty of Economics at the University of Ljubljana. He was
thus supposed to implement the kind of education for the new type of economic deve-
lopment planners. But Gustin¢i¢ was disappointed with his own political impotence in
the new state: as a former leading communist he was insulted by the fact that he had
been pushed to the sidelines and convinced that he should be assigned to one of the
more important positions in the state leadership.'

Since the leading politicians refused to respond to Gustin¢i¢’s requests for me-
etings and discussions, he decided to head into the political arena regardless. As he
was not foreseen for any political function at all, he considered the option of standing

12 Bari¢, Politicni vzpon in zaton, pp. 88-102.
13 Dolenc, Med kulturo in politiko, p. 235.
14 Gabri¢, Od somisljenika do nasprotnika, pp. 119-123.
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independently for the Yugoslav Constituent Assembly elections on 11 November 1945.
At the meeting with Vinko Méderndorfer and Lovro Kuhar, Gustin¢i¢ proposed that
they should all stand as candidates in the elections, and he also considered a number
of people who could be invited to participate. The idea was to propose to Tito, the le-
ader of the People’s Front list, to “include Gustin¢i¢’s candidates as co-candidates on
his list”. Méderndorfer had misgivings and claimed that such an action could result
in an “external appearance of a split”, which could damage the expected victory in the
elections “in the foreign political as well as in the internal political sense.” When Lovro
Kuhar stated his own opinion and mentioned that he had already been appointed as a
candidate on Tito’s list, “Gustinéi¢ lost his main argument for the endorsement of* the
old communists’, as Kuhar was one of those as well.”*> Kuhar and Méderndorfer warned
their colleague that his solo action — the case “when Gustin¢i¢ wanted to draw up an
opposition list” — could be deemed as a “destructive” act, as this would go against the
leadership of the Communist Party and the candidate list of the People’s Front for the
Yugoslav Constituent Assembly elections.®

Gustin¢i¢ brought up a similar idea on the occasion of the Slovenian Constituent
Assembly elections in the autumn of 1946. During the first post-war years, the internal
administration allocated its resources for the monitoring of the regime’s opponents to
the so-called gangs and politicians of other political persuasions. For this reason, they
did not pay much attention to the disgruntled individuals in their own ranks. They did
not come across Gustin¢i¢’s idea of presenting parallel candidates in the elections, which
had never resulted in a more serious action until the investigation of Gustin¢i¢ and his
associates. The investigation, however, was indirectly encouraged by Gustinéi¢ himself,
who had not only criticised the new authorities in the closed circles of his closest as-
sociates, but also detailed his criticism in writing and sent it to the leading Slovenian
communists. Initially, he called upon the leading Slovenian politicians to discuss these
outstanding issues. The lack of any response, however, only deepened his conviction that
the policies were not heading in the right direction.

In January 1946, he thus sent letters to some of the leading Slovenian communists,
Boris Kidri¢, Edvard Kardelj and Miha Marinko, in which he expressed the most severe
criticism of communist authorities written by a communist ideologue. Gustin¢i¢ wrote
the letters on the basis of narrow-minded doctrinal foundations that had even less to do
with the actual circumstances than in the case of the leading communists. In May 1947,
he addressed his most comprehensive letter, more than 20 pages long, to the leading
Party ideologue Edvard Kardelj. Gustinci¢ severely criticised the authorities and the
Communist Party. 7

15 SI AS 1931, MF XII-003, 4665.
16 ST AS 1931, MF XII-003, 4688, 4590-4591.
17 Gabri¢, Od somisljenika do nasprotnika, pp. 123-127.
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In his letters, Gustindic criticised the distancing of the Communist Party from the
theoretical principles of Marxist and Leninist thinkers. He resented the leadership for
pushing older communists away from the mechanisms of power, although they had pro-
ven themselves even before Tito had assumed the leadership of the Party. He reproached
Kardelj as follows: “Judging from your behaviour, the history of the workers’ movement
began around 1937 or perhaps even later.” It was clear from his writing that Gustin¢i¢
was offended because he had supposedly not been appropriately rewarded for all the
years he had dedicated to the Party. He also criticised the fact that Partisans were given
priority over communist experts during the appointment of the management personnel,
since professional competence should have been the decisive criterion and claimed that
this was the reason why the productivity of the nationalised factories had diminished.
He did not agree with the principles of organising cooperatives, as he, quoting Lenin
constantly, believed that the Yugoslav model deviated too much from the ideas of Soviet
theorists. Wrong decisions regarding the development of industry allegedly deterred
the proletariat, which should have represented the core of the communist movement.
While listing these mistakes and many others, Gustin¢i¢ wondered how it was possible
that, after all the analyses by Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, such errors were possible
in Slovenia at all. Furthermore, he disapproved of the national policy at the disputed
border area in the Trieste region, as it supposedly over-emphasised the national princi-
ples instead of the class-related and revolutionary ones. In Gustin¢i¢’s opinion, the CPY
was still overly lenient towards its associates in the Liberation Front, while it failed to
implement the Party politics in the entire political space consistently.'®

'The leadership of the CPY was not ready for this sort of criticism in 1947. The inve-
stigation took place at two levels. Gustinci¢ was summoned to Belgrade in August 1947
and questioned before a Party commission (instead of being immediately interrogated
by the UDB, UDV). The State Security simultaneously started investigating Gustin¢ic’s
associates.'” Thus the investigation had apparently started at least half a year before the
dispute between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union took place. In April 1948, Dragotin
Gustinc¢i¢ and some of his collaborators were arrested because some of the criticism
contained in Gustindic’s letters resembled the reproaches on account of the CPY stated
later in the letters from the Cominform.

Ultimately, we can only ask ourselves the following: how could someone be taken
as a supporter of the Cominform Resolution when he had been interrogated by the
Party Commission more than half a year before the Resolution in question was even
published, and when they had already been in prison with a severely restricted access to
the media for several months before the Resolution?

18 SI AS 1931, t.e. 445, OD Dragotin Gustinéi¢, pp. 301-333.
19 ST AS 1931, t.e. 445, OD Dragotin Gustin¢ig, pp. 369-370.
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The report on the close associate of Gustin¢i¢, the aforementioned Vinko Mo-
derndorfer, amply attests to the absurdity of such accusations. Also, in April 1949, when
the arrests of the Cominform supporters were at their height, the city committee of
the Communist Party in Celje reported about his case: “The reason for the arrest is
unknown to us. We suspect that it is related to the process against Bitenc and co-defen-
dants.” But Méderndorfer had nothing whatsoever to do with Mirko Bitenc, who was
sentenced to death in 1948 as an organiser of anti-Partisan armed units during the war
and as a post-war spy.

In the aforementioned report of March 1950, the Slovenian Minister of the Inte-
rior Boris Kraigher highlighted that everything worth mentioning with regard to the
organisation of the Cominform supporters had originated from foreign Cominform
organisations. Even when he mentioned some of the smaller Cominform groups in
Slovenia in passing, he was not upset about them and did not see them as a relevant
political problem.* In the police files, however, the assessments of who might be a dan-
gerous Cominform supporter remained the same. For this reason, Dragotin Gustin¢i¢
ended up on the list of dangerous Cominform supporters drawn up in 1958 and was
imprisoned for a while once again. He was yet again identified as a dangerous organiser
of an otherwise small political group of Cominform supporters. One of the individuals
who were imprisoned once again in 1958, but who was subsequently released as the
charges against him were dropped, wrote in his memoirs that in this case the charges
brought up by the police were also not based on reality. This was Janez Jezerek “Sokol”,
who, at that point, made acquaintance with Dragotin Gustin¢i¢ in prison and got to
know him. He stated that Gustin¢i¢ was allegedly “the leader of a group that I knew
nothing about, yet I belonged to it according to the police and was also supposed to be

sentenced because of it.”*
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Summary

Ales Gabri¢
Cominform Supporters in Slovenia

'The following contribution describes the persecution of actual and imaginary supporters of the
Cominform Resolution in Slovenia. In the scientific literature, Slovenia has already been depict-
ed as the part of Yugoslavia where, unlike in certain other parts of Yugoslavia, people agreeing
with the Cominform Resolution were relatively few and far between. Furthermore, Cominform
Supporters in Slovenia were merely individuals or smaller groups, and therefore they did not rep-
resent any larger organised groups or political factors that could seriously challenge the authority
of the ruling elite. Nevertheless, the authorities designated many critics of the regime from their
own ranks as “Cominform Supporters”, and these were most frequently from the ranks of the in-
tellectuals. The contribution describes the difference between Slovenia and the rest of Yugoslavia
with regard to the persecution of the alleged Stalin's sympathisers; points out the difference in
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the percentage of the people arrested and their social structure; as well as defines the period when
the arrests were most frequent. Special attention is paid to certain cases that deviated significantly
from the average. The example of the group gathered around Dragotin Gustindic is outlined,
as this conflict reveals the unsolved disputes between the authorities and the older generation
of communists, who felt left out and neglected after Tito had taken over the leadership of the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia. It is precisely the case of Gustin¢i¢ that indicates how a long-
term conflict between an individual and the authorities could lead to people who were already
imprisoned at that time and had nothing whatsoever to do with the Cominform Resolution
being subsequently designated as Cominform supporters as well. Dragotin Gustin¢ic's letters,
addressed to the leading Slovenian communists in the first years after the war, can be deemed as
the most severe critique of the communist regime, written from the extremely leftist viewpoints
of the communist intellectuals. The analysis of these letters reveals certain similarities with the
criticism that would be voiced by the Cominform Resolution only months later.

Ales Gabric, Institute of Contemporary History, Ljubljana
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Darja Kerec

The Role of Russia and the Soviet Union
in the History of Prekmurje

In the spring of 1919, Prekmurje was still a part of Hungary, where Communists, who
had joined forces with the Social Democrats, assumed power on 21 March 1919 in
what was essentially a coup. The people living in Budapest and the countryside were
taken aback by the establishment of the Republic of Councils and were not in favour
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Vilmos Tkalec, a teacher and church choirmaster
(cantor), was active in Prekmurje at that time. During the war, he fought on the Russian
Front, where he was also held captive in 1917. After returning home, he worked as a
commander of the Hungarian Border Police along the Mura River and as a civil com-
missioner in Murska Sobota. In late December 1918, around 100 Yugoslav volunteer
soldiers, commanded by the Croatian Captain Jure Jurisi¢, occupied Murska Sobota;
they were driven out in the early morning hours on 3 January 1919 by the Hungarian
Army. The proletarian rule committed no atrocities, there were no assassinations, attacks
on people’s property or seizures of plants.?

After the coup détat in Hungary in April 1919, Tkalec adopted the ideas of Hun-
garian bolshevism and was elected president of the Workers’ Soviet. He became a com-
missioner for the Slovene March, the Slovenian-speaking area of Prekmurje. He was an
interesting character. He became involved in smuggling, which is why detectives came
all the way from Budapest to Murska Sobota.> Hence, for his own legal and political
protection, he soon turned into a counter-revolutionary and even strove to establish an
autonomous state or to break away Prekmurje from Hungary. Thus on 29 May 1919 in
Murska Sobota, on the balcony of the Dobrai Hotel at 11:30 a.m., he declared the so-
-called Mura Republic. He was supported by some soldiers who wanted to overthrow

1 Knjiznica MS, Tkalec Vilmos; Slovenska biografija, Tkalec.
2 Viri za Prekmurje, p. 276.
3 Ibid.
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the dictatorship of the proletariat. This republic was founded as a one-man campaign
because the people of Prekmurje were not even aware of it. Tkalec even sent a telegram
to the leader of Hungarian Communists, Béla Kun, saying that the so-called Slovene
March, that is the Slovenian-speaking region which included Prekmurje and part of the
Raba Valley, had been transformed into an autonomous republic, and that the nation
was not in favour of Communist principles and therefore might turn to Austria for
help.* The republic was over in less than a week. Units of the Hungarian Red Guard
occupied Murska Sobota on 3 June 1919. On 6 June, all battles ended. On 12 August
1919, the army of the Kingdom of SCS took control of the region of Prekmurje with an
international mandate.

'The military and political leaders of the Mura Republic retreated across the border
to Austria where they were captured. Tkalec soon returned to Prekmurje as the leader
of the “White Guard”, but was caught and imprisoned in Lendava.’ He miraculously
escaped from prison to Hungary where he lived until his death in 1950.

'The greatest impact of the Russian Revolution in Prekmurje can be seen in the fact
that some of the Bolshevik soldiers engaged in plundering. They looted the manor of the
Hungarian Count Avgust Zichy in Beltinci near Murska Sobota and the warehouses of
certain traders and started fires in Croatia, for instance in the settlement of Strigova in
the Medimurje region.® The events in Russia also affected the younger generation. On 6
July 1919, the Young Communist Workers’ Society was established in Murska Sobota’
and a week later the local Social Democratic Party merged with the Communists.®

In March 1919, an agency of the Hungarian Republic of Councils led by Tkalec
took control of the central local newspaper Novine (Newspaper), which was edited by
the Catholic priest Jozef Klekl. Ironically, it was Klekl himself who had published the
news of Cadet Vilmo§ Tkalec, a wounded prisoner on the Russian Front.” Until 12
August, when Yugoslav troops occupied Prekmurje, the paper was published as Pro-
letarske Novine (Proletarian Newspaper) and Rdece Novine (Red Newspaper), but was
not popular among readers. During World War 1, as the editor of the paper, Klekl had
a lot of influence on the emotions and attitudes of readers towards anything Russian.
His attitude towards Russia was negative. In his articles he portrayed Russians as the
“enemies” and Orthodox Christians who had betrayed the Catholic religion.

Jozef Klekl, who died in 1948, remained politically and socially active even in
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. His negative experience with Bolsheviks was reflected in
this new state. He was a harsh critic of the liberal ideas penetrating the local cultural

Ibid., p. 277.

Cigut, Ustanovitev Murske republike, p. 43,
Viri za Prekmurje, p. 275.

Kuzmi¢, Kronologija Murske Sobote.
Novine, 20.7.1919, p. 4.
Novine,3.7.1917, p. 4.
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environment from abroad, including the Soviet Union. In his newspaper Marijin list
(Mary’s Paper) in March 1941, Klekl wrote that the Croatian Kato/iski list (Catholic
Paper) had expressed its concern over cinemas, which did not teach morality as a public
educational institution should. He was troubled by the fact that “Marxist propaganda”
was spreading throughout Slovenia and Croatia and that “Soviet films, though clad in
the Russian national cloth, have a propagandist nature.” A month later, Yugoslavia was
at war and Klekl’s apprehensions of “Russian propaganda” came true. A special kind of
symbolism was also evident in the first film shown in Murska Sobota after the arrival of
the Red Army in Prekmurje. On 4 April 1945, a few days after the liberation, the cine-
ma Grajski kino showed a Soviet film with a telling title of “6 Minutes after Victory”.
The soldiers of the Red Army had brought it with them and it is no wonder that the
auditorium was sold out. The local newsletter of the Liberation Front reported that “af-
ter so many years of occupation, the showing of this film was a great cultural experience

for the viewers.”!°

So, on 3 April 1945, Prekmurje or Murska Sobota was liberated by Red Army
soldiers, who belonged to the left wing of the Third Ukrainian Front. The arrival of the
Russians held material and spiritual consequences for Murska Sobota and for the entire
region along the Mura River; the Russians did not set foot on other parts of Slovene
territory. The first consequence of the arrival of the Red Army soldiers was the establi-
shment of “Russian authorities™ from April to mid-May the Mayor of Murska Sobota
was the Red Army Major Fedor Barsukov. In January 1945, the sole Prekmurian army
formation, Prekmurska ¢eta [Prekmurian corps], was founded, whose fighters partici-
pated in the final operations together with the members of the Red Army. Because of
another Hungarian occupation, the reaction to the arrival of the Russian liberators was
positive, but this would not remain for long; after 1948 the attitude towards the Soviet
Union and Stalin changed as it had elsewhere, both in Slovenia and Yugoslavia. In the
first two years after the liberation, one can speak of an almost symptomatic affection
towards the Red Army soldiers (with the exception of the clergy, the expropriated indu-
strialists and the inhabitants of Hungarian nationality). This affection is reflected prima-
rily in the news items from two local newspapers: Novi éas and Ljudski glas (Voice of the
People), which informed the Slovenes of Prekmurje about events around the world and
at home on a daily and weekly basis, respectively. As a rule, one to two pages were de-
dicated to news items or reports on the advances of the Red Army and the allies across
Europe and two more pages to local events (funerals of Red Army soldiers who fell on
Prekmurian land, assemblies and celebration in gratitude to the liberators, and voluntary
(humanitarian) collection campaigns by the local population for Russian soldiers). As
early as 12 August 1945, a victory monument, over 17 metres tall, was unveiled in the

10  Kerec, Od Talije, p. 821.
11 Kerec, Red Army, p. 99.
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centre of Murska Sobota, on Trg zmage; the monument was a result of Russian-Slo-
vene co-operation (the work of the military engineer Aron¢ik and the Kalin brothers,
who made the monuments of the partisan and the Red Army soldier). Similarly to the
Preseren Monument in the centre of Ljubljana, the Murska Sobota victory monument,
despite post-independence initiatives for its removal, is still a landmark and one of the
chief architectural and artistic monuments of Murska Sobota, and, in a broader sense,
a unique attraction: this monument is in fact the only one of its kind on Slovene soil.!!

This was a time of inclusion in post-war life, of many work campaigns (which did
not stop over the years) and preparations for elections to the constituent assembly on
11 November 1945. This was also the time for the first analyses of the merits of indivi-
duals for liberating Prekmurje and the accusations of collaborating with the occupiers.
Inhabitants along the Mura River did not exactly favour the Russian liberators, which
is why the euphoria during the unveiling of the monument on Trg zmage was most
likely insincere, even though the politics and the renovation of the town and landscape
did not give up on Stalin’s legacy until 1948.2 By 1948, much ink had been used to
write about the mutual affection between Stalin and Tito; the spirit of mutual ackno-
wledgment of the merits for liberation was also demonstrated by the fact that Marshal
Tito was awarded the Order of Victory. Less than a month after the unveiling of the
monument in Murska Sobota, Ambassador Sad¢ikov awarded Tito with the highest
Soviet decoration.’®

'The unveiling of the monument was reported by several newspapers, all of which
unanimously welcomed the solemn event and praised the Russian liberators as Slavic
brothers and allies: “Last Sunday Prekmurje witnessed a grand manifestation: the un-
veiling of the Monument of Victory and Eternal Brotherhood. This mighty monument
is an artistic work of contemporary sculpture. It stands on a large market in the centre of
the town. It was erected by the Slovene people in gratitude to and memory of the figh-
ters of the celebrated Red and Yugoslav Armies.” The preserved photographs taken on
the day of the unveiling of the monument, at first glance do not show a crowd of people
joining in the celebration; in the published news items representatives of the Red Army
with the Soviet Ambassador Sad¢ikov are mentioned above all.™*

12 Ibid, p.82.
13 Ibid, p. 84.
14 Ibid.
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Photo 1: The unveiling of the vi

ctory monument on 12 August 194

(Pokrajinski muzej Murska Sobota. Katalog stalne razstave, p. 321.)

A direct consequence of the Comin-
form conflict was the iron curtain in the
east of Prekmurje. All road connections
to Hungary were closed. Until 1948,
there were as many as 9 border crossin-
gs in Prekmurje along the Hungarian
state border.” In the Raba Valley, on the
Hungarian side, one consequence was a
hysteria of sorts, directed at Tito; prepa-
rations for war also included a preventive
“cleansing” of the zone bordering with
Yugoslavia. Slovenes in Hungary beca-
me potential enemies of the Hungarian
Communist regime. In Prekmurje, pe-
ople were worried because of the syste-
matic Hungarization of Slovenes in the
Raba Valley. During the population cen-
sus of January 1949, Slovenes were forced
to declare themselves Hungarian. Many

15 Olas and Kert, Vpliv drzavnih meja, p. 138.

Photo 2: The monument originally included

Stalin’s image, which was taken down demons-

tratively during the conflict with the Informa-

tion Bureau (Pokrajinski muzej Murska Sobota.
Katalog stalne razstave, p. 322.)
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who resisted were arrested; in prison they were forced to declare themselves against
Yugoslavia in exchange for freedom. Hungarian authorities formed a 15 km border zone
along the Yugoslav and Austrian borders; only the people who had a special card were
allowed to linger there. The border separating Hungary from Austria and Yugoslavia
was sealed. The border zone was protected by state security bodies. This was manifested
in the numerous proceedings initiated against people for suspected espionage and smu-
ggling of people; the police exerted control over the population and people were being
exiled or deported. Many ended up on the lists of kulaks or deportees, or were punished
for not paying the mandatory tribute in field crops because they did not want to join
agricultural cooperatives.!®

The Cominform conflict aggravated the already poor economic situation in the
mostly rural region of Prekmurje. It was mandatory to hand over any agricultural sur-
plus. People were required to join agricultural cooperatives. Between 1949 and 1951, the
number of court proceedings against farmers increased. At the so-called kulak proce-
edings, mostly large farmers were convicted of illegal speculation and sabotage, and of
opposing the establishment of agricultural cooperatives.” Courts passed stricter senten-
ces than in previous years; these were mainly fines and prison sentences. Those who had
kept the crop surplus for themselves or had made a profit were labelled speculators, for
instance millers and traders.™

Yugoslav authorities devoted special attention to the youth and pointed out the
so-called witch-hunt against the Cominformists, warning young people of it at special
educational courses for the youth. At a conference in Ljutomer in March 1949, mem-
bers of the Youth Organisation adopted a resolution in which they condemned Radio
Budapest for spreading lies on the air about socialism in Yugoslavia, Tito, the Com-
munist Party and the work campaigns of the Yugoslav youth."” In September, a youth
protest rally against the Hungarian government was held in Murska Sobota.*

From July 1948 to the end of 1949, the central newspaper in Prekmurje Ljudski glas
(Voice of the People) published news about Cominform agitators (called informisti or
informkricaéi in Slovenian). They appeared at the border in Hodo§, where the Hungarian
minority lived. However, the local authorities stressed that national minorities had the
same rights and obligations in Yugoslavia as the rest of the population, and that they
therefore sided with Yugoslav socialism and joined agricultural cooperatives.

Industrial workers also felt the aftermath of the Cominform conflict. In the com-
pany Proizvodnja nafte (Oil Production) in Lendava, workers experienced difficulties in
the spring of 1949 because some of the countries that had previously supplied machines

16 Munda Hirn6k, Represija nad Slovenci, pp. 203-204.
17 Coh Kladnik, Ozadje sodnik procesov, p. 70.

18  Roudi, Zivljenje v Prekmurju, p. 89.

19 Ljudski glas, 24.3.1949, p. 1.

20 Ljudski glas,22.9.1949,p. 1.
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for oil production activities stopped supplying them due to the conflict or had sent
machines that did not work.?' Factories organised competitions for realising the annual
plan. In December 1949, Tovarna perila Mura (Mura Clothing Factory) in Murska
Sobota organised a six-hour competition with Zvvarna perila (Clothing Factory) in
Zagreb to boost performance. The Mura factory informed the public that the campaign
was its reply to “all of the slander and lies being spread by the Cominform countries”.
Such work performance competitions were adopted by all the major companies, especi-
ally in the construction industry.*?
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Summary

Darja Kerec
The Role of Russia and the Soviet Union in the History of Prekmurje

Despite the end of World War I, Prekmurje remained a part of Hungary until mid-August 1919.
'The border between the Republic of Hungary and the Kingdom of Serbs, Croatians and Sloveni-
ans was finally demarcated at Trianon on 4 June 1920. The inhabitants of Prekmurje, Slovenians
and Hungarians alike, had already become accustomed to uncertain political circumstances dur-
ing the four years of war. They had been informed of the events of the February (Bourgeois) and
October Revolution of 1917, and they awaited the outcome of the war in fear. Prekmurje was the
only part of Slovene territory, at the time still a part of Hungary, to be affected by the revolution.
In the media in period between the two World Wars (1918/19 to 1941), representatives of the
Roman Catholic Church and the local authorities would often express their fear of Bolshevism,
social democracy, Marxism and the influence of the Soviet Union, which was only marginal at
the time. All of that changed during World War II; as early as 3 April 1945, Russian soldiers (the
Red Army, made up of the left wing of the 3rd Ukrainian Front) marched into Prekmurje (Mur-
ska Sobota) and liberated it. As the grand victor, the Soviet Union immortalised its military and
administrative presence by building and solemnly unveiling a victory monument in the centre of
Murska Sobota on 12 August 1945.This monument glorifying a Red Army soldier and a partisan
would most likely not have been erected in 1948 (the conflict with the Cominform); however, the
government did adopt the Act on the Protection of Cultural Monuments and Natural Features
that very year. This monument 17 metres tall was designed by the Russian architect Jurij Aroncik,
while the two bronze sculptures are the work of the Kalin brothers (the partisan was sculpted
by Zdenko, and the Red Army soldier by Boris Kalin). A Russian T-34 tank is also a part of the
monument. This was followed by a decade of post-war reconstruction and accelerated industri-
alisation, and the Russian influences subsided for a while, as they did elsewhere throughout the
then Yugoslavia. A demonstrative act in the conflict between Tito and Stalin was the removal of
Stalin’s image from the top of this monument. In the mid-1950s, events in Hungary once again
put the attitude of Slovenians (Yugoslavs) towards the Soviet Union to the test; especially in
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Prekmurje and along the border with Hungary, which was sealed tight. In late 1956, Hungarian
refugees retreated to the Yugoslav side (according to the available data, close to 2,300 of them
sought shelter in Slovenia). Later on, the Yugoslav authorities attempted to resolve their status
with a special asylum policy. Until the end of the Cold War, the democratisation of Hungary, and
Slovenia’s attainment of independence, the border between Yugoslavia and Hungary was strictly
guarded on the Prekmurje side; many still remember that an ordinary crossing of the border was
quite an adventure for Yugoslav tourists and consumers, because on the Hungarian side not only
Hungarian customs officers awaited them, but Soviet soldiers as well.

Darja Kerec, University of Ljubljana
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Christian Axboe Nielsen

Never-ending vigilance:
The Yugoslav State Security Service and
Cominform Supporters after Goli Otok

Throughout the existence of socialist Yugoslavia, the Yugoslav State Security Service was
the primary guardian of the communist party-state against “internal enemies.” Known
colloquially as “the Udba,” under the leadership of Aleksandar Rankovi¢ it led the stru-
ggle against pro-Cominform elements in Yugoslavia after June 1948 and the establis-
hment of the island prison camp on Goli Otok.! Understandably, this period of extreme
repression has attracted the most interest from researchers. By contrast, this paper will
explore the issue of surveillance of Cominform supporters after they had returned from
Goli Otok. It will look at this issue up to the mid-1980s and will specifically deal with
the problem of fear within the State Security Service of a Soviet-led attack against Yugo-
slavia after Tito’s death. The main argument is that while Soviet-Yugoslav relations ebbed
and waned in the decades following the bilateral rapprochement in the mid-1950s, and
an amnesty in 1955, the Yugoslav State Security Service maintained operational interest
in the activities of Cominform supporters until the Yugoslav state began to collapse. Sim-
ply put, as long as socialist Yugoslavia existed, the fear of “Cominformism” never quite
disappeared, even though the Cominform itself ceased to exist in 1956.

It is necessary for me to state at the outset that this paper is in many senses an
impressionistic draft prepared for the purposes of participation in the June 2018 confe-
rence “The Tito-Stalin Split: 70 Years after.” As such, the paper will present qualitative
observations and some very preliminary impressions but does not purport to present
any systematic research on this topic or detailed conclusions. I leave further research on
this matter to colleagues whose curiosity may be piqued by the ruminations contained
in this paper.

1 The Yugoslav State Security Service during the course of its existence had a number of different names. For the
purposes of this paper, the two most important names were Uprava drzavne bezbednosti (State Security Admi-
nistration, UDB, 1946-1966) and S/uzba drzavne bexbednosti (State Security Service, SDB, 1966-1991).
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Background

'The political and ideological context of the Tito-Stalin split and the main repres-
sive phase symbolized by the establishment of the Goli Otok prison camp and the
incarceration of thousands of suspected Cominform supporters has been covered very
well in the existing historiography and need not be summarized here.? While the focus
on the massive human rights abuses committed by the Yugoslav communist regime on
Goli Otok and related prisons such as those at Stara Gradiska and Bile¢a is understand-
able, it has led to a comparative neglect of the regime’s ongoing vigilance towards, and
repression of, suspected Cominformists after the repression at Goli Otok started to re-
cede. Here it should be noted that there are strong indications that the leadership of the
Yugoslav party-state knew very well by the early 1950s that a very large portion of those
imprisoned in Goli Otok had in fact not been fervent supporters of the Cominform but
had rather been hesitant or insufficiently enthusiastic in their support of Tito’s stance, or
had been the victims of denunciations motivated by various base motives. Alternatively,
many of those identified as supporters of the Cominform had committed other kinds
of crimes earlier, such as “espionage, banditry, sabotage” but also non-political crimes
such as theft and fraud. Law enforcement and state security officials probably found
it tempting to “uncover” and punish existing criminals by adding on political charges.?
Nonetheless, regardless of the awareness of the bloated nature of the rolls of ibeovci
(Cominformists), vigilance remained.

Perhaps the key overriding point that must be emphasized when trying to under-
stand the political context of Yugoslavia’s existence is the profound sense of internation-
al isolation in which the country found itself after the June 1948 split. The later creation
of the Non-Aligned Movement, assistance from the West and rapprochement with
the Soviet Union somewhat attenuated this isolation, but the notion of Yugoslavia as a
besieged outpost never completely abandoned the mindset of the Yugoslav leadership.
As a corollary to this mentality, it is also critical to understand the notion of Yugoslavia
being involved in an epic existential struggle in which it had to remain constantly vig-
ilant against both internal and external enemies. A September 1947 document of the
Bosnian branch of the Yugoslav State Security Service described how, “in our young
state,” a mixture of internal and external enemies “oppose and will continue to oppose
everything that contributes to the economic strengthening of the state and towards
political and cultural development. The activity of the enemy hitherto unfolds on all
fields of social, political and economic life.”* The fight for the success of socialism was

2 See among other works Banac, With Stalin against Tito; Perovi¢, The Tito-Stalin Split, pp. 32-63; Previsic, Povijest
informbiroovskog logora.

3 Archive of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Bosnia and Herzegovina (henceforth, Archive of MUP BiH),
Assistant Minister Svetislav Stefanovi¢, Udba FNR]J to Assistant Minister, Udba BiH, 22 November 1949.

4 Archive of MUP BiH, Udba BiH to all district Udba offices, 13 September 1947.
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a fight to the death. The deadly seriousness of the situation was of course reinforced by
the witch hunt against “Titoists” in the Soviet bloc.®

Beyond Goli Otok

Without any doubt, the prison island of Goli Otok became the embodiment of the
repression of real and alleged Cominformists in Yugoslavia. However, Goli Otok was
in many ways not just the climax of this repression but also the beginning and not the
end of the Yugoslav regime’s concerns regarding the Cominformist threat. As the dos-
siers of these prisoners in the Slovenian archives show, collaboration with the Yugoslav
State Security Service was for very many of them a precondition for their release from
the island.® Returning to the mainland, they were deployed to uncover other suspected
Cominformists and to check the loyalty of those former Cominformists who had (alleg-
edly) recanted in order to be rehabilitated by the regime. Even when such agreements to
act as informants were signed, former prisoners from Goli Otok and other prisons bore
the mark of political shame and dishonour for many years. Many of them faced difficul-
ty obtaining gainful employment or any form of career advancement. And anyone who
has spoken to Cominformists or their descendants has heard stories of how they were
shunned by former colleagues and even family and friends.

Yet the story of the continued interest of the Yugoslav State Security Service re-
mains relatively unknown. It can be told in episodes that generally mimic the ebb and
flow of the Yugoslav-Soviet bilateral relationship but also the internal crises experienced
within Yugoslavia. For example, coinciding with the rapprochement in the mid-1950s,
the Yugoslav government enacted an amnesty.

However, a decade later, in connection with the purge of Yugoslav Vice President
Aleksandar Rankovi¢ and former head of the Yugoslav State Security Service in 1966,
Cominformists again faced scrutiny.” Every time a danger to the Yugoslav communist
party-state materialized, it was necessary to manufacture a label that could be used to
convey the nature of this danger, and the case of Rankovi¢ was no exception. The par-
ty-state leadership settled on the label of birokratsko-etatisticki (bureaucratic-statist) devi-
ationism. This label neatly summarized Rankovi¢’s sins: his centralism and his opposition
to (slight) political and (more considerable) economic liberalization. In the context of the
time, these sins aligned Rankovi¢ with the Cominformists, and it was therefore to be ex-
pected that the Yugoslav State Security Service would be concerned about the establish-
ment of a sprega (“nexus”) — one of the Service’s favourite words — that would consist of
irate and powerful supporters of Rankovi¢ and unrepentant Cominformists. The fact that

5  Fora thorough and detailed account of the other side of the conflict in one Soviet bloc country, see Vojtéchovsky,
Iz Praga protiv Tita!.

6 Archive of Republic of Slovenia (henceforth, AS), F. 1931, $k.1045-1050.

7 SKand BD book, but criticize its one-sided view of events.
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many members of both these groups stemmed from the ranks of the Yugoslav army and
the security services only increased the perceived danger that they posed to Yugoslavia.

In the event, the fall of Rankovi¢ passed without any larger counterattack on the
Yugoslav party-state. Yet the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 again quickly
raised concerns about the activities of Cominformists.® The Yugoslav State Security
Service claimed that it detected lively activity among Cominformists as a result of the
events in Czechoslovakia. In addition to the obvious interest in Soviet Bloc citizens and
intelligence agencies, the Yugoslav State Security Service once again fixed the spot-
light on the “IB complex.” The latent network of informants among Cominformists
was reactivated, and all former Cominformists underwent security checks again, “with
the accent on the so-called ‘top’, possible ‘leaders’ and collaborationists,” and lists for
the “isolation” of the most dangerous among them were revised. In Bosnia and Her-
zegovina alone, 1,087 “former Cominformists” were checked by mid-September 1968,
while in Macedonia 375 informativni razgovori (interrogations) had been conducted.™
By contrast, and very surprisingly given the well-known disproportional representation
of Cominformists in Montenegro, the republican state security service there had up
until the invasion only actively monitored 13 former Cominformists. This rather shock-
ing shortcoming appears to have been a function of severely insufficient staffing of the
Montenegrin State Security Service.

Perhaps not coincidentally, the Yugoslav State Security Service the year after the
invasion of Czechoslovakia updated its own procedures for wartime conditions, and
the Yugoslav government found it necessary to redistribute the Bela knjiga o agresivnim
postupcima vlada SSSR-a, Poljske, Cehoslovacke, Madarske, Rumunije, Bugarske i Albanije
prema Jugoslaviji (The White Book on the Aggressive Behaviour of the Governments of
the USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria and Albania towards
Yugoslavia), which had been originally issued in 1951." Likewise, in May 1972, the
federal Yugoslav State Security Service (SSUP SDB) reported on aspects of renewed
hostile Soviet activity against Yugoslavia.'? During this time, Yugoslav-Soviet relations
were also tense because of Yugoslav suspicions that Branko Jeli¢, one of the most im-
portant figures in the Croat emigration, was receiving support from the Soviet Union."

8  See Akcija Sokol, AS, F. 1931, sk. 1187.

9  Slovenian State Security Service, Draft of the Contents of the Dossier for the Operation Sokol, 21 August 1968,
AS, F. 1931, k. 1187.

10  SSUP SDB, I1I. Sector, Official Note on Meeting with Republican SDB Inspectors, 19 September 1968, AS, F.
1931, sk. 1187.

11 Letter of SSUP SDB to Slovenian State Security Service, 26 February 1969, AS, F. 1931, sk.1051.

12 SSUP SDB, Information on Some Forms of Newer Hostile Activity of the USSR against the SFR], AS, F. 1931,
§k. 1203. The SSUP SDB provided this information to the commission that was preparing the June 1972 visit
of Tito to the Soviet Union.

13 SSUP SDB, Information on Alleged Connections of Dr. Branko Jeli¢ with the Soviet Intelligence Service and
Other Factors in the USSR, AS, F. 1931, k. 1203. For evidence that Moscow’s interest in Croat separatism also
attracted attention in the West, see Clissold, Croat Separatism, pp. 7-8, 19.
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A year later, in February 1973, the SSUP SDB analysed hostile Cominformist
activities against Yugoslavia."* Such activities included the sending of Cominformist
propaganda to Yugoslavia from both the Soviet bloc and from Western Europe, an ac-
tivity that according to the SDB had increased since a meeting of European communist
parties in Moscow in 1969. The first packages with such propaganda arriving in Yugo-
slavia had been sent from Denmark and West Germany. Based on a later SSUP SDB
report, it is likely that these packages contained similar propaganda to that which Soviet
visitors to Yugoslavia and representatives in the country had been spreading during
those years."” “All these materials were printed predominantly in the Serbo-Croatian
language from 1969 until 1974 in the edition of the agency Nowosti in Moscow, which
means that they were intended for our citizens. In them, the economic, technical and
other accomplishments of the USSR and the leading role of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union, the life and activity of students and the youth in the USSR, the living
standards of the Soviet working people, etc., are praised.”’® The Yugoslav authorities also
watched with concern the visits of Cominformists and other Yugoslav citizens to the
Dom sovjetske kulture (House of Soviet Culture) in Belgrade. Although visitor numbers
had dropped after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, they recovered by
the mid-1970s."” Yet Yugoslav requests for similar cultural exhibitionism in the Soviet
Union were consistently rebuffed. “Simply put, we have been put in the position that
in the Soviet Union only that which corresponds to their criteria can be said about
Yugoslavia.”

Just like the Yugoslav State Security Service feared the destructive potential of a
nexus of the “fascist emigration” — particularly Croats in Western Europe and overseas
— with NATO and recalcitrant nationalist elements in Yugoslavia, so the SDB worried
constantly about the links between the Cominformist emigration with the Warsaw Pact
and obstinate Stalinists in Yugoslavia. And in the case of Kosovo Albanians, Stalinist
or pro-Hoxha leanings blended with Albanian irredentism, which was a point of per-
ennial concern within the Yugoslav security services."” From the point of view of the
SDB in 1973, “It can be said that since the so-called normalization of relations in 1955

14 SSUP SDB, Review of Hostile Activity towards the SFR] by the Extreme Portion of the IB Emigration in East
and West in Recent Times, AS, F. 1931, k. 387.

15 SSUP SDB, Overview of Intelligence and Propagandistic-Subversive Activity of Soviet Experts on Temporary
Work in Yugoslavia and Counteraction by the SDB, April 1975, AS, F. 1931, k. 1209.

16  SSUP SDB, Subversive-Propagandistic Activity of the Soviet Union against Yugoslavia, 9 January 1975, p. 5,
AS, F. 1931, k. 1209.

17 Ibid., pp. 6-8.

18  Ibid.

19 SSUP SDB, Newer Intelligence Regarding Hostile Activity of the Extreme Portion of the IB Emigration
in East and West and the Reaction of the External and Internal Enemy Regarding the Arrest and Trial of a
Cominform Group, 1 October 1974, p. 18, AS, F. 1931, k. 1208. See also SSUP SDB, Intelligence of the SDB
about Current Events in NR Albania and the Relationship towards the SFR], 1974(?), AS, F. 1931, sk. 1208.
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until today, and this is also confirmed by our most recent intelligence, there has not
been a correct and frank relationship towards Yugoslavia as regards the IB emigration
in these countries.” The Cominformist emigration continued to receive support from
the Soviet Union and the Yugoslav authorities had intelligence suggesting that émigrés
continued to be present on active service in the Soviet army “as well as in almost all in-
stitutions which are directed towards Yugoslavia.”” The SDB focused on the “discovery,
surveillance, documentation and interception of subversive-propagandistic and other
enemy [Cominformist] activity.”*2At the end of 1972, 98 persons in Yugoslavia (51 in
Montenegro, 1 in Croatia, 23 in Slovenia, 23 in Serbia, none in Bosnia-Herzegovina
or Macedonia) were under active “operational processing” by the SDB.% The methods
applied by the SDB included surveillance, occasional interrogations, warnings, intercep-
tion of mail and forced resettlement.

In December 1974, Yuri Andropov, who was at that point the chief of the KGB,
met with Yugoslav federal secretary for internal affairs Franjo Herljevi¢ in Moscow.
Hostile Cominformist activity against Yugoslavia was among the topics discussed,
though both agreed that Soviet-Yugoslav relations were improving and both promised
to prevent any hostile activities against the other’s state.** Herljevi¢ told Andropov that
it would be a shame to let the misguided deeds of a few dozen people ruin the bilateral
relationship. Andropov further promised that the KGB would keep an alert eye on Yu-
goslav Cominformists residing in the Soviet Union and restrict their movements, and
he oftered to provide his Yugoslav counterpart with reports on their activities. For good
measure, Andropov also offered to sell technical equipment for intelligence and coun-
terintelligence operations to Yugoslavia and to assist if needed as regarded the “Yugoslav
extreme emigration in Western Europe.””

In this context, it is worth recalling the Yugoslav State Security Service’s focus on
the unrepentant Cominformist Vlado Dapcevi¢, who had fled Yugoslavia in 1948, set-
tling in Belgium after stays in Albania, the Soviet Union and other countries.? In 1975,
Dapcevi¢ was arrested in Bucharest and extradited to Yugoslavia, where he was origi-
nally sentenced to death. The sentence was commuted to twenty years’ imprisonment.
Dapcevi¢ was also featured in an October 1974 SDB analytical report on the hostile

20 SSUP SDB, Review of Hostile Activity towards the SFR] by the Extreme Portion of the IB Emigration in East
and West in Recent Times, February 1973, p. 20, AS, F. 1931, sk. 387.

21 Tbid, p.21.

22 Ibid,, p.23.

23 Ihid, p.24.

24 Janez Zemljari¢, Official Yugoslav Note Regarding Meeting on 4 December 1974 of Yuri Andropov and Franjo
Herljevi¢, 10 December 1974, AS, F. 1931, sk. 383.

25 Compare, however, with SSUP SDB, Subversive-Propagandistic Activity of the Soviet Union against Yugosla-
via, 9 January 1975, AS, F. 1931, sk. 1209; SSUP SDB, Overview of Newest Intelligence Regarding the Subver-
sive Activity of Representatives of the USSR in the SFR], AS, December 1975, F. 1931, sk. 1209.

26  Regarding Dapcevi¢ and other neoibeouci, see Cvetkovié, Izmedu srpa i cekica 2, pp. 469-95.
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activities of the Cominform emigration and their reaction to the arrest of Cominform-
ists in Yugoslavia who had been working on establishing “a new Communist Party of
Yugoslavia.” The arrest of Dapcevi¢ and the trial of the so-called “Bar Group” high-
lighted the continued repression of Cominformists.”® According to SDB analysts, “Bu-
reaucratic-dogmatic forces and other structures of the internal enemy are attempting to
exploit this event to spread propaganda about the difficult state of affairs in the country,
the creation of a psychosis of tension and unsolved politico-economic conditions.”
Worryingly for the SDB, Aleksandar Rankovi¢ had also expressed interest in the recent
arrests, as had his deposed ally Vojin Luki¢.*® By contrast, the ousted liberal Serb com-
munist Latinka Perovi¢ and dissident Milovan Dilas had expressed concerns that the

Soviet and Cominformist threat was not being taken sufficiently seriously.*

Operation “Center-80”

'This mentality would later become less anxious and urgent than it was in the im-
mediate aftermath of June 1948, but it never quite disappeared and could and did flare
up, most critically in the period preceding and immediately following Tito’s death in
May 1980. By the beginning of the new decade, even the most zealous admirers of the
president for life had to admit that Josip Broz Tito was mortal.

Around 3 January 1980, Tito was hospitalized in Ljubljana. The Slovenian State
Security Service in mid-January initiated an operation named Center-80 in connec-
tion with Tito’s deteriorating health and the security implications surrounding it.*> Any
“bearers of hostile activity” were to be identified and neutralized during this period,
whose critical nature was exacerbated greatly by the recent Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan on 25 December 1979. The invasion retraumatized the Yugoslav security services,
reawakening memories of 1956 and 1968, both of which had also triggered renewed

27 SSUP SDB, Newer Intelligence Regarding Hostile Activity of the Extreme Portion of the IB Emigration in
East and West and the Reaction of the External and Internal Enemy Regarding the Arrest and Trial of a Co-
minform Group, 1 October 1974, AS, F. 1931, sk. 1208.

28 SSUP SDB, Information on the Terrorist and Other Subversive Activity of the Yugoslav Emigration in East
and West and the Relations of the Official Organs of Individual Countries towards This Activity, 21 June 1976,
p-18,AS F. 1931, sk. 387.

29 SSUP SDB, Newer Intelligence Regarding Hostile Activity of the Extreme Portion of the IB Emigration in
East and West and the Reaction of the External and Internal Enemy Regarding the Arrest and Trial of a Co-
minform Group, p. 16, 1 October 1974, AS, F. 1931, sk. 1208.

30 SSUP SDB, Newer Intelligence Regarding Hostile Activity of the Extreme Portion of the IB Emigration in
East and West and the Reaction of the External and Internal Enemy Regarding the Arrest and Trial of a Co-
minform Group, p. 18, 1 October 1974, AS, F. 1931, sk. 1208.

31 Ibid, p. 19.

32 Information Sheet on Operation “Center-80,” 23 April 1981, AS, F. 1931, sk. 378; SR Slovenia, Republican
Secretariat for Internal Affairs, Enemy Activity Related to the State of Health of the President of the Republic
— Proposal for the Establishment of an Operation”.
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vigilance against Cominformists. In this context, “humerous speculations” appeared, in-
cluding regarding “possible Soviet aggression in Yugoslavia.”

Although Center-80 was initiated by the republican state security service in Slove-
nia, the SSUP SDB was of course also informed and involved. In a manner that seems in
hindsight somewhat ridiculous, the pseudonym “Goran” was used to refer to the dying
leader. Already on 15 January 1980, the SSUP SDB wrote that “members of all groups
of internal enemies are using the intervention of the USSR in Afghanistan and the state
of health of ‘Goran’ as a reason for the intensification of their propagandistic activity,
networking, evaluation of the situation and advocacy of concrete hostile activities.”**
Of course, many of these “internal enemies” were not Cominformists, but of the 450
persons identified by the SDB as having acted hostilely since the Soviet invasion, more
than half — approximately 250 — were identified as being from the “bureaucratic-statist
group,” and 190 were Cominformists, with the remainder stemming from the group
condemned along with Rankovi¢ at the Fourth Plenum of the Central Committee of
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia in 1966.% “The largest group desires and ex-
pects the intervention of the USSR in our country.”® Certain individuals even claimed
to know that the Cominformist emigration had already formed a “government” await-
ing the death of Tito.”” Some even spread rumours about an impending Third World
War that would be worse than the Second World War. By contrast, “internal enemies”
of “anarcho-liberal” liberal and nationalist stripes tended to think that the West would
not permit Soviet intervention in Yugoslavia.

On 27 February 1980, the SSUP SDB issued further evaluations of the evolving
situation.® This analysis highlighted three strategies of those actors exploiting the cur-
rent situation. First, they sowed doubt about the stability of the “self~-managing socialist
system.” Second, they tried to provoke and exacerbate panic and “psychosis” among
Yugoslav citizens, especially by highlighting the alleged risk of Soviet intervention in
Yugoslavia. Third, they sought to attract new adherents to their anti-Yugoslav views. By
this point, the Yugoslav State Security Service had registered negative remarks from ap-
proximately 2,000 persons, of which half had been made from the “bureaucratic-statist”
position.* Of these 1,000 persons, 577 had in turn earlier been registered as Comin-
formists, and 60% were currently under the “treatment” of the SDB.*

33 Information Sheet on Operation “Center-80,” 23 April 1981, AS, F. 1931, sk. 378.

34 SSUP SDB, Important Characteristics of the Activities of the Internal Enemy Regarding the Newest Interna-
tional Situation and Events in Our Country,” 15 January 1980, p. 1, AS. F. 1931, sk. 378.

35 Ibid, pp.1,4.

36 Ibid., p.2.

37 Ibid., p.3,AS, F. 1931, 5k. 378.

38 SSUP SDB, Some Evaluations and Characteristics of the Activities of the Internal Enemy Regarding the
Events in Afghanistan and the State of Health of the President of the Republic, 27 February 1980, AS, F. 1931,
sk. 378.

39 Ibid, p.5.

40 Ibid.,p.7.
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'The comments of these people conformed closely to statements by Soviet diplomats
in Yugoslavia. As reasons for desiring Soviet intervention, they highlighted the alleged
endangered nature of socialism in Yugoslavia and the poor economic situation.“They
glorify the military might of the USSR and its readiness to fulfil ‘international ob-
ligations’.”! The SDB displayed concern that these views might align with those of
Serb nationalists, Serbian Orthodox clergy and Macedonian nationalists. Moreover, the
tear of Aleksandar Rankovi¢ and his allies rearing their heads again remained present.
However, the SDB also admitted that most of the pro-Soviet sentiment remained on a
rhetorical level, and that those uttering such views did not seem ready to convert their
sentiments into concrete actions. Many pro-Soviet elements continued to fear repres-
sion from the Yugoslav authorities. As a matter of fact, 12 alleged Cominformists had
just been expelled from the League of Communists in Vojvodina.

'The last report which will be examined here is the SSUP SDB’s report on the topic
of threats to Yugoslav state security issued in late May 1980, a few weeks after Tito’s
death.* According to the report, the amount of hostile activity seemed to have declined
during the most recent period compared to the period between January and March.
Rather ironically, and perhaps affected by the general emotional shock that pervaded
Yugoslav society at the time, “a number of bearers of hostile activities spoke about Tito
as a great statesman, especially emphasizing his enormous contribution during the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Struggle [i.e., the Second World War] and the postwar development
of the country. They especially highlight his contribution to the strengthening of the
reputation and role of our country abroad and internal stability. Related to this, a sig-
nificant number of these people as well express the conviction that much more complex
circumstances will arise.”* However, the SDB believed that the danger of Cominform-
ist activity in alliance with other hostile actors remained significant. Cominformists still
dominated those engaged in making hostile comments.*

'The activities to suppress and neutralize Cominformist plans would therefore con-
tinue, now in the context of Operation Jedinstvo (Unity), which had been initiated by
the SSUP SDB.* Two years later, in May 1982, it was “business as usual,” with the
SSUP SDB continuing to monitor and analyse the activities of approximately 1,000
persons (of whom a quarter were under “treatment” throughout Yugoslavia identified
with “bureaucratic-statist positions and their nexuses with the IB emigration.” A new

41 Ibid., p.8.

42 SSUP SDB, Basic Characteristics of the Recent Activities of the Internal Enemy Regarding Current Events
Abroad and at Home, with Special Focus on the Period after the Death of Comrade Tito, 23 May 1980, p. 3,
AS, F. 1931, sk. 378.

43 TIhid,p.3.

44 Ibid., pp.5,7.

45  Letter of Federal Secretary of Internal Affairs Franjo Herljevi¢, 4 May 1980, AS, F. 1931, sk. 378.

46  SSUP SDB, Hostile Activity of Some Persons with Bureaucratic-Statist Positions and Their Nexuses with the
IB Emigration (1980-1981), AS, F. 1931, sk. 2332. See also SSUP SDB, Hostile Activity of Newly Exposed
Bearers of the Bureaucratic-Statist Concept from 1980 to 1981, p. 13, AS, F. 1931, sk. 2332.
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coordinated dossier on this matter had been established in December 1980. In addi-
tion to the previously noted views, the SDB also commented on the misinterpretations
of the “counterrevolutionary events in Kosovo” since mass demonstrations had started
there and also in their opinion specious comparisons of the situation in Yugoslavia with
that in Poland, where martial law had been imposed. As regarded Kosovo, the Comin-
formists expressed the opinion that “it would not have come to this had Rankovi¢ been

in power.”’

Conclusion

The purpose of this paper has been to cast light on the relatively neglected topic
of the surveillance and repression of real and alleged Cominformists in Yugoslavia after
Goli Otok. The threat of nationalist émigré terrorism was in many ways much more
relevant and concrete— many more Yugoslav lives were lost in the protracted struggle be-
tween the Croat emigration and the Yugoslav State Security Service than in IB-related
activities. But the threat of a total destruction of Yugoslavia by the Soviet Union and its
Warsaw Pact allies loomed large until the Gorbachev era.

It is to be hoped that this topic will receive more attention in the future. Much
more research is certainly required on this matter, and the relevant archives are slowly
becoming more accessible. It would be particularly interesting to move beyond the pro-
grammatic and analytical documents predominantly cited in this article and look at the
personal dossiers of a select group of persons suspected of maintaining Cominformist
sympathies for decades after 1948. Perhaps the best evidence of the enduring nature of
the Yugoslav State Security Service’s enduring interest is a list of Cominformist émigrés
who were banned from entering Yugoslavia. The list stems from July 1990, only shortly
before the collapse of Yugoslavia.*®
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Summary

Christian Axboe Nielsen
Never-ending vigilance:
The Yugoslav State Security Service and Cominform Supporters after Goli Otok

'The paper will explore the issue of surveillance of Cominform supporters after they had returned
from Goli otok. It will look at this issue up to the mid-1980s and will specifically deal with the
problem of fear within the State Security Service of a Soviet-led attack against Yugoslavia after

Tito’s death.

Christian Axboe Nielsen, Aarbus University
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The Tito-Stalin Conflict:
Yugoslavia as the Westernmost Part of the Eastern World

After the Communist Party (or the Liberation Front in Slovenia) assumed power and
crushed its non-party opposition at the end of World War II, the focus of political
dissension in Yugoslavia and Slovenia shifted to the factions within the Communist
Party (renamed the League of Communists in 1952). Before the mid-1980s, there was
no organised opposition in Slovenia. The only exceptions were the Catholic Church,
with which the authorities started searching for common ground in the second half of
the 1950s, finally achieving a bearable modus vivendi in the 1960s; and the intellectual
opposition, centred around individual journals, whose freedom was determined by the
current mood and power relations at the top. From the late 1940s to the early 1980s,
there were three major instances of score-settling during the Pan-Yugoslav campaigns
and purges, which also reached Slovenia and, at the same time, went beyond mere inner-
-party score-settling: The Cominform, Dilasism and party “Liberalism”.

'The Cominform (Communist Information Bureau) was established on 30 Septem-
ber 1947 in Szklarska Por¢ba, Poland. The session was attended by the communist parti-
es of the Soviet Union, Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Albania,
France, Italy, and Yugoslavia. After the session, a communiqué was issued which stated
that the tasks of the Cominform were to organise an exchange of experiences between
the communist parties and, should the need arise, coordinate their activities based on
the spirit of unity, and that it had been decided at the session that the Information Bu-
reau would publish its own periodical with an editorial office based in Belgrade. The ac-
tual purpose of this consultation was to strengthen the influence of the Soviet Union in
East European countries and in Yugoslavia, while using the biggest Western communist
parties (of Italy and France) to influence the turbulent, almost revolutionary conditions

in those two countries. This policy soon began to conflict with the policy of the CPY,
which was — apart from the VKP(b) [All-Russian Communist Party (Bolshevik)] — the
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most powerful communist party in the socialist camp, and which had experienced an
authentic revolution under conditions and a setting that greatly differed from that of
the Russian Revolution of 1917. Because of this conflict, Yugoslavia found itself in al-
most total international isolation and on the brink of war. Opting for the Cominform
was considered treason by the Yugoslav leadership, who used Stalinist methods to fight
the Cominform. While they were settling scores with actual or alleged Cominformists,
around 60,000 people in Yugoslavia were expelled from the Party, and 16,312 people
(including high-ranking personnel — deputies, ministers, officers, etc.) were given vari-
ous sentences, including imprisonment at special isolation camps on the islands of Goli
Otok and Grgur and elsewhere. Under the guise of “re-education”’, prisoners were su-
bjected to various forms of physical and psychological torture; many did not survive. The
state further strengthened its repressive apparatus and various forms of exerting pressure
while the leadership carried out accelerated collectivisation in the countryside to prove
that, despite the criticism of the Soviet Union, it was “building” socialism and was on
the “right path”. Around 5,000 Yugoslav citizens, who had fled their home country acted
against it in various propaganda centres in East European socialist countries.!

bilasism was named after Milovan Dilas, one of the four most powerful post-war
Yugoslav politicians (along with Tito, Rankovi¢ and Kardelj). During the war, he exer-
ted revolutionary terror in Montenegro (the so-called second stage of the revolution)
and was a sworn Stalinist in the first post-war years. However, in the early 1950s he
was the main author of the resolutions for the Sixth Congress of the CPY at which
the CPY renounced its role of a state party (though only formally) and renamed itself
the League of Communists. In late 1953, he wrote a number of articles in Borba and
Nova misao, in which he criticised the bureaucratism within the Party and in society, the
Bolshevist party model, and the altered revolutionary morality. His rather confused and
contradictory ideas advocated a two-party socialist system (the League of Communists
was to be “opposed” by the Socialist Alliance). At the third plenum of the CC of the
CPY in January 1954, his ideas were labelled “anarcho-liberalist” and “revisionist”; he
was expelled from political life and later received prison sentences on several occasions.
He spent a total of nine years in prison, two and a half of which in solitary confinement.
He was released in December 1966, after which he emigrated and spent his time writing
and lecturing in Western countries, mostly in the USA. He returned to Yugoslavia in the
1980s and died there. Dilas never attempted to create his own faction within the League
of Communists nor did he have an organised network of followers; nevertheless, from
the mid-1950s to the early 1960s, “Dilasism” was the worst negative ideological label,
second only to the Cominform, to be given to opponents of the official policy. His real
or alleged followers were then crushed politically (deposings, transfers, and the like).?

1 Lesnik, Informbiro, p. 369.

2 For more see in: Perovi¢, Dominantna i nezeljena.
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Party Liberalism was a heterogeneous movement, which emerged at the end of the
1960s and early 1970s in Slovenia, Serbia and Croatia (and partly in Macedonia and
Bosnia and Herzegovina), and which was connected with individual influential youn-
ger-generation politicians (Latinka Perovi¢ and Marko Nikezi¢ in Serbia, Miko Tripalo
and Savka Dabéevi¢-Kucar in Croatia, and Stane Kav¢ic in Slovenia). It was the result
of the changes in Yugoslav society from the mid-1960s onwards (economic reform;
the admission that the national issue had not been solved once and for all; the political
removal of Aleksandar Rankovi¢ as Tito’s number two and as an agent of repression
and an advocate of centralisation).These changes were accompanied by strong national
pressures and outbreaks of nationalism, e.g. in Kosovo in 1968 and in Croatia in 1971;
by intellectual dissent (expressed through the protests of intellectuals in the 1960s and
through student demonstrations in 1968); in part, these changes were also influenced
from abroad (the “Prague Spring” and the occupation of Czechoslovakia). In Slovenia,
Liberalism aimed at greater political pluralism among and in the existing political orga-
nisations and strove for the continuation of economic reforms and the market economy
concept with social correctives provided by the state. It insisted on greater Slovenian
independence within the federation, including the right to establish direct international
contacts and take out international loans, and the participation fee principle in sustain-
ing the federation. It strove for greater independence in the defence policy (Republican
Territorial Defence, the right to serve in the army in one’s home republic o, if that were
impossible, in nationally homogeneous units, and the right to use one’s mother tongue
in the army). The economic concept envisaged the development of propulsive industri-
es (commerce, banking, transport, tourism, service activities, consultancy, engineering,
and also information and computer science, in terms of development). Slovenia was to
become a bridge between Eastern and Western countries, while modelling its economy
mainly after the West. Energy-wise, it was to work towards the development of “clean”
energies (oil, gas, nuclear power). Administratively speaking, it was to be polycentric, but
with a uniform and centrally governed education system, health care, cultural, research
and scientific activity, and tax policy. In the early 1970s, Tito and the more orthodox
movement in the League of Communists crushed the leading Liberal politicians (in
Slovenia, around 400 followers of Liberalism, mostly economists, were deposed); they
began deviating from the idea of a market economy (and opted for the so-called ne-
gotiated economy), while the outlined changes in international relations were kept and
institutionalised in the Constitution of 1974.3

In Slovenia, the Cominform was often discussed as a social problem in journalism,
literature and historiography, though in a rather biased manner until the early 1980s.
'The basic premise was that this conflict was merely a logical continuation of previous

conflicts, allegedly brought on by the fact that during the war the Yugoslav party had

3 Repe, ‘Liberalizem” v Sloveniji.
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started down an original path towards socialism. The settling of scores, the issue of
the falsely accused, and the suffering of prisoners remained “taboo topics”. In the early
1980s, the first influential literary works were written on the topic, and historiography
abandoned the previous claims that Yugoslav Communism had been different in the
first post-war years, and started advocating the premise that this conflict was precisely
why they started abandoning Soviet-modelled administrative socialism and searching
for an alternative path (of self-management). Such conflicts can be dated back to the
war. The USSR had subordinated its actions to its relationships with the allies and it
demanded that the liberation movement in Yugoslavia do the same. Hence, it rejected
all “premature” revolutionary measures, as well as measures directed against the gover-
nment in exile and King Peter (e.g. the issue of proletarian brigades or their insignia
— the hammer and sickle; the issue of implementing the so-called second stage of the
revolution; the issue of establishing AVNO]J in Biha¢ as a political but not an authorita-
tive body; something similar could be said for the second AVNQ] session of which the
USSR was informed just before it began). The Yugoslav leadership also quietly resented
the Soviet one for providing much more modest aid than the West during the war (until
the autumn of 1944, when the USSR equipped twelve infantry and two aviation divi-
sions of the Yugoslav Army), and that until the spring of 1942 Moscow praised Draza
Mihailovi¢ as the leader of the resistance in Yugoslavia. After the war, protests were
triggered by Tito’s speech in Ljubljana in May 1945 in which he said that Yugoslavia
would not be small change in a bargain between the great powers, referring to the agre-
ement concluded during the war between the Allies, which stated that Austria would
be restored to its pre-1938 borders, and which dealt a blow to Yugoslav demands to
change the borders in Carinthia; then there was the issue of Trieste, in which the USSR
did not want to risk a straining of relations (and potentially a new war); and the issue
of occasional inconsistent support given to Yugoslav demands by the USSR at the Paris
Peace Conference. Conflicts also arose because of the conduct of the Red Army during
military operations on Yugoslav territory (rapes, thefts, violence against the population),
but these were covered up until the Cominform conflict. In the first post-war years,
economic relations were especially problematic: unequal exchange, the establishment of
mixed companies that were more beneficial to the Soviet Union, pressures to establish a
mixed Soviet-Yugoslav bank, etc.

However, these conflicts had not eroded the relations between the two parties and
countries, generally speaking; the closest relations with the first land of socialism were
never questioned and the West believed that Yugoslavia was the most loyal follower of
the Soviet Union. The last influential work, which was based on the viewpoint that the
different nature of Yugoslavia was the cause of the conflict with Stalin, was the book by

Vladimir Dedjjer, titled The Battle Stalin Lost (1969).* Afterwards, critical judgement

4 Dedijer, The Battle Stalin Lost.
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gradually strengthened; a more prominent milestone was the period after Tito’s death,
although in the first half of the 1980s certain historians in Yugoslavia and Slovenia still
argued that self-management had not started after the Cominform conflict and as an
alternative to the Soviet model, but (as the leading Slovenian politician Edvard Kardelj
also claimed) already during the war.’ In addition to a number of articles in scientific
journals, among the books that adopted a more critical approach in the second half
of the 1980s were books by Joze Pirjevec, Dusan Bilandzi¢ and Darko Beki¢.® In the
late 1980s, the then most prominent expert on contemporary Yugoslav history Branko
Petranovi¢ wrote that “Yugoslavia remained a communist country even after 1948,
and that the Yugoslav theoretical thought (“previously paralysed by Stalinist ideological
totalitarianism”) started focusing on “discovering new paths to revolution” only after the
Cominform conflict.® The second half of the 1980s was also characterised by analyses
conducted by the then prominent Yugoslav political scientists and sociologists (Zagorka
Golubovi¢, Laslo Sekelj, Vojislav Ko$tunica and others), who attempted to prove with
considerable precision and at a theoretical level in what ways the Yugoslav model had
remained loyal to the Soviet (Bolshevist) version of socialism even after the Cominform
conflict, and where the main differences lay.

In Slovenia, very few people openly supported the Cominform, which is why we
cannot speak of an organised Cominform opposition. There was no danger of a “fifth
column” in the event of a Soviet attack, in contrast to the traditionally Russophile re-
gions of Yugoslavia. However, the lists of the State Security Administration (UDBA)
contained the names of many people who criticised the authorities for various reasons.
Because the term Cominformist became a synonym for an internal enemy of the state,
such critics of authorities were proclaimed “Cominformists”.

Most of them were imprisoned without trial; they were subjected to physical and
psychological torture, just as the “real” Cominformists were; and many were censured.
In the 1980s, some of the former prisoners wrote about how they had been treated (Ja-
nez Jezer$ek, Martin Mencej, Radovan Hrast, Cene Logar, Joze Jurancic, Igor Torkar).
Political opponents were deprived of freedom in one of two ways. The so-called admi-
nistrative penalty was imposed directly by the State Security Administration (UDBA)
without co-operation with the judicial system. UDBA had great power and could send
a person to perform Community Service (CS) for a period of up to two years; this pro-
cedure could be repeated (the prisoner was released for a short time and later arrested
again). The second way was sentencing performed by civil and military courts. In 1948,

5  Seee.g. Vodusek Stari¢, Zacetki samoupravijanja v, the chapter Nekaj o samoupravi med narodnoosvobodilno vojno
in o razvoju leta 1945 v Sloveniji /A Few Words on Self-Management during the National Liberation War and on
Development in Slovenia in 1945.

6  Pirjevec, Tito, Stalin in; Bilandzi¢, Historija SFRJ; Bekié, Jugoslavija u hladnom.

Petranovi¢, Istorija Jugoslavije, p. 240.

8  Ibid., p.288.
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not many arrests were made; the majority of Cominformists were imprisoned over the
tollowing two years. Dragotin Gustin¢i¢ was arrested even before the conflict and was
labelled a Cominformist later in prison.’

A total of 731 people were arrested (members and non-members of all classes); 334
of them received administrative penalties (penalties of up to two years, with a possibility
of them being reimposed, were imposed by the State Security Administration); while
157 of them were sentenced in court. Some of them never returned from serving their
sentences. It has been estimated that there were a total of around 1,000 Cominformists
in Slovenia, which was a much lower number than in other parts of Yugoslavia.'” The
authorities mostly searched for Cominformists among the intellectuals, because they
were the most critical of the government. In the mid-1950s, the passing of Cominform-
-related sentences ceased (with a few exceptions), but the authorities still kept a close
eye on former prisoners and categorised them into four groups based on the “degree of
their opposition”. This categorisation was mostly a result of the renewed straining of Yu-
goslav-Soviet relations in 1956 (dissolution of the Cominform as the coordinating body
of communist parties, riots in Poland, the intervention of the Red Army in Hungary).
Since this straining was not as severe as the one in 1948, and because by then the situ-
ation in Yugoslavia had gradually democratised, the authorities set out to “re-educate”
the Cominformists. For that reason, they were divided into categories; those in the first
group could immediately rejoin the CP, whereas the authorities considered those in the
fourth group openly hostile (in 1958 there were 58 such people). At that time, Comin-
formism in reality no longer existed, neither as a Yugoslav nor as a Slovenian political
problem, even though Cominformists were still under surveillance until the mid-1980s.
At the beginning of the 1950s, the conflict with the Cominform was followed by a se-
arch for an alternative route to socialism.

Repression slowly began to abate: according to data from the Public Prosecutor’s
Office of the People’s Republic of Slovenia there were 207 political convicts in Slovenia
in 1952, and 91 in 1953 (between 1948 and 1950 around 1,000 people were convic-
ted of political offences annually, which did not include the so-called administrative
penalties.)!! Most priests were released from prison and the authorities allowed the
publication of the religious periodical Druzina (Family) and the establishment of a se-
minary in Vipava (however, they excluded the Faculty of Theology from the University).
Collectivisation was also abandoned (in 1954 there were only 43 agricultural working

9 Dragotin Gustin¢i¢ was pre-war communist, a member of the politburo of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party, a participant in the debate on the national question in the party in 1920s and a supporter of
federalism. He also fought in the Spanish Civil War. In the 1930s he lived mostly in Moscow. After the war,
he was a university professor and he did not have a significant influence in CPS. He was arrested in 1948 and
released in 1951. He served his sentence on Goli Otok.

10 Gabri¢, Informbirojevstvo na Slovenskem, pp. 163-174.

11 Cepié et al., Kljucne znacilnosti slovenske politike, p. 104.
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cooperatives left in Slovenia; when collectivisation was at its peak, 8,600 farm holdings
with 32,000 family members were included in 382 co-operatives). In the context of
Slovenia, the new economic system introduced in the early 1950s denoted above all
the freeing up of domestic trade and the modernisation of banking on more modern
foundations (among other things, the introduction of the so-called communal banks
that began conducting transactions with citizens, giving out housing loans, and pro-
viding other services to a limited extent). The new economic system also introduced
significant changes to the supply of the population. In October 1951, the guaranteed
supply system was abolished, coupons were replaced with money, and in the months to
come, market prices were introduced for rationed goods. The supply of the population
started to depend on the operation of commercial companies and on buyers’ earnings.'?
In 1952, the agitprop apparatus was abolished (it was revived in 1956 in a milder form
as an ideological commission at the Central Committee of the League of Communists
of Slovenia). Ideological control lessened, which resulted in the creation of a number of
ideologically unburdened works in diverse areas of culture. (The most typical example of
cultural relaxation in Slovenia is the “bourgeois” comedy film Vesna directed by Frantisek
Cap). The relations relaxed after the border issues had been settled, following a severe
straining of Yugoslav-Italian relations in 1953 (the signing of the so-called London
Memorandum in 1954 and of the Austrian State Treaty in 1955). In 1955, Yugoslavia
and Italy signed an agreement on border traffic, the so-called Udine Agreement, which
was undoubtedly the first agreement of its kind between the two neighbouring coun-
tries after the Cold War. Slovenia had a specific position within Yugoslavia: bordering
with Italy and Austria, and with strong national minorities in those countries, it was
Yugoslavia’s most developed and pro-West oriented region. Opening up the borders
enabled people to make comparisons, and Slovenian authorities were forced — more
than the authorities in other parts of Yugoslavia — to try to match the personal and social
standard to those of the two neighbouring countries. Slovenian industry likewise — tho-
ugh slowly and awkwardly — kept up with the demands of buyers and in the mid-1950s
began making refrigerators, washing machines and other household appliances and de-
veloping a more attractive textile industry, as well as other industries. Western influences
in the post-Cominform period must be viewed within a wider context, together with
Western films and music that started coming to these parts in the early 1950s, with the
development of television in the late 1950s, and with the increase in motorisation, the
number of foreign tourists and economic emigration (so-called gastarbajters — workers
on temporary work abroad, who regularly returned for holidays, had deposits in Yugo-
slav banks, builthouses). The effects of this early liberalisation process were reflected in a
gradual raising of the standard and in a faster path towards consumerism. Despite these

12 Princi¢, V zacaranem krogu, p. 17.
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changes, nothing changed regarding the dominant role of the League of Communists in
society, the ideology prevalent in all aspects of social life, and the supremacy of political
elites over economic and other centres of power. But on the other hand, a blend of the
socialist system and capitalists influences from the West created an unusual atmosphere.
People did believe in Tito, self-management and the Non-Aligned Movement, but also
in washing machines, refrigerators, TV sets and other elements of consumer society.
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Summary

Bozo Repe
The Tito-Stalin Conflict: Yugoslavia as the Westernmost Part of the Eastern World

In Slovenia, very few people openly supported the Cominform, which is why we cannot speak
of an organised Cominform opposition. There was no danger of a “fifth column” in the event of
a Soviet attack in contrast to the traditionally Russophile regions of Yugoslavia. Still, the lists
of the State Security Administration (UDBA) contained the names of many people who criti-
cised the authorities for various reasons. Because the term Cominformist had become a synonym
for an internal enemy of the state, such critics of authorities were proclaimed “Cominformists”.
Most of them were imprisoned without trial; they were subjected to physical and psychological
torture, just as the “real” Cominformists were. A total of 731 people were arrested (members and
non-members of Party and from all social strata of the population). 334 of them received admin-
istrative penalties (penalties of up to two years, with a possibility of being reimposed, were im-
posed by the State Security Administration); while 157 of them were sentenced in court. Some of
them never returned from serving their sentences. It has been estimated that there were a total of
around 1,000 Cominformists in Slovenia, which was a much lower number than in other parts of
Yugoslavia. The authorities mostly searched for Cominformists among the intellectuals, because
they were most critical of the government. In the mid-1950s, the passing of Cominform-related
sentences ceased, but the authorities still kept a close eye on former prisoners. In the early 1950s,
the conflict with the Cominform was followed by a search for an alternative route to socialism.
The League of Communists kept a dominant role in society, the ideology was prevalent at least
in the main aspects of social life, and the supremacy of political elites over economic centres of
power was evident until the end of Yugoslavia. But on the other hand, Yugoslavia opened its bor-
ders, and Western influence on everyday life was strong, with films, music, and literature, which
started coming to these parts in the early 1950s. It also grew with the advent of television in the
late 1950s, and with the increase in motorisation and the development of tourism. The effects of
these early liberalisation processes were reflected in a gradual rising of the standard and in a faster
path towards consumerism.

Bozo Repe, University of Ljubljana
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Jobn P. Kraljic

Yugoslav Communities in North America

and the Tito-Stalin Split

World War II marked a watershed in the development of Yugoslav communities in
North America.! Croatian-Americans and Croatian-Canadians, by far the largest of the
three major communities (Serbian and Slovenian being the other two), lived within the
shadow of the Independent State of Croatia, which had declared war against, among
others, the United States. However, their community’s leadership, strongly influenced,
alternatively, by Leftist, Communist or Liberal, pro-New Deal ideas, for the most part
declared themselves in favor of the Partisans. The leadership of the Serbian community
in North America generally favored the restoration of King Peter II and the Chetnik
movement. Nevertheless, Serbs in the US and Canada also had very strong and vocal
pro-Communist organizations. The Communist Party of Yugoslavia (CPY ), which had
relied on financial contributions of immigrants in the pre-War years,? placed great store
on the sympathy of Yugoslav immigrants and followed these developments with sustai-
ned interest.’

1 General histories of Croatian-Americans and Croatian-Canadians include Prpic, The Croatian Immigrants,
Cizmi¢, Hrvati u ivotu, and Rasporich, For a Better Life. Serbian-Americans and Serbian-Canadians are dis-
cussed in Markovi¢, Doseljenje Srba u Kanadu; Jon&ié, Iseljenistvo; and Skorié, Serbs in Ontario. General treat-
ments concerning Yugoslav-Americans are found in Govorchin, Americans From Yugoslavia; and Prpic, South
Slav Immigrants.

2 See,e.g., Tito’s 20 October 1937 letter to Yugoslav communists in America in Tito, Sabrana djela 3:111-12. See
also Dimitrijevi¢, Odnos KPJ prema jugoslavenskoj, pp. 73-74.

3 As can be seen, for example, in a 20 December 1942 entry in Dedijer’s diary: “Today we discovered that in
America the well-known writer Louis Adamic strongly came out against Draza Mihailovi¢, emphasizing that
only the Partisans in Yugoslavia are leading the National Liberation War (...) Adamic’s statement is of great
importance.” Dedijer, Dnevnik, vol. 2, p. 36. See also a more thorough discussion of the importance placed in
the work of emigrants in Ibid., vol. 3., pp. 173-84. The Partisan press also followed developments in emigrant
communities. See, e.g., Bursi¢, Istarska partizanska stampa, vol. 1, p. 217 (citing to a 27 October 1944 issue of
Hrvatski list); and Glas Splita, p. 111 (citing to a 5 July 1944 issue of the newspaper). A wide body of literature
discusses Yugoslav-American communities in the United States and Canada during World War II. See, e.g.,
Cizmig, Prilog za istrazivanje; Lees, Yugoslav-Americans; and Kristo, Brother's Keeper.
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A small but influential group of Communists in the Yugoslav communities in the
US and Canada formed the bedrock of support for the Partisans and the post-War
Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia (FPRY).* During most of the period prior to
World War II, the membership of both the Communist Party of the United States
(CPUSA) and the Communist Party of Canada (CPC) primarily consisted of immi-
grants.’ In order to work effectively among the larger immigrant groups which had a
presence in the Parties, the CPUSA and CPC organized their foreign-born members
into national sections or language groups.

In the CPUSA in the early and mid-1930s, the activities of Yugoslav immigrant
members revolved around its Yugoslav Section.® The Yugoslav Section had no indepen-
dent existence or its own membership, being completely subservient to the Party. Its
functions were limited to publishing newspapers, mostly in Croatian. The Party sought
to extend its influence through other means, such as the establishment of Yugoslav
Workers’ Clubs which included non-Communists. The Communists assured their con-
trol over these Clubs through “fractions” which took unified positions on all issues of
importance.” The CPC organized its Yugoslav members somewhat differently, solely
through Workers’ Clubs, but these again remained tools of the Party.®

'The Parties viewed the Clubs as “mass organizations,” intended “to draw foreign
born workers into the general stream of the (...) labour [and Communist] movement.”
Both Parties controlled a number of other “mass organizations,” such as the Internatio-
nal Worker’s Order (IWO), a fraternal society established in 1930 by the CPUSA and
divided into national groups, including a Croatian-Serbian one appearing in February
1935.1°

During the second half of the 1930s, the Yugoslav groupings within the CPUSA
and CPC went through organizational transformations as a result of the implementati-
on of the “anti-Yugoslav” position of the Comintern. Yugoslav Communists in the North
America initially resisted this position, viewing unitary Yugoslavism, “as [a] ‘higher and

more revolutionary’ starting point for the development of the workers’ movement.”"!

4 Concerning pre-War Yugoslav Communist organizations in the United States and Canada, see generally Kraljic,
The Croatian Section; and Granic, Establishing the South Slavic Radical Labour Press.

5 Onlyin 1936 did the CPUSA have more native-born than immigrant members. Ottanelli, 7be Communist Party
of the United States, p. 128. In 1929, ninety-five percent of the CPC’s membership consisted of Finnish, Ukrai-
nian and Jewish immigrants. The percentage of immigrant members of the CPC remained high in the 1930s.
Avakumovic, The Communist Party of Canada, p. 34 and p. 120.

6 'The Yugoslav Section of the CPUSA was the second largest foreign language group in the Party in 1922-23 and

the third largest in 1924-25. The members of the Section, with Croats no doubt constituting the overwhelming

majority, numbered 1,290 out of 17,377 Party members in 1924. By comparison, in the same year the Jewish

Section numbered 1,368 and the Finnish Section 7,099. Glazer, The Social Basis, p. 42.

Glazer, The Social Basis, p. 50.

Penner, Canadian Communism, p. 276.

Rodney, Soldiers of the International, p. 159.

Od ¢&etvrte do pete konvencije. Fraternal Outlook, June-July 1940, p. 51; and Walker, Pluralistic Fraternity.

Lojen, Uspomene, p. 161.
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In order to break this “deviation,” the Comintern, through the CPY, sent a number
of emissaries to implement structural reforms, reorganizing, for example, the Yugoslav
Section into separate Croatian, Serbian and Slovenian Sections, each with its own new-
spapers, under the direction of a Mirko Markovi¢."

Yugoslavs formed an important component of the Communist Parties in the US
and Canada, but they remained a vocal and well-organized minority within their re-
spective communities and were dwarfed by such organizations as fraternal benefit soci-
eties.” Of these, the Croatian Fraternal Union (CFU) was by far the largest and most
important, with over 80,000 members in 1937.

Though not a political body, the CFU remained subject to various political influen-
ces, with delegates to its conventions arrayed in blocs fighting to gain control of the or-
ganization. In this regard, Croatian Communists in North America were no exception,
working within the CFU as leaders of groups variously labeled as the “Progressive Bloc”
or “Left Wingers.”” But prior to World War II, the Communists and their sympathi-
zers were thwarted in their bid to take control of the CFU, though they succeeded in
placing their followers in leading positions of various lodges.

World War II marked a turn-around in the fortunes of Yugoslav Communists in
the US and Canada. The occupation and dismemberment of Yugoslavia, the invasion
of the Soviet Union and the entry of the US into the war fortuitously occurred within
the course of approximately eight months. The Communists used their organizational
skills, as well as the increasing sympathy of Yugoslav-Americans toward the USSR and
the Partisans, to establish a leading position, primarily in the Croat community.'® Their

12 Markovi¢’s work on this reorganization is generally discussed in Kraljic, 7he Croatian Section, pp. 145-49.

13 A report from the late 1930s estimated that there were 1,800 to 2,000 Croatian-American members of the
CPUSA, an estimated 500 whom lived in western Pennsylvania, 200 in California and on the West Coast, and
100 in New York. Tamiment Institute, New York University, Earl Browder Papers, Series II, Subject Files, mi-
crofilm reel 4, no. 65, R-2467. An indication of sympathizers of the Party may be gathered from certain statistics
of some of the “mass organizations.” In 1933, thirty-eight Yugoslav Workers’ Clubs claimed 1,718 members and
in 1934 sixty Clubs claimed approximately 3,000 members. Prva konferencija J.R. kluba u USA. Borba, 1 March
1933, p. 5; and Cizmié, Hrvati u Zivotu, p- 241. In 1940, the IWO’s Croatian Section claimed 8,000 adult and
children members. Od Cetvrte do pete konvencije. Fraternal Outlook, June-July 1940, p. 51. In Canada, one au-
thor estimates that Croats constituted ten percent of the CPC’s 16,000 members in the late 1930s. Avakumovic,
The Communist Party of Canada, p. 121.

14  Mladineo, Narodni adresar, p. xxxii. The most comprehensive work on the CFU is Cizmig, Povijest Hrvatske
bratkse zajednice. See also Smoljan, Sto godina Hrovatske bratske zajednice.

15 An unsympathetic pamphlet summarizing the history of Communist-influence in the CFU is Suljak, 75e Com-
munist Conspiracy.

16  In what proved to be a future embarrassment, the Yugoslav Communists initially supported the Chetnik move-
ment, with Mirko Markovi¢ later having to live down the fact that he met with King Peter II during the latter’s
visit to the United States in 1942 where Markovi¢ presented a check to the King for $1,000, as noted in the
memoirs of the pro-Chetnik Yugoslav ambassador to the United States. Fotich, Zhe War We Lost, p. 184. See also
Dedijer, Dnevnik, vol. 3, p. 56. A collection of Markovic’s articles which appeared in the United States during
World War 11 is found in his Borba u Americi. Memoirs of note concerning the work of Yugoslav Communists
during the War include Lojen, Uspomene; Prica, Amerika; and Dedijer, Stevan Dedijer.
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influence may be gauged by the fact that the Croatian-American Party newspaper, Na-
rodni glasnik, became a daily which boasted a circulation of 15,000."

Croatian Party members played an especially important role in the American Slav
Congress, established by the Communists in 1942 as “to influence American gover-
nment policy toward resistance movements and governments in Eastern Europe.”®
Communists also strongly supported the establishment of the Congress of American
Croats which had been “decisive in directing the political sympathies of Croatians in the
US in favor of Tito and the Partisans.”” Meanwhile, in Canada, the Communists esta-
blished a new umbrella organization, the Council Canadian South Slavs, in June 1944.2°

Their work during the War and the continued euphoria which many members of
the Yugoslav-American community felt towards Tito, the Partisans and the “New” Yu-
goslavia fed into the Communists’ ultimate success — the takeover of the CFU’s leader-
ship by their allies at its 1947 Convention.? This represented the pinnacle of Commu-
nist success in the Croatian-American community. From this height, the Communists
suffered a rapid decrease in their influence, chiefly for three reasons. First, the late 1940s
saw the rise of the anti-Communist McCarthyist crusade in the US, with an echo of
same in Canada. Second, the arrival of refugees displaced by the fall of Royalist Yugo-
slavia and the Independent State of Croatia and the defeat of the Chetniks changed
the composition of immigrants who were politically active in Homeland affairs from a
predominately leftist to a more starkly rightist strand. Third, the Tito-Stalin split caused
an irremediable decline in far left influence in Yugoslav-American communities.

'The split initially caused incredible confusion among Party members in the US and
Canada as can be seen in their newspapers, such as Jedinstvo. Established in June 1948,
the paper resulted from the merger of the former Croatian-, Serbian- and Slovene-lan-
guage Party newspapers in Canada.?? Jedinstvo first took a cautious approach, referring
to the leadership of the CPY as “comrades.”’The paper republished the texts of both the
Cominform resolutions as well as the replies of the CPY leadership.? The first page of
Jedinstvo’s 23 July 1948 edition, for example, carried an article by Mose Pijade.?

17 Andrija Josipovi¢, Uspomene na Stjepana Lojena. Narodni glasnik, 31 January 1968, p. 6.This figure needs to be
viewed cautiously as possibly being inflated.

18 Isserman, Which Side Were You On?, p. 111.

19 Cizmié, Hrvati u Zivotu, p. 336. The Congress held its first convention in Chicago in February 1943 in the pres-
ence of 927 delegates. Ibid.

20  Skori¢ Serds in Ontario, p. 32.

21 Suljak, The Communist Conspiracy, pp. 16-23.

22 Neka zivi na§ demokratski list Jedinstvo! Jedinstvo, 15 June 1948, p. 1. The author has been unable to locate in the
United States or Canada any issues of Narodni glasnik for the period studied in this paper. Tragically, it appears
that the only complete set is found in the Institut za migracije i narodnosti in Zagreb, though the author has
been advised that, unfortunately, much of the Institut’s holdings of the paper are in a parlous state.

23 See, e.g., Izjava Centralnog komiteta Kom. Partije Jugoslavije pobudom Rezolucije Inform. Biroa. Jedinstvo, 9
July 1948, p.1; and Odluka CK KPJ o iskljuc¢enje Hebranga i Zujoviéa iz KPJ. Jedinstvo, 13 July 1948, p. 1.

24 Besprincipijelnost kao oruzje u borbi za ‘principe.’ Jedinstvo, 23 July 1948, p. 1.
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Party members retained hope for a healing of the rift, as shown by a 6 August 1948
Jedinstvo editorial. Noting that “Canadian Yugoslavs had been proud and continue to be
proud of the heroic achievements of the National Liberation Army of Yugoslavia and of
the Yugoslav peoples,” the editorial emphasized that Yugoslav-Canadians followed with
great interest events in their homeland, including the recent “disagreements” with the
Soviet Union. The paper had hoped that the CPY’s Fifth Congress would have resol-
ved the issues, but it now appeared that nothing had been accomplished. “We are most
troubled by the question: can Yugoslavia build a new democracy, can it build socialism,
without the support and cooperation of the New Democracies, and especially of the So-
viet Union? (...) We raise our voices, and join in all other voices which call for the com-
plete resolution of all these substantive issues of the international workers’ movement
(...)" Nevertheless, Jedinstvo emphasized that it could only see Yugoslavia remaining
independent as an “active partner with the New Democracies and the Soviet Union.”?

'The openness displayed by the Communist press began to dissipate during the
tollowing two months. No longer did the newspapers honor CPY leaders with the mo-
niker of comrades. Now the heads of the Yugoslav Party were labelled as 7Titova grupa,
Tito’s clique.?

'This period also saw the resignation of a number of Yugoslav diplomats from their
posts in the US and Canada, including several who had been prior members of the
CPUSA and CPC. One was Tomo Babin. Babin served as a volunteer with the Inter-
national Brigades in Spain and played a key role in the establishment of the Yugoslav
Seaman’s Club in New York, a Communist-controlled organization of Yugoslav seamen
and dockworkers.?” Documents made available after the Cold War indicate that Babin
played a more nefarious role, routinely providing information concerning shipping ac-
tivities in New York harbor to the Soviets.?® His reward came after the War when he
became an attaché to the Yugoslav embassy in Washington. After the Tito-Stalin split,
Babin ironically, sought political asylum in the US.%

A similar situation occurred in Canada. There, Pavle Lukin, a counselor in the Yu-
goslav Embassy, resigned on 30 September 1948, noting in his resignation letter that he
“believes the policies of the current Yugoslav government to be treasonous to the fun-
damental interests of our country (...) When the criticisms against the policies of the

25 Zelimo brzo i pravednoresenje spornih pitanja. Jedinstvo, 6 August 1948, pp.1-2. Similar sentiments about
Yugoslavia’s inability to go it alone is found in, e.g., Nova Jugoslavija ne moZe bez tijesne suradnje sa SSSR-om
i novim demokracijama. Jedinstvo, 10 September 1948, p. 1.

26  See, e.g., Kuda vodi nacionalizam Titove grupe u Jugoslaviji (iz Moskovske Pravde). Jedinstvo, 8 October 1948,
p-1.

27  Concerning the work of the Seamen’s Club, see Mastruko, Na svim meridijanima.

28 Haynes & Klehr, Venona, p. 181.

29 Borba za obranu i oslobodjenje Babina. Jedinstvo, 22 July 1949, p. 3; Tomo Babin. Jedinstvo, 6 April 1956, p. 1.
See also Vojtéchovsky, Iz Praga protiv Tita!, p. 119. Babin died in Poland in 1956. Tomo Babin. Jedinstvo, 6 April
1956, p. 1.
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current government in Yugoslavia were first published, I rejected those critiques. Howe-
ver, in studying these critiques, together with the events which have taken place over
the course of the past three months, I have concluded that the criticisms are completely
correct and were unquestionably necessary (...) Our country cannot progress toward
socialism without close brotherly cooperation with the Soviet Union and the countries
of the New Democracies (...)”*° Lukin’s resignation accompanied those of a number of
other employees of the Embassy who had previously been active in the Yugoslav com-
munity in Canada, including Stjepan Miosi¢ and Vojin Grbi¢.*!

This period also saw the beginning of “differentiations” within Party ranks. On
October 22,1948, for instance, Jovan Djaji¢, one of the Serbian-language editors of Je-
dinstvo, was dismissed from his post. Born in Bosnia & Herzegovina, Djaji¢ joined the
CPC in 1933 and served as a commissar in the Spanish Civil War. He returned to Ca-
nada following the War and became a member of the Council of Canadian South Slavs,
a Communist dominated umbrella group.*? Disingenuously, Jedinstvo initially claimed
Djaji¢ voluntarily sought to resign from his post as a result of “his desire to go to Yugo-
slavia (...) in November.”3* However, the resolutions of the Executive Committee of the
Council of Canadian South Slavs, adopted at its biannual meeting on 11-12 December
1948, set forth the true reasons for Djaji¢’s expulsion, noting that he had “come out in
tavor of the policies of the Tito leadership of the CPY and because he is committed to
carrying out a struggle [in favor of same] within [our] organization (...)"**

Jedinstvo’s pages were filled with charges and countercharges made by the respective
supporters of Tito and Stalin, usually set forth in various “open letters.” Those supporti-
ve of Tito generally came from former CPC and CPUSA members who had returned
to Yugoslavia after World War II. These returnees had been encouraged to settle in

30 Pavle Lukin i $estorica drugih uposlenika kod poslanstva FNR] u Ottawi polozili ostavku. Jedinstvo, 5 October
1948, p. 1.

31 Miosi¢ had been a member of the Inner Board or Executive Council of the WPEC. Izvjestaj sa Cetvrte konven-
cije. Borba, 6 August 1935, p. 3.

32 National Archives of Canada, Ottawa, Rossiiskii tsentr khraneniia i izucheniia dokumentov noveishei istorii,
fond 545, opis 6, delo 546, no. 60, microfilm reel K-262; Anti-tenkovska baterija Petka Mileti¢a. Slobodna misao,
20 July 1937, p. 2; and Bozo Prpi¢, Umro Jovan Djaji¢. Matica, January 1975, p. 29.

33 Drug Jovan Djaji¢ razrjesen duznosti. Jedinstvo, 22 October 1948, p. 1.

34 Rezolucija Gavnog Odbora Vije¢a Kan. Juznih Slavena. Jedinstvo, 14 December 1948, p. 1. Djaji¢’s resignation
from his posts is further discussed in 20 godina: Kratki pregled, pp. 88-90. Djaji¢ published a brochure in Canada
setting forth his view in April 1949 called Neopravdana borba protiv Jugoslavije. See also Gdje su sada. Jedinstvo,
30 November 1950, p. 6. At the same meeting, the Council also called for a halt to providing further financial
assistance to the FPRY which had been collected within a “General Fund. “The proceeds of the Fund were to
be used to purchase machinery and equipment. Andrija Drazi¢, one of 5 members of an audit committee which
reviewed the books of the Fund in June 1948, notes that many of the contributions had been provided as loans
by those planning to return to Yugosl