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THE YUGOSLAV REVISIONIST LEADERS —
DANGEROUS ENEMIES
OF THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST
AND WORKERS’ MOVEMENT

Article published in the newspaper
’ Zéri ¢ Popullit

January 17, 1962



The most representative meeting in the history of the
international communist and workers’ movement which
was held in Moscow in November 1960 condemned in its
Statement Yugoslav revisionism as the concentrated
expression of the theories of the modern revisionists,
and the Yugoslav revisionist leaders as renegades from
Marxism-Leninism. The international communist and
workers’ movement unanimously condemned them as
splitters of the camp of socialism and the whole com-
munist movement and disrupters of the unity of all the
peace-loving forces and states. So the Communist and
Workers’ Parties of 81 countries proved themselves to
be united and unanimous in their appraisal of the activity
of the Yugoslav revisionists. The most competent
representatives of these Parties, who signed the historic
statement, outlined the further unmasking of the Yugoslav
revisionist leaders as an important task for all Commu-
nists in the world.

Based on these correct conclusions of the Statement,
as well as on its very important thesis that modern revi-
sionism is the main danger to the international commu-
nist and workers’ movements, the working-class parties
during the past year translated into reality the stipula-
tions of the Statement and worked to unmask the hostile
activity of the Yugoslav revisionists. It must be said,
however, that in the practical implementation of the
Statement some people did not display the same unity
as when it was approved. The Soviet leaders headed by
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Khrushchev, for example, not only “forgot” the State-
ment and its stipulation concerning the need to further
unmask the Yugoslav revisionists, but they also openly
" rejected it, adopting a new course in opposition to it, the
course of rapprochement, reconciliation and cooperation
with the Yugoslav revisionist leaders.

Perhaps the Yugoslav revisionists have changed their
revisionist attitude and viewpoint since the Moscow
Statement of 1960 was adopted? Perhaps they have
suspended their undermining and splitting activities
against the camp of socialism, against the unity of the
communist and workers’ movement, and returned to the
positions of Marxism-Leninism? No, this truth remains
unchanged: the Yugoslav revisionists are the same rene-
gades from Marxism-Leninism, and retainers of imperial-
ism and the reactionary bourgeoisie, whom they have
served and are serving with zeal and faithfulness; they
have changed only the forms and ways, the paths and
methods according to given situations.

THE YUGOSLAV REVISIONISTS REMAIN
ENEMIES OF SOCIALISM

If we glance at events in 1961, we shall see that with
each passing day the Yugoslav revisionists have sunk
deeper in their hostile activities against the forces of
socialism and peace, to the advantage of the forces of
imperialism and reaction.

During the year 1961, as before, the press and propa-
ganda of the Yugoslav revisionists were full of slogans
about the integration of capitalism into socialism and
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about the radical changes which imperialism and capital-
ism of the present day have allegedly undergone,
contending that they are no longer exploiters, nor
aggressors, nor the source of war. The danger of war,
according to the revisionists, comes no longer from im-
perialism, but from the socialist states, such as China
and Albania. As a result of their revisionist attitude in
the service of U.S. imperialism, the struggles between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, between socialism
and capitalism, between the enslaved peoples and the
colonialist oppressors, between the forces of democracy
and those of reaction, and between the forces for peace
and those for war, have all disappeared from the press
and propaganda of the Yugoslav leaders.

The Yugoslav revisionists continue to spread their
anti-Marxist viewpoints about important questions in
present-day world development and in the communist
and workers’ movement. One of such questions is that
of peaceful coexistence which they propagandize as a
policy of reconciliation with the imperialists, for the sake
of which we must renounce all class struggle; they
propagandize it as coexistence between the oppressed and
the oppressors, between slaves and colonialists, and
between classes in the capitalist countries. Another
question is Marxist-Leninist teachings about the socialist
revolution and the proletarian dictatorship which they
reject as obsolete on the grounds that today the capital-
ist state is losing its class character and is becoming a
state of the whole people, which serves bourgeoisie and
proletariat alike.

The Yugoslav revisionists deny the fundamental laws
of the building of socialism and the universal experience
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of the Soviet Union, and continue to preach their own
specific socialism. For example, Tito tried to spread
Yugoslav’s specific road to socialism, in his interview
with the Japanese newspaper Asahi Shimboon on
October 23, 1961, saying that there exist “almost as many
roads to socialism as there are states and that every state
will build socialism in a different way, in its own specific
way”. It is easy to see the danger of this preaching
presents to other countries and it is also easy to see whose
interests and what classes the Yugoslav type of socialism
serves.

Pursuing a policy of sabotage and conspiracy, the
Yugoslav revisionist leaders continued to carry cut their
tasks during 1961 as loyal members of the Balkan
military bloe, which nourishes aggressive aims against
the socialist countries and which is linked with the NATO
and CENTO blocs. The coordinated participation of the
Yugoslav revisionists and their Greek and American
allies in subversive activity against the socialist countries
was shown by concrete evidence at the trial held in
Tirana against a plot hatched by the ruling circles of
Belgrade and Athens, in collaboration with some Albanian
traitors and the Mediterranean U.S. 6th Fleet. As docu-
mented by the people’s justice, the plotters intended to
liquidate the freedom, independence and sovereignty of
our country; they intended to liquidate the People’s
Republic of Albania.

Pursuing their policy of supporting U.S. imperialism
and cushioning and masking its aggressive and belligerent
activity, the Yugoslav revisionists went to such lengths
that at the conference of the non-aligned countries held
in Belgrade in September 1961 they put both the aggres-
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sive NATO bloc and the Warsaw Treaty, both the bour-
geois and socialist policy and ideology on the same plane,
and considered them as equally dangerous to peace and
the security of the peoples. To curry favour with the
imperialists, Tito openly attacked the Soviet Union for
its just decision on the resumption of nuclear weapon
tests, a decision aimed at strengthening its own defen-
sive might as well as that of the whole camp of socialism,
and at curbing the aggressors and defending peace. Tito
termed the Soviet Government’s decision as “something
which has alarmed the whole world on a very broad
scale”. Proceeding further, he placed the Mutual-Aid
Economic Council in the same category with the “Common
Market” of the capitalist countries which serve to
strengthen aggressive alliances, and considered them
equally as “serious obstacles” to close economic co-
operation.

The attitude of the Yugoslav revisionist leaders to-
wards many events in 1961 once more shows that they,
under the mask of an extra-bloc policy, are feverishly
carrying on their hostile activity against the socialist
camp, the international communist and workers’ move-
ment and the unity of the peace-loving forces. The role
which U.S. imperialism has assigned to the Yugoslav re-
visionist leadership was well defined by Tito himself as
early as in 1956, when he stated in his Pula speech,
“Yugoslavia must not withdraw into herself. She must
work in every direction . . . in the ideological field, so
that the new spirit may triumph.”

Through their press and propaganda, the Yugoslav re-
visionists have sought to discredit the life and work of
the peoples of the socialist countries, attacking in fact
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the very socialist system of these countries. For example,
during November and December 1961 the official Yugo-
slav news agency Tanjug published a series of provoca-
tive dispatches written by its special correspondents
about the socialist countries. What do the Yugoslav
correspondents deal with? How do they describe life
and work in the socialist countries? According to them,
deceivers and falsifiers have a free hand in the socialist
countries, and dictators, bureaucrats, robbers, speculators,
the little kings of dogmatism and ruthless oppressors hold
sway there. Dogmatism reigns in art and literature, in
science and culture, and freedom and personality are
smothered. It is sufficient to mention only a few of these
stories and the way in which the issues are raised to
understand their aim in discrediting the socialist
countries.

A dispatch from Moscow entitled “The Little Dicta-
tors”, transmitted by Tanjug in December 1961, said that
following the campaign against deceivers and falsifiers
in' the Soviet Union a new campaign against little dicta-
tors began. These little dictators are the local leaders
who behave like lords in enterprises, collective farms
and other institutions, knowing only how to command,
and who are completely detached from the masses. The
Yugoslav correspondent divides dictators into four types:
the first includes the bureaucrats; the second — the
speculators; the third type includes people who doubt
everything and who, if they look askance at you, will
frame up anything against you (as was the case of a
certain Burkovski, the director of a technical school in
the Ukraine and also a member of the regional committee,
who allegedly hit the woman worker Nina Ostapenko
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with his fist simply because she refused to pick cu-
cumbers from state property and carry them to his home);
the fourth type includes the trade-union dictators, the
chairmen of the trade-union committees, who allegedly
behave like real masters over the workers.

A dispatch from Warsaw transmitted by Tanjug in
November 1961 under the heading “After the Rest, to
the Psychiater” described a Polish citizen who was sick
and went to have a month of rest. Through this trip,
life in Poland was presented in the darkest colours. The
citizen was scolded by the train conductor because he
had no money to pay for the ticket; he was attacked by
salesmen because he refused to buy rotten apples; he
went to get his cloak which he had sent for a cleaning
and he found that the workshop was ‘“closed under
repairs”’; he went to buy petrol and he found that the
shopkeepers were “drawing up an inventory’’; he went
to the restaurant to eat fish and he was told that there
was none, because all fish had been sent to Warsaw; he
went to a store to buy a thermos and he saw the sign
“closed”, etc. Thus, according to the Tanjug corre-
spondent, people in Poland run hither and thither but
nobody meets their requirements, nobody cares for them.
A dispatch from Budapest transmitted by Tanjug in
December 1961 under the heading “The Little Kings of
Dogmatism” gives many examples of abuse of state
power allegedly being committed in Hungary by the
so-called “little kings”. For instance, a woman worker
was dismissed only because she did not believe that Yuri
Gagarin had flown into outer space. But the store
manager did not stop there. Convinced that there was
“something” in this, he made another inquiry into the
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question, drew up a detailed report and out of this
“something” he played kehind-the-scene politics. There
are many other such instances about the inclinations of
the “little kings” to abuse their position and state power,
Tanjug concluded. It is superfluous to mention its mali-
cious slanders and onslaughts against China and our
country.

All these activities and facts testify only to one thing:
that the Yugoslav revisionists remain enemies of social-
ism.

THE YUGOSLAV REVISIONISTS — SPLITTERS AND
DISRUPTERS OF THE NATIONAL-LIBERATION
MOVEMENTS OF THE PEOPLES

During 1961 there was an upsurge in the national-
liberation movements of the Latin American, Asian and
African peoples, which directed, first of all, against U.S.
imperialism, and they are growing with each passing
day. In this respect, too, U.S. imperialism made use of
the Yugoslav revisionists as a good weapon, concealed
under the mask of “neutrality” and of a “non-aligned
country”, to smother the peoples’ movement for freedom,
national independence and socialism. In his speeches
during his visit to some African countries, Tito sought
to undermine their confidence in the countries of the
socialist camp, to soften their legitimate hatred for the
Washington neo-colonialists, for U.S. imperialism which
is the fiercest enemy of the national-liberation move-
ments. '
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At the conference of the non-aligned countries Tito
was among the very few advocates who were isolated at
the conference and who sought to disorientate the peo-
ples of Latin America, Asia and Africa and lead them
astray from their correct path of struggle against colonial-
ism and imperialism and for freedom and independence.
Instead of the struggle against imperialism and colonial-
ism and for freedom and independence, they raised the
banning of nuclear war as the main issue. How absurd
and ridiculous such an attempt appears in the face of the
words of the Indonesian delegate R. Abdulgani that the
main task of the oppressed peoples is their liberation from
the yoke of colonialism, that “imperialism and colonialism
are killing us just the same with conventional bombs”!
At the conference of the non-aligned countries the voice
of the representatives of the African, Asian and Latin
American countries rose forcefully against U.S. imperial-
ism. Only Tito and his kind dared not unmask the
aggressive circles in the United States.

On the Congo question, the Tito clique adopted a hostile
attitude towards the Congolese people. They supported
the United States intervention and considered it a factor
that “contributed to the stabilization of the situation”,
as a “very important and valuable factor”. With police
and the army, with clubs, tear gas and cavalry, they
dispersed the Belgrade workers who protested in the
streets against the murder of the great Congolese patriot
Patrice Lumumba by the U.S. imperialists.

The Belgrade revisionist press condemned the na-
tionalization policy carried out by Fidel Castro’s revolu-
tionary government, saying it was “too great a swallowing
up done all at once”, and made a noise about “the great
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difficulties” which the Cuban revolution. was allegedly
encountering every day. Regretting the losses which
the imperialists are suffering in Cuba, the Yugoslav re-
visionist leaders advised them to make use of more subtle
tactics in their intervention in order “not to risk those
United States interests which still remain in Cuba”.

The Belgrade revisionist clique had the impudence to
support such a plan to enslave the Latin American peo-
ples as the “Alliance for Progress”, which was proclaimed
by Kennedy as a path of salvation. They propagandized
that U.S. imperialism “has begun to realize that times
are changing, that the real unity and solidarity of Amer-
ica can be established only on the basis of equality”,
and that imperialism has already ‘“shown its readiness
to settle and correct its mistakes”.

The Yugoslav revisionist leaders seek to conceal from
public opinion the intervention by the U.S. imperialists
in Laos, claiming that “Washington has made a big stride
in detaching itself from Dulles’ past policy”, that
Washington desires a “compromise” in settling the
Laotian question “because it is really concerned about
peace and neutrality of Laos”, Moreover, on this issue
the revisionists threw off their mask almost completely
and, from the position of supporting imperialism they
proceeded to the position of attack on the peace-loving
policy of the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of
China, claiming that a peaceful settlement of the Laotian
question “depends on the Soviet Government” and that
the Soviet Union and China should not “take the change
in the United States policy as a sign of weakness”.

-Recently, as the Indonesian newspaper Harian Rakiat
writes, the spokesman of the Yugoslav Ministry of
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Foreign Affairs one-sidedly pointed out that the West
Irian question should be settled by ‘“peaceful means”.
But do the imperialists give up their positions peacefully?
This question is answered in the affirmative only by the
revisionists, devoted servants of imperialism. As to
Marxist-Leninists and the peoples suffering under the
yoke of the old and new colonialists, they have already
outlined their path, their methods for the settlement of
the national-liberation problem, and this is the path of
resolute struggle to throw off the abhorred yoke. “People
may adopt either of the two attitudes towards imperial-
ism,” the Indonesian newspaper writes, “namely: either
to resist it, or give it a pat on the back,” the latter being
the attitude of the Yugoslav- revisionists.

This contrast between the attitude of the Yugoslav
revisionists and that of the peoples who are fighting
against the colonialists clearly shows whom the Yugoslav
revisionists are serving, what dangerous enemies of the
national-liberation movement they are.

BILLIONS OF DOLLARS FOR THEIR SERVICE
RENDERED TO IMPERIALISM

As a reward for its revisionist, anti-socialist and anti-
communist activities, the Belgrade clique has received
from its masters 3,200 million dollars in military and
economic “aid”. In 1961 alone, pursuing the line of con-
solidating their all-round cooperation with the United
States of America, they concluded a series of agreements
on new “loans”’ amounting to a total sum of 197.4 million
dollars. This much at least has been pubhshed by the

Americans themselves.
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With great zeal the Belgrade revisionists are equipping
their army with U.S. armaments and are having their
officers trained in U.S. military academies. Thus, as
the White House press secretary Pierre Salinger said on
October 17, 1961, the Kennedy Administration, which
followed the policy consistently pursued by the Truman
and Eisenhower Administrations, had given the Yugoslav
Government 130 jet fighters of the F-86 type. According
to the American data, which have not been denied by
Tito, from 1952 to 1959 the United States gave Yugoslavia
more than 540 military aireraft.

According to the Associated Press agency, in 1961
many Yugoslav military pilots underwent training in the
United States at the Perin airforce base at Sherman. As
stated by the Perin information officer, four Yugoslav
pilots underwent training at the same course with West
German and Chiang Kai-shek’s pilots. Of course, the
Tito cligue will make haste to deny these truths, as they
have exposed its true colours. But what is the use of
denials in the face of facts?

It is known that after the conference of the non-aligned
countries held in Belgrade, the U.S. imperialists were
disappointed by its results and ‘“became angry” with
Tito because he failed to fulfill his mission of convert-
ing the conference into an anti~communist rostrum. They
expressed their “anger” by spreading stories that the
Kennedy Administration would reconsider the question
of aid to Yugoslavia. These rumours were designed only
to give the Tito clique a stronger push to demand more
intense activity and did not really mean suspension of aid
to Yugoslavia.
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In reality, on November 25, the U.S. Government made
a “self-criticism” and officially proclaimed that it was
prepared to conclude an agreement to sell American
surplus farm products to Yugoslavia.

If we take only some of the U.S. imperialists’ compli-
ments and appraisals of the Tito clique in 1961 for ser-
vices rendered to them, it will be sufficient to see that
the Yugoslav revisionists have discharged their duties
well and that they have played their ill-famed role as
splitters of the socialist camp, the communist and
workers’ movement and the national-liberation and dem-
ocratic movements everywhere in the world.

On October 18, 1961, the U.S. Secretary of State Dean
Rusk stated at a press conference that American military
aid not only had contributed to the defence of Yugoslav’s
independence in the face of the Soviet bloc, but as early
as 1948 Yugoslavia had also been a source of dissension
in the ranks of international communism.

The newspaper Reynolds News writes that half a mil-
lion tons of American wheat is not a very high price to
pay for the spreading of the bright ideas of the Yugeslav
Communists. (It is clear that by the bright ideas of the
Yugoslav Communists the imperialists mean the view-
point of the Tito clique about the revision of Marxism-
Leninism which benefits U.S. imperialism.)

On December 26, 1961, the U.S. news agency UPI
greatly praised the activity of Tito and his clique who
have used every dollar they have received to the advan-
tage of U.S. imperialism. The agency said, “During
these years changes have occurred in Yugoslavia, which
have satisfied the West. The forcible collectivization of
agriculture has been practically eliminated by the Tito
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regime. The Yugoslav economy has been ever more
adapted to the Western commerce. There have begun
to appear some aspects of free trade in the industrial
branch.”

Any comment on our part would be quite superfluous,
for it is difficult for a third party to speak with more
competence than the boss about the mission and the role
he has assigned to his agent.

In conclusion, during 1961 the Belgrade revisionist
cligue acted, just as the Moscow Statement rightly
characterized them, as renegades from Marxism-Lenin-
ism, as splitters of the camp of socialism and the com-
munist movement, and as subverters of the unity of all
peace-loving forces and states, in the service of U.S.
imperialism. Therefore, nothing has changed on the part
of the Yugoslav revisionists.

“YUGOSLAVIA IS BUILDING SOCIALISM, WE MUST
BECOME ACQUAINTED WITH THE YUGOSLAV
EXPERIENCE, STUDY IT AND MEDITATE
UPON IT.”

In contrast to all these facts and in open opposition
to the 1960 Moscow Statement, Khrushchev and his
followers continued during 1961 to advance on the road
towards rapprochement, reconciliation and all-round
cooperation with the Yugoslav revisionists, while waging
an unprincipled struggle against the Marxist-Leninist
parties which remained true to the Moscow Statement,
such as the Party of Labour of Albania, under the pre-
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text of fighting against the so-called “Albanian dog-
matism”,

Let us cite only a few facts from the events after the
publication of the Statement, and especially during the
year 1961, which testify to the rapprochement which is
being noticed and to which unsparing publicity is being
given in the press and propaganda.

December 23, 1960. A. Gromyko, member of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
and Minister of Foreign Affairs, made haste to state at
the session of the Supreme Soviet that “it must be pointed
out with satisfaction that on fundamental international
questions our positions are identical”. Since some of the
anti-Marxist and anti-socialist positions of the Yugoslav
revisionists towards different international problems
have been briefly examined in the above, it is superflu-
ous to point out that such an appraisal of Yugoslav
foreign policy and its comparison with the policy of the
Soviet Union is only a bad service rendered to the
Leninist policy of peace pursued by the Soviet state and
a good service rendered to the “independent policy” of
“Comrade’ Tito.

December 30, 1960. In reply to A. Gromyko’s state-
ment, the Yugoslav Acting Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs said at a press conference that “Gromyko’s words
comply with our viewpoint and aspirations. On this basis,
it is possible to develop mutual relations, as well as broad
international cooperation in the interests of peace and
progress in the world”. So, a month had hardly elapsed
after the publication of the Moscow Statement when the
identity of views and aspirations of the Khrushchev group
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with those of the Yugoslav revisionist leaders began to
reveal itself.

September 10, 1961. In order to mitigate the anger of
the Yugoslav “comrades”, lest they would take seriously
those two pitiful remarks which were uttered against
them in the draft programme of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union, Khrushchev himself was quick to tell
the correspondent of the American newspaper New York
Times that “we, of course, consider Yugoslavia to be a
socialist country”. Is there a more brazen violation of
the Moscow Statement than this? When did Khrushchev
tell the truth about Yugoslav revisionism, when he signed
the Moscow Statement, or when he spoke to the' American
correspondent?

October 3, 1961. At a meeting with the Yugoslav
ambassador, L. Brezhnev, member of the Presidium of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, solemnly told him that “we have all the
conditions for the development of further all-round
cooperation”. He pointed out with satisfaction and re-
peated the Yugoslav ambassador’s words about “Yugo-
slavia’s determination to comprehensively develop rela-
tions with the Soviet Union”. Time will show what is
hidden behind the words of ‘“‘comprehensively develop
relations”.

November 10, 1961. At the Plenary Session of the
Central Committee of the Italian Communist Party P.
Togliatti said, “We have had contacts with the Yugoslav
Communists too and we maintain mutual friendly rela-
tions. This is not only a necessity resulting from our
geographical position. It is something more. As to the
present regime in Yugoslavia, we are obliged to ask

18

what this regime is. It is not identical with the one
existing in the Soviet Union, or in the people’s democra-
cies. It is neither a feudal regime nor a capitalist one,
nor does it seem to us a regime which, after having
advanced to socialism, is going backwards, towards forms’
that have been passed through. Hence the necessity of
becoming acquainted with it, studying it and meditating
upon it. It clearly follows from this how wrong it is to
treat Yugoslavia and her regime as enemies.”

December 5, 1961. D. Kallai, member of the Political
Bureau of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party told
a West German journalist that “Yugoslavia is building a
socialist social system but the official Yugoslav policy
is revisionist”. They have sunk deeper and deeper! And
the “creative” development of Marxism is endless! Ac-
cording to Kallai, the revisionists, too, are building social-
ism. It is by no means surprising that, by pursuing this
“theory”, the imperialists may also build socialism. And
why should the master not build socialism while his
lackey is doing it?

We might quote many other facts and official state-
ments testifying to the tendency towards rapprochement
and reconciliation with the Yugoslav revisionists which
has been noticed in a marked way since the 22nd Congress
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

The rapprochement and reconciliation with the Yugo-
slav revisionists is not achieved only through statements
and articles in the press and radio. This rapprochement
shows in many directions. One of these is the exchange
of delegations:

January 31, 1961. E. Furtseva, former member of the
Presidium of the Central Committee of the Communist
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Party of the Soviet Union, and Firyubin, Deputy Minister
of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, gave a luncheon
party in honour of the soloists of the Belgrade opera,
A. Marinkovich and R. Filak. It was attended also by
Kuznetsov, Deputy Minister of Culture. Toasts were
exchanged.

February 24, 1961. A Soviet trade delegation led by
M. Kuzmin, Deputy Minister of Foreign Trade, left for
Belgrade to conduct talks for a long-term trade agree-
ment for the years 1961-1962.

May 31, 1961. A delegation of the Yugoslav Metal
Workers’ Union arrived in the Soviet Union.

June 10, 1961. A Soviet-Yugoslav agreement regulat-
ing the activities of the Soviet information institutions
in Yugoslavia was signed in Belgrade.

June 16, 1961. The premiere of the Yugoslav film A
Piece of the Grey Sky was shown in Moscow under the
cultural cooperation programme. At the evening party,
N. Danilov, Deputy Minister of Culture, spoke of the
popularity of the Yugoslav cinema workers in the Soviet
Union. At this evening party the floor was also given
to the Yugoslav ambassador.

October 1, 1961. In Belgrade, the representative of
the Soviet publishing houses held a press conference on
the occasion of the opening of the exhibition of Soviet
books in Yugoslavia. On display at the exhibition, he
said, were also the translations of Yugoslav books printed
in 15 languages of the peoples of the Soviet Union in a
total of 6 million copies.

As we are dealing with books, we would 11ke to men-
tion here another fact about their relations in the field
of ideological and political publications. As announced

20

by the Yugoslav newspaper Politika of September 15,
1961, the Yugoslav charge d’affaires presented Tito’s
selected works at a ceremony on September 14, 1961 to
the Deputy Minister of Culture of the USSR. Politika did
not say for whom this gift was. Nor did it point out the
contribution the selected works made to the development
of Marxism-Leninism. . .

October 18, 1961. At the invitation of the Soviet trade
unions, a Yugoslav trade union delegation arrived in
Moscow for a visit in the Soviet Union.

November 25, 1961. A delegation of workers from the
educational-cultural institutions run by the Yugoslav
trade unions reported on the impressions of their visit
to the Soviet Union where they went for two weeks at
the invitation of the Soviet trade unions.

December 14, 1961. A. Mikoyan had a talk with S.V.
Tempo~in Moscow.

December 14, 1961. A Yugoslav women’s delegation
left for Moscow at the invitation of the Soviet Women’s
Committee.

December 20, 1961. TASS announced that a regular
session of the Soviet-Yugoslav Commission on scientific
and technical cooperation concluded in Belgrade. The
protocol provides for exchanges of specialists to become
acquainted with one another’s experience in production.

December 21, 1961. A plan for cultural cooperation
between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia for the years
1962-1963 were signed in Moscow. The plan provides,
among other things, for the exchange of tourists. Accord-
ing to TASS, the Soviet Union pledged itself to receive
another 20 Yugoslav students. An extension of the cul-
tura] cooperation has been envisaged in general.

21



January 4, 1962. A photo exhibition showing the out-
standing events in Yugoslavia opened in the House of
Friendship with the Peoples of Foreign Countries in
Moscow.

January 5, 1962. A. Kosigin, First Vice-Chairman of
the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, received
the Yugoslav ambassador and had a talk with him.

January 8, 1962. N. Patolichev, Minister of Foreign
Trade of the Soviet Union, received V. Gainovich, Vice-
Chairman of the Yugoslav Foreign Trade Committee,
with whom he examined some questions relating to
Soviet-Yugoslav trade.

The two countries exchanged many other delegations,
of cinema workers, artists, composers, writers, etc., which
have all been given a great publicity.

The chronicle of exchange of delegations is still increas-
ing, not to mention here all the agreements that have
been concluded on economic cooperation. All these have
been conducted under the slogan of peaceful coexistence,
but in reality they testify to an ever greater rapproche-
ment of Khrushchev and his group with the Yugoslav
revisionists and to a renunciation of the ideological fight
against them. This is clearly shown also by the fact that
all these things have taken place precisely at a time
when pressure has been brought to bear on the small
socialist country, the People’s Republic of Albania, which
is resolutely struggling against imperialism and revision-
ism. Unprecedented blockades have been enforced against
it in all fields, the basest slanders and attacks have been
and are being delivered against it, even such measures
were resorted to as open calls for counter-revolution, the
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closing of the Soviet Embassy in Tirana and the expul-
sion of the Albanian Embassy from Moscow.

The tendency of Khrushchev and his followers for a
rapprochement with the Yugoslav revisionists, and their
attacks and slanders against the Party of Labour of
Albania and the People’s Republic of Albania at the
22nd Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union have been acclaimed by the Yugoslav revisionists
and their masters, the imperialists. They have multiplied
their activities, thinking that the day has come for them
to undermine the socialist camp, the communist and
workers’ movement and all anti-imperialist and anti-
colonialist movements. They are zealously picking up
everywhere the monstrous slanders and fabrications
against the Party of Labour of Albania, the People’s
Republic of Albania and the Albanian people and give
them wide publicity. Tito’s enthusiastic greetings to
the 22nd Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union were by no means fortuitous. It is, in the first
place, a manifestation of Khrushchev’s anti-Marxist at-
tacks on J.V. Stalin’s work and on the Party of Labour of
Albania. Tito declared, “We have seen in the work of
the Congress also a positive course which is now being
effectively mirrored in the further development not only
in the Soviet Union, but also in other socialist countries.
We welcome such a course.” Here no explanation is
needed at all, for it is clear that Tito is welcoming Khrush-
chev’s revisionist views and praying that they may be-
come the prevailing views in the Soviet Union and in the
other socialist countries, and that his anti-Marxist and
splitting actions may extend ever more, so that the unity
of the socialist countries and of the international com-
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munist movement may be destroyed and revisionism may
triumph.

But the Party of Labour of Albania, just as the other
Marxist-Leninist parties, will not depart from the struggle
against modern revisionism and in defence of Marxism-
Leninism because by this struggle we defend the cause
of revolution, communism and world peace. Today dark
clouds are hanging over the world. They may darken
the sky for some time. They may cover up the sun, but
only temporarily. The sun will not be concealed, it will
shine. The truth of Marxism-Leninism will triumph.

MODERN REVISIONISM — THE MAIN DANGER TO
THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST AND
WORKERS’ MOVEMENT

It is now clear that in their revisionist activities for
splitting the socialist camp and undermining the anti-im-
perialist and national-liberation movement, the Tito
clique has received the active support of the Khrushchev
group, directly or indirectly. This is shown by the events
that occurred during 1961. The exchange of delegations,
the enthusiastic efforts to bring them ever nearer to the
Yugoslav revisionist clique, the frequent statements
about “socialist Yugoslavia”, etc., are mainly dictated by
the ideological conceptions of the Khrushchev group,
conceptions which do not differ much from those of Tito’s
revisionist clique.

The rapprochement between the Khrushchev group
and the Yugoslav revisionists has not been achieved and
cannot be achieved overnight. Many factors have contrib-
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uted and are contributing to this situation, the principal
of these factors being the fear of the Khrushchev group
that they may be openly exposed to the entire interna-
tional communist and workers’ movement as supporters
of the Yugoslav revisionists and their ideological
comrades. This also accounts for the constant wavering
and the often contradictory attitudes of Khrushchev
towards the activities of the Yugoslav revisionists ever
since 1955. The fundamental line of his attitude, which
stems from a revisionist ideology, has always been a line
of rehabilitating the Tito clique, a line of rapproche-
ment and close cooperation with them. This has found a
clear expression in Khrushchev’s initiative to normalize
the relations with the Yugoslav revisionists as early as
May 1955. But later on, owing to some careless, and
obviously hostile and subversive actions on the part of
the Tito clique in different periods (such as their activity
during the Hungarian events, the publication of the Pro-
gramme of the YCL, etc.), which aroused the legitimate
indignation of Communists throughout the world,
Khrushchev was tactically obliged to make some
gestures against the Yugoslav revisionists, so as to avoid
compromising himself. Experience, however, has shown
that all this was a camouflage and that it was done
for show only, for even on such occasions Khrushchev
made haste to orientate the Communists that they
should be “cautious” and ‘“not raise the value” of
the Yugoslav revisionist clique, etc. Typical in this re-
spect is his speech at the 5th Congress of the Socialist
Unity Party of Germany, in July 1958, in which he said
among other things, “In our struggle for the common
cause we must not devote to the Yugoslav revisionists

-
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greater attention than they deserve. They want their
value raised, that people should think they are the center
of the world. . . . We shall not contribute to the fanning
of passions, to the aggravation of relations. Even in the
situation that has arisen in our relations with the Yugo-
slav Communist League it will be useful to preserve a
spark of hope, to seek acceptable forms for some ques-
tions.”

The Khrushchev group have always tried to explain
this “tolerance” and ‘“cautiousness” as well as the need
for “contacts” with the Yugoslav revisionists by the
argument that on fundamental questions Yugoslavia’s
foreign policy is in accord with that of the Soviet Union
and that all and every rapprochement with it had no ideo-
logical, but only a state character. They even said that
“we maintain contacts and are seeking for normal rela-
tions also with the United States of America and West
Germany, let alone with Yugoslavia”. Such arguments
are false and they help Khrushchev to conceal his true
features as an ally of Tito and supporter of revisionism.
Their falsity is clearly shown by the following facts:

First, Yugoslavia’s foreign policy has nothing in com-
mon with the peaceful policy of the Soviet Union. This
is clearly indicated in the Moscow Statement which
characterizes the Yugoslav revisionists as disrupters of
the socialist camp and splitters of the national-liberation
movement and of the forces for peace, who carry on
their disrupting and splitting activities under the pre-
tence of following an extra-bloc policy.

Secondly, the rapprochement of the Khrushchev group
with the Tito clique is mainly of an ideological nature.
This is shown by the declarations that “Yugoslavia is a
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socialist state”, that “we must become acquainted with
her experience”, that “we must study it, meditate upon
it”, etc. This is testified also by the character of the
contacts that have been and are being established be-
tween them. In reality, under the mask of cooperation
in state relations, the Yugoslav revisionists are seeking
to deeply penetrate wherever doors are open to them,
with a view to spreading their revisionist viewpoints,
and all this is being done with the full knowledge of
Khrushchev and under his direct incitation. Experience
has shown what a danger the Yugoslav revisionists pose
when doors are opened to them, how they make use of
all and every means to conduct their subversive activities
against socialism and communism. If in the future we
do not bar their activities, this will undoubtedly lead to
very harmful consequences for the Parties and peoples
with whom they will find a loophole to interfere and
grounds to act. Those who ignore this fact are actually
to ignore the Moscow Statement of 1960.

Thirdly, the falseness of Khrushchev’s statements is
evident also if we compare his attitude towards the
Yugoslav revisionists with the attitude he has adopted
and continues to adopt towards the People’s Republic of
Albania, a socialist country, a member of the socialist
camp and of the Warsaw Treaty, towards the Party of
Labour of Albania, a signatory to the Moscow Statement.
With regard to the People’s Republic of Albania and the
Party of Labour of Albania, Khrushchev violated all and
every norm in both Party and state relations. In fighting
our Party of Labour he did not take into account the
fact that he might “raise the value” of the ‘“Albanian
dogmatists”, or the fact that he “maintains relations also
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with the United States of America and West Germany,
or even with the Tito clique”, or the fact that little
Albania, not by words but by deeds, has resolutely
struggled and are struggling, hand in hand with the
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries, for the
triumph of the peaceful policy of the socialist camp,
of the liberation movement of the peoples against im-
perialism and revisionism, and of socialism and com-
munism.

Hence it also clearly follows that Khrushchev and his
group “want contact” with the Tito clique, that they are
working for a rapprochement with them and that they
close their eyes to the splitting activities of that clique,
because Tito’s revisionist viewpoints coincide with those
of Khrushchev’s on many questions, and because Khrush-
chev and Tito are united against socialism and com-
munism by a common revisionist platform. The Khrush-
chev group and the Tito clique have directed all the fire
of their traitorous fight against the Party of Labour of
Albania and other Parties and all true Marxist-Leninists
who stand on correct Marxist-Leninist positions and are
consistently fighting against modern revisionism.

The past year shows that the impetuous rapprochement
of the Khrushchev group with the Yugoslav revisionists
has been coupled with the fiercest attacks on the Party
of Labour of Albania or, as they now say, on Albanian
“dogmatism”, This is not accidental. In his stand to-
wards the Yugoslav revisionists, Khrushchev has had
various tactical waverings since 1955. He has been
unable to attain all at once his purpose of having com-
plete rapprochement with the Tito clique. The main
obstacle has been the resistance of the Communist and
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Workers’ Parties in various countries, the resistance of
the Communists who are true to Marxism-Leninism, who,
regardless Khrushchev’s “advice”, have always con-
sidered revisionism as the main danger to the communist
movement, as is stated in the Moscow Declaration of
1957 and the Moscow Statement of 1960, and considered
Yugoslav revisionism as its most concentrated and
aggressive manifestation.

The Party of Labour of Albania, which has been wag-
ing an irreconcilable ideological struggle against Yugo-
slav revisionism, is one of the Parties that have obstructed
Khrushchev’s rapprochement with the Yugoslav revi-
sionists. This was noticed from the very outset by both
the Khrushchev group and the Tito clique. To reduce
our Party to silence, they have resorted to all kinds of
measures and pressure. Khrushchev and his group told
us, “You are raising the value of the Yugoslav revisionists
in the eyes of imperialism,” “You are quarrelsome and
hot-blooded,” “You are not waging a principled struggle,
you need tact and skill,” “You want to wrest the banner
of the struggle against revisionism,” and so on and so
forth. But our Party, convinced of its correct path, did
not stop in its activity for the defence of the purity of
Marxism-Leninism.

Khrushchev’s waverings and the obstacles on his road
towards a rapprochement were understood also by Tito,
who more than once warned Khrushchev and even
foolishly suggested to him the way to follow. Let us
recall here Tito’s speech of November 1956, soon after
the counter-revolutionary coup in Hungary was put
down. Tito said among other things, “We have said that -
it was not only a question of the personality cult, but
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of a system which had made it possible to pursue a
personality cult, that herein lay the roots of the issue,
that this was the thing to be fought, and that it was the
most difficult thing to do.” Tito added, “These roots lie
in the bureaucratic apparatus, in the methods and at-
titude, in ignoring the role and aspirations of the work-
ing masses, in Enver Hoxhas, Shehus and various other
leaders of some western and eastern Parties, who resist
democratization and the decisions of the 20th Congress
and who have greatly contributed to the consolidation
of Stalin’s system and are seeking at present to revive
it and make it prevail. Herein lie the roots and this is
what must be mended.” This call was reiterated later.
Tito repeated this after the 22nd Congress, in his Skoplje
speech, apparently to advise Khrushchev not to stop, but
to carry to the end his hostile activity against the Party
of Labour of Albania. In this speech Tito said that the
Albanian leaders Hoxha and Shehu pose a great danger
to peace in this part of the world, that they want to
make troubles and create a new, dangerous hotbed of
war, . . . fighting against the progressive course which
is being pursued in the Soviet Union, that there can be
no better fate for the Albanian people as long as such
leaders as Hoxha and Shehu remain in power.

It must be said that the advice of “Comrade” Tito has
met with a positive response in Khrushchev’s anti-
Marxist activity.

The course of up-to-date events has shown that contact
with the Tito clique has become an interesting and attrac-
tive object for the U.S. imperialists as well as for the
Khrushchev group. It serves as an automatic indication
of what is acceptable and what is not acceptable to the
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one or the other side. And this is explained by the fact
that the Tito clique maintains as good relations with the
U.S. imperialists, whom it faithfully serves, as with the
Khrushchev group, with whom it is bound by the same
ideals.

* * *

The above are some facts witnessed by the year 1961
which most effectively prove two main things: First,
Yugoslav revisionism has not changed at all, it remains
what it always has been. The evaluation made by the
1960 Moscow Statement with regard to Yugoslav revi-
sionism and to the task to further unmask it remains fully
valid. Secondly, Khrushchev and his group are con-
sciously seeking to draw nearer daily to the Yugoslav
revisionists and to work in close cooperation with them
to split the camp of socialism and to destroy the interna-
tional communist and workers’ movement.

As to our Party of Labour, it has stood and still reso-
lutely stands on the position of the 1960 Statement of
81 Communist and Workers’ Parties. It considers that a
resolute and uncompromising struggle must be waged
against revisionism, until its complete destruction. Any
slackening of revolutionary vigilance against it, any
weakening of the principled fight against it, as Khrush-
chev and his followers are striving for, under whatever
pretext, will inevitably lead to the revival and invigora-
tion of the revisionist trends which heavily damage our
great cause. Without ruthlessly unmasking revisionism,
and in the first place the Belgrade revisionist clique, we
cannot properly unmask imperialism.



FAILURE OF YUGOSLAV
“SPECIAL SOCIALISM”
AND THE NEW MANOEUVRES
OF THE
BELGRADE REVISIONISTS

Article published in the newspaper
Zéri i Popullit

May 17, 1962



At the beginning of this month, the Yugoslav presi-
dent Josip Broz Tito delivered a lengthy speech in Split,
Dalmatia, on the occasion of the inauguration of a
hydro-power station on the Cetina River. On such an
occasion one might expect that the head of the Yugoslay
state should speak of “successes” in the economic field
and of “prospects” for the future, as he used to do during
the campaign to advertise his “special socialism”. But
the speech of the Yugoslav president was devoted in-
deed, from top to bottom, to the disastrous situation of
the Yugoslav economy, to the chaos and anarchy which
characterise it, to the corruption and degeneration of its
managers, to the dissolution of the party organisation
and the state apparatus.

What did Tito say in his speech? In Yugoslavia, he
pointed out, everyone does what he desires and what is
to his liking; there is no system of and control on the
investments; the financing of economy is effected by
the banks according to the bribes received by their clerks
and not according to the needs of the economic sectors;
the highest pay within a working collective is 20 times
the lowest one. He said that many people needlessly
travel abroad and stay there several months spending
state money, that they receive gifts from the foreign
capitalist firms because they make concessions by selling
them Yugoslav goods at a cheap rate and buying their
goods at a high price; there are even cases in which
money is deposited in different foreign banks. Tito
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devoted a part of his speech to the rise of prices of
industrial and agricultural products. “We in Yugoslavia,”
he declared, ‘“constantly feel, and not only feel but
also witness the rise of prices of various products.” He
tried in vain to attribute this phenomenon which has
been evident for a long time in the Yugoslav economy,
to the poor organisation of supply, to the fact that people
allow the rise of prices as they like. “Moreover,” Tito
said, “in the capitalist countries also there exist some
regulators that prevent the undue rise of the prices,
while in our country there appears such a phenomenon
that our merchant, in my opinion, does what no capitalist
so openly does: he raises the prices when there is a lack
of different products on the market. In some cases, our
commerce has kept the goods in warehouses to cause
a shortage of such goods on the market and thus keep the
prices high.” It is obvious that this is not a matter de-
pending on the desires of people, but it is a result of the
unlimited action of the law of demand and supply in the
conditions of anarchy in production ~— a characteristic of
the capitalist economy. These anomalies in the Yugo-
slav trade have also led to the creation of the local closed
markets so that commodities cannot be sold or purchased
from one republic to the other.

Tito openly spoke also of the real chaos reigning in the
~ field of foreign trade. In Yugoslavia there are some
540 enterprises, he said, which are engaged in the im-
port and export of goods and rival and compete with
one another in the home and foreign markets, squander-
ing the state’s foreign exchange. Pointing out that Yugo--
slavia’s foreign trade has an adverse balance of 800
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million dollars, he said that goods are purchased abroad
which the country does not need.

Dwelling on the political consequences of this situa-
tion, Tito said that “many negative phenomena have ap-
peared of late, such as localism and chauvinism. . . . Some
communists have forgotten the broad interests of the
whole community; they see only their own narrow circle
so that political dissatisfaction and injustice have ap-
peared in some republics”.

Tito presented a no less obscure picture of the
situation in Yugoslav agriculture. He said that the
small plots of land stretching like carpets near one an-
other are unable to feed even the peasant himself. As
he said it, “a large part of the financial means allocated
by the state for agriculture is lost on its way to the banks.
Today, there are cases in which the banks give their
clerks 18-month salary for a year”.

Dealing with crimes committed in matters of economy,
Tito emphasized that they are widespread and not pun-
ished. “When someone steals 5, 6 or 7 million dinars he is
sentenced to 2 years’ imprisonment and in this way he
gains more than when he is free.” They steal in economic
enterprises, they steal in banks, they steal in villages,
they steal at the social insurance, they steal everywhere
and when there is a possibility — such is the real picture
of the situation that has arisen. We could continue at
length with what Tito said, but it would cover a very
large space because his speech in which such facts are
mentioned fills several newspaper pages.

The fact that the Yugoslav president is obliged to speak
so openly and admit the impasse in which the Yugoslav
economy has landed, shows that the situation there is
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indeed much worse than he describes it and. that the
dissatisfaction of the people is much greater. But this
is not something new, nor unexpected. Whoever has
objectively followed the development of present-day
Yugoslavia, ever since the Tito clique openly betrayed
Marxism-Leninism and step by step passed over to the
fold of the imperialists, has forecast without any diffi-
culty that the road onto which the Yugoslav revisionist
leadership has led the country could result only in the
loss of the victories which the Yugoslav people achieved
through their national-liberation struggle, and in Yugo-
slavia’s transformation into a country dependent on the
big monopolies of the Western capitalist world, with
all the ensuing consequences. The difference is that now
the Yugoslav leadership is obliged to admit openly the
disaster, seeking to conceal the real causes that have
brought about this situation. But why does Tito speak in
these days about the serious situation of the Yugoslav
economy? Why does he pretend to criticise the short-
comings and a series of negative phenomena in various
sectors of the country’s life? Why does he rebuke and
draw the attention of the party and the state apparatus
to a series of ugly things the causes of which he does
not uncover and does not show even the way of removing
them?

In the first place, the economic difficulties and the
dissatisfaction among the people are so great that one
can no longer remain silent: an explanation must be
given in one way or another. But the Yugoslav leaders
want, in connection with the situation that has arisen, to
remove the blame from themselves and lay it on some
individuals, speculators, trade employees who go abroad
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and do not know the foreign market, or on the unscru-
pulous enterprise managers, on communists who no
ionger play the role or on corrupted persons. Had it
been a matter of certain individuals, this would not con-
stitute any serious problem and Tito would pass it in
silence, he would take measures and everything would
be mended up. But such individuals are not just “some”;
they constitute a whole stratum of party and state
officials, the stratum of the employees of the whole
bureaucratic and police machinery set up by the Tito
regime itself and which are at the same time its principal
mainstay. It is, therefore, they that rule present-day
Yugoslavia and without whom Tito cannot get along.
Another reason which compels the Belgrade leaders
to denounce publicly the great difficulties which Yugo-
slavia is undergoing at present, is that the people’s dis-
gust has considerably grown. Therefore, to mitigate it,
to appease it there must be used such a demagogical
manoeuvre: to take the initiative and denounce them
from above and give pledges. Tito needs this to create
the impression that it is not the leadership to be blamed,
but some employees, that the leadership is itself aware
of these things and condemns them, and has even thought
of taking measures to improve the situation. The aim
is evident: to throw dust in the people’s eyes, to make
them take hope and behave as they did before. Demagogy
is the favourite weapon of the revisionists; of this they
are masters. All this serves to conceal the real cause of
this situation: the treachery of the Tito clique and their
passage to the fold of the imperialists. .
Finally —and this, in the present-day conditions, is
of special importance — the public denunciation by the
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Yugoslav leaders is effected in order to create the im-
pression that in Yugoslavia some forward strides of a
socialist character are being made, that some positive
corrections are being made in the economic policy and
that some indications are given that Yugoslavia “is em-
barking on the right path”. The aim pursued by Tito
and his imperialist masters through this new game is
big and very dangerous. The question is to get “the
Trojan horse” into the castle, into the socialist camp
as now people have come out who are ready to breach
the walls and greet it in with ceremony, even reserving
a place of honour for it. It has been trumpeted for a
long time that the Tito clique show some ‘“positive as-
pects” as regards the foreign policy. Now the modern
revisionists will trumpet that ‘“positive signs” are ap-
pearing also with regard to the home policy. Thus, under
the pretext that the Yugoslav leaders are making some
turning point and, by making some ‘“‘objective, comradely
remarks” on what the Belgrade traitors themselves have
denounced, they are able to stretch a friendly hand to
the Tito clique. It must be said that all this story by
no means damages either Tito or imperialism but helps
the Yugoslav revisionists to find new loopholes to split
and undermine from within the camp of socialism and
the international communist movement.

Everybody remembers with how much fanfare the
“Yugoslav way to socialism” was advertised; every-
body remembers the advertising of the 1958 Ljubljana
Congress and of the programme of the Yugoslav Com-
munist League. It was said at that time that an in-
vention had been made in Yugoslavia, that a kind of
“special socialism” had been found which would work
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miracles within a short period of time, that the theory
and practice of Marxism-Leninism had become obsolete
and that they should now be replaced by Tito’s “national
communism”. According to the Yugoslav revisionists,
in order to build socialism, the party and state leadership
in economy should be abolished, planning should be re-
nounced, the so-called workers’ councils should replace
the single management of the enterprises, or the workers’
self-administration system should be substituted for the
state centralized management of the enterprises, the col-
lectivisation of agriculture in the countryside should not
be carried out, etc., etc. Liberalisation, self-administra-
tion, decentralisation, democratisation — these slogans so
often used by Tito and his propagandists were the means
that should create the “Yugoslav miracle” which would
afterwards illuminate the whole world. What now re-
mains of this “miracle”? What remains also of the “Yu-
goslav experiment which deserves to be carefully studied”
and about which the whole of the: revisionist chorus
shouted? “Liberalism” brought about the freedom to rob
the national wealth, “self-administration” — the workers’
right to be exploited by the bureaucratic apparatus and
that of the managers to receive salaries 20 times those of
the workers; “decentralisation” led to everybody’s acting
according to his own will, thus giving rise to anarchy in
production, market competition and the free game of

prices; ‘“‘democratisation” — to the stealing of millions
with impunity, to the complete degeneration of the state
machinery.

The .real Marxist-Leninists have long since pginted
out that the so-called “Yugoslav road to socialism” is
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nothing but an ideological diversion of imperialism to
disorientate and hit the building of socialism in the coun-
tries of the people’s democracy, while in respect to
Yugoslavia proper it would inevitably lead to the ex-
pansion of the capitalist elements.

What now characterises the Yugoslav economy? Ac-
cording to Tito’s speech and from the daily reports of
the Yugoslav press, it is characterised by non-fulfilment
of the industrial production plans, by a great diminution
in agricultural production, by the constant growth of the
adverse balance of foreign trade and by the rapid increase
of living costs. _

Last year many branches of the Yugoslav industry, in-
cluding electric power, coal industry and metal-working,
metal-processing industry, chemical, building materials,
textile and other industries, did not fulfil their produc-
tion plans. In many industrial branches the value of
goods produced was smaller than in 1960. This has
happened, as indicated also in the Yugoslav press, for
many reasons. The Yugoslav industry has been built
up very chaotically. Enterprises have been set up ac-
cording to the narrow local interests of the republic and
communes, without a raw material base and without pro-
ceeding from the real necessities of the home market or
from the export demands. Many enterprises depend on
imported raw material which is often not secured. In
these conditions it is understandable that the small en-
terprises, which are numerous in Yugoslavia and do not
have sufficient financial means, have no chance to con-
duct their economic activities normally. The lack of
planning, anarchy in production, rivalry, a bad adminis-
tration, thefts and abuses are doing, of course, their job'.
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In these conditions, an important factor determining
this situation in Yugoslav industry is also the dumping
by the Western monopolies headed by those of the United
States, onto the Yugoslav market.

In.recent years Yugoslavia has got 2 billion dollars in
economic loans from the United States and other Western
countries, and this does not include the military and other
aid.” Of course, these billions of dollars have been
granted to Yugoslavia for definite political aims, for the
services which the Tito group renders to imperialism;
at the same time the capitalist trusts do not give their
dollars without drawing other dollar profits from them.
In reality, the loans which imperialism gives Yugoslavia
are an export of capital. Although there is no Western
monopoly capital directly invested in the Yugoslav in-
dustry, an important condition attached to the loans for
Yugoslavia has been that they should be used for the
purchase of manufactured and semi-manufactured goods,
wheat and consumer goods in Western countries. The
capitalist monopolies sell the goods to the Yugoslav state
enterprises and organisations at higher prices than those
of the world market. In his speech Tito laid the blame
for this on the trade representatives sent abroad who are
corrupted by the motor-cars or other things which the
capitalist firms give them as bribes. This is true — bribery
has been raised to a system; but the main fault lies
elsewhere. Early last year, the Yugoslav ruling circles
adopted the policy of free imports and, by their “reform”
in foreign trade and in the currency exchange system,
they lowered the customs tariffs, raised the value of
the United States dollar in Yugoslavia and gave the im-
porters complete freedom to purchase all kinds of goods
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from Western firms. The Yugoslav revisionist leader-
ship did not do what even the most developed capitalist
states do, i.e. adopt strong protective measures for their
own industry. Thus it happens that the foreign goods,
although purchased abroad at higher prices, for a num-
ber of reasons compete with the domestic goods, which
remain unsold on the Yugoslav market. The Yugoslav
press carries numerous articles saying that the Yugoslav
industry is by no means able to resist the competition
of Western monopoly capital. In reality it must be ad-
mitted that this “reform” is a concession to the Western
monopolies, in this way they get the reward for their
loans and draw profits.

If we add to this picture also the fact that the purchas-
ing power of the masses in Yugoslavia is very low, then
one can easily imagine in what a situation the Yugoslav
economy is at present. The lack of raw materials on the
one hand, the accumulation of stocks and the sales
crisis on the other are ever more leading to a stagnation
of production. It goes without saying that in these con-
ditions, lacking sufficient financial means, many enter-
prises are unable to cope with the expenditures for the
normal development of production and bankruptey is in-
evitable.

Of course, it is not those who get bribes from the West-
ern capitalists, not those who are paid 20 times more
than the ordinary worker nor those who steal millions of
dinars that are suffering from this plight in the Yugo-
slav industry and throughout the country. In a word,
it is not those men who crop up like mushrooms after a
shower but the working class and the toiling peasantry
that suffer from this plight.
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Facts show that the so-called “workers’ self-administra-
tion”, in which the workers administer nothing, is but
a subtle form of their exploitation by those who have
the enterprises in their hands, by the men of Tito’s
bureaucratic apparatus. The luxurious life which they
and their families are leading, the villas, motor-cars, the
money “deposited in foreign banks”, the tour, etc., on
which Tito also dwelt in his speech— they are all at
the expense of the blood and sweat of the Yugoslav
workers. In the final analysis, they are doing nothing
but following the example of their president, who
is known for his sumptuousness and tour around the
world. The vice-chairman of the Federal Executive
Council of Yugoslavia, M. Todorovic, in a recent report
delivered at the session of the Federal People’s Assembly,
had to admit that “our bureaucrats want to have
freedom of action, to realize excessive incomes and enjoy
special privileges and they are trying to achieve this b.y
suppressing democracy and the freedom of their inferi-
ors”. If we translate this more clearly, it means: by
oppressing and exploiting the workers.

It follows from the above that in Yugoslavia, due to
all these factors, the cost of living is continually rising.
As reported by the Belgrade newspaper Politika in i;s
March 9 issue, prices in Yugoslavia for February this
year had risen by 8 per cent as compared with the aver-
age level of the past year, the prices of agricultural prod-
ucts had risen by 16 per cent, while those of industrial
products had risen by 5 per cent. At the same time there
have also been increases in taxes, which in 1961 were
22 per cent higher than in the previous year and which
are imposed on the enterprises but shouldered by the
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working masses in Yugoslavia just as they are in capi-
talist countries. From all these things it is evident why
Tito in his speech called on the workers not to go on
strikes which, although the authorities try to hide them,
are not rare.

The problem of agricultural production in Yugoslavia
is perhaps more serious than that of industry. Yugo-
slavia, which formerly was known as an exporter of
agricultural products, now is compelled to import large
quantities of United States wheat to feed the population.
This happens, in the first place, because the land is
divided into very small plots, because there is a lack
of modern technical means for its cultivation, etec., etc.
Moreover, agriculture in Yugoslavia is the object of
great speculation by the trade enterprises which, pro-
ceeding from the aim of drawing the greatest possible
profits, are manoeuvring at their pleasure with the pur-
chase and sale prices of the agricultural products. This
has resulted in the constant destruction of the small peas-
ant farmsteads and in the consolidation of those of the
kulaks, so that in Yugoslavia, as Tito puts it, “the onions
cost more than gold”.

“All the efforts exerted by the Yugoslav leadership to
increase agricultural production have failed. Even those
few means that have been earmarked for agriculture
have gone, as the newspaper Borba reported, into the
hands of the kulaks. In 1961 Yugoslav agriculture yielded
20 per cent less than was forecast and 9 per cent less
than in 1959.

Tito, who recognized in his speech, just as the other
Yugoslav leaders did in their statements of late, the
difficulties which the Yugoslav economy is undergoing,
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tried to characterise this situation as a temporary and
transitive phenomenon, whereas indeed it is a chronic
disease which is inherent in the very nature of the rela-
tions dominating the Yugoslav economy, just as anarchy
in production, competition, the exploitation of the work-
ing people, etc. are chronic and permanent in every
capitalist country. The Yugoslav revisionists are reaping
what they have sown: They renounced socialism — here
are the consequences of it.

Lenin had long ago warned that during the transition
period, when*the question arises “Who will win?”, there
exist the possibilities for either socialism or capitalism to
win. In Yugoslavia, owing to the fact that her leaders
have betrayed Marxism-Leninism and placed themselves
in the service of imperialism, the question, as plainly
seen; is decidedly in favour of capitalism. The facts are
so obvious that the revisionists themselves cannot conceal
them. Anarchy in production and in the distribution of
social funds, competition and speculation on the market,
the process of differentiation and the consolidation of
the capitalist elements in the countryside, the extension
of private economic enterprises, especially in handicraits,
etc. — these are phencmena not of the socialist economy,
but of the capitalist one. Let the Belgrade revisionists
and their supporters talk as much as they want about the
building of socialism in Yugoslavia, the reality shows the
opposite.

There remains nothing of the “Yugoslav road to so-
cialism”. Practice indisputably confirmed that our party
and the other communist parties were right when they
criticised the anti-Marxist and anti-Leninist nature of
this “road” and condemned the splitting and undermin-
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ing policy of the Yugoslav leaders. They rightfully
pointed out that Tito’s “special socialism” has nothing
in common with socialism. The Yugoslav revisionist
leaders have already done much harm to the cause of
socialism and the people’s struggle for freedom and na-
tional independence, for democracy and social progress,
for peace and socialism. But at the same time the tragedy
of the Yugoslav peoples, for which Tito and his group
are responsible, is an example showing at what point
one can arrive if one trusts the revisionist demagogy,
alienating oneself from the principles of Marxism-
Leninism and from the tried and tested practice of the
construction of socialism in the other countries on the
foundation of the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and
Stalin. The chaos caused in the economy and in the
whole life of the country by the revisionist theories has
brought about also the corruption and degeneration of
the cadres of the state and party apparatus in Yugoslavia,
Some time ago at Novi Sad, as reported by the foreign
news agencies, an important court trial took place against
some state enterprise managers who, in collaboration
with a large group of private undertakers, had speculat-
ed on and stolen property, which is worth tens of mil-
lions of dinars. Tito openly speaks of embezzlement of
state funds, of financial speculations, of the stealing
of state property. These things have by now obviously
grown to such proportions that the leaders can no longer
keep silent about them. In his speech Tito said that,
in accordance with a decision which was scheduled to
come into force on May 2, the importation of automobiles
into Yugoslavia had been prohibited. “But what happen-
ed?”’ —he asked. “Two thousand automobiles arrived
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at our border one day before. . . . It is the question of
private motor-cars representing bribes which are now
quite a usual thing for those who are trading with foreign
firms, and which was mentioned above. Tito admitted
also that many enterprise managers, in collaboration
with leaders of local organs, use the property entrusted
to them as they like and that they draw huge profits for
their personal use.

Such a situation has also created favourable conditions
to incite further localist and chauvinist feelings among
regions and republics. It is understandable that as long
as there exists group property in Yugoslavia, every group
seeks to develop its own property to the detriment of
the others’, to draw as much profit as possible at the ex-
pense of others’, to liquidate others’ in order to maintain
its own. Thus, for example, Zagreb is not interested in
the development of Prizren, Croatia not in that of Mon-
tenegro. The competition between the different economic
enterprises and between the republics, the drive each
one is conducting to draw as much profit as possible for
itself, the efforts to grab at the expense of the others
— all these give rise to profound political contradictions
which, in the long run, are ever more complicated. The
relations that have been established in the Yugoslav
economy, relations of the capitalist type, lead not to a rap-
prochement and cooperation between classes and nation-
alities, but to a split and hostility among them. This is
the “settlement” of the national question in Yugoslavia
according to Tito’s programme!

Chauvinism is deeply rooted in Yugoslavia. But in
the new conditions it gains a still greater momentum.
Other new disproportions in the economic, cultural and
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other fields are added to the previous unequal develop-
ment among the nationalities. In order to maintain this
inequality which concerns the Serbian chauvinists on the
one hand, and the Croatian ones on the other, it is obvious
that there must be put into operation both the political
oppression and the repressive state machinery — police,
courts, prisons. This once more confirms what has been
said and which is common knowledge about the miserable
situation of the Albanians of Kosovo, Macedonia and
Montenegro and of many other nationality regions of
Yugoslavia.

Of late, the Yugoslav leaders, including Tito himself
with his latest speech, compelled by the ever deepening of
“the contradictions in the Yugoslav economic and political
life, have been promising that they will strengthen state
control, etc. But the measures they promise, as always,
do not touch the real causes. The interests of the groups
which draw profits not from their work, especially those
of the petty bourgeoisie and kulaks, and the interests of
foreign monopoly capital, remain untouched.

The causes of the present situation in Yugoslavia are
not subjective, as the Belgrade revisionists are seeking
to present them. The causes are objective. It is the
very system of the Yugoslav economy, it is the very na-
fure of the relations dominating the economy, it is in
the final analysis the very revisionist conceptions that
give rise to all those negative phenomena, to all those
failures which are manifested in Yugoslavia’s life at
present.

But recently, the Yugoslav revisionist leaders have
blamed Stalin for their economic difficulties and they
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continue to attack him even now, alleging that he im-
peded the normal development of Yugoslavia. Life itself,
however, indisputably confirmed that Stalin was right
when he unmasked the true features of the Tito clique
and warned about the dangers that were threatening the
cause of socialism in Yugoslavia and the whole interna-
tional communist and workers’ movement as a result of
the treason of this clique. Life showed that Stalin’s
predictions about the fate that lay in store for the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia and the Yugoslav people,
about the degeneration of the party and state in Yugo-
slavia were true. The leadership of the Yugoslav Com-
munist Party betrayed Marxism-Leninism and led to the
loss of the fruits gained by the Yugoslav peoples, to
Yugoslavia being attached to the chariot of imperialism,
The present situation of Yugoslavia is, then, another con-
firmation of Stalin’s correct and principled attitude,
which once more shows how useless and slanderous is
the fight carried out by the modern revisionists against
this prominent Marxist-Leninist, a worthy disciple of
Lenin.

In his lengthy speech Tito did not show any way out.
Nor could he do so. To do this one must change the
whole system established by the revisionists in Yugo-
slavia, one must detach oneself from imperialism. But
the Tito group cannot do this, you cannot expect this
from those who have betrayed Marxism-Leninism.

The Tito clique is politically, economically and militari-
ly connected with imperialism. The words “socialism”
and “neutrality” which are used according to the needs,
are only masks used by the Yugoslav revisionists to
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conceal their dependence on imperialism and the services
they render to it. In reality, there is nothing socialist
or neutral in Yugoslavia. Yugoslavia is attached to
NATO through the Balkan pact. Not in vain has the
United States of America given her billions of dollars
and military equipment. Today, Yugoslavia is quite an
armed country and she continues to arm. The Western ob-
servers noticed this also during the May Day parade this
year in Belgrade where American armaments mainly
struck one’s eyes, although new Soviet-made tanks were
not missing. The arming of Yugoslavia by United States
imperialism is not without purpose. It is part and parcel
of the general armament of the imperialist powers and
their allies; that is why it constitutes a permanent
danger and menace to the socialist countries in the Bal-
kans, and in particular to our country, because Yugo-
slavia’s annexionist aims towards Albania are well known.
Therefore, in such conditions, cooperation with the Tito
clique means to play into the hands of imperialism. Nei-
ther Tito’s demagogy nor the sophistry of his supporters
is able to change what is known and publicly confirmed:
that Tito is the apprentice while the United States im-
perialism is his master.

A Marxist-Leninist party capable of implementing the
great ideas of scientific communism does not exist in
Yugoslavia today. The Yugoslav League of Commu-
nists and the Yugoslav state apparatus have long since
submerged into the mire of revisionism, of the betrayal
of the interests of the Yugoslav peoples and of the inter-
national communist and workers’ movement. To nourish
illusions and to hope that there is still a possibility of
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the Yugoslav revisionist leaders “mending their ways”
and starting properly to “build up” socialism means to
lose completely the sense of objectivity, to be in open
opposition to what is shown by the daily practice of the
present-day Yugoslav life, or to judge by not on the
basis of Marxist-Leninist analysis of the facts but of the
idealistic considerations of the revisionists.

The complete failure of the Yugoslav economic line,
just as the political failure of the Yugoslav revisionists,
does not mean at all that they are no longer dangerous.
As long as they continue their splitting and undermining
activities against the socialist camp and the international
communist movement, as long as imperialism is unspar-
ingly financing their traitorous activities, all the commu-
nists must constantly enhance their revolutionary vig-
ilance and carry out to the end their struggle of principle
for the unmasking and the complete ideological and polit-
ical destruction of the Yugoslav revisionists, these sworn
traitors to socialism and loyal servitors of imperialism.

The Moscow Declaration of the 81 communist and
workers’ parties says that “further exposure of the lead-
ers of Yugoslav revisionists and active struggle to safe-
guard the communist movement and the working-class
movement from the anti-Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav
revisionists, remain an essential task of the Marxist-
Leninist parties”. The reality of these tasks continues
always as previously. The Yugoslav revisionists, in spite
of the defeats they have suffered and continue to suifer,
will try to find new “arguments”, new ways of fighting
socialism, new allies to split the socialist camp and
undermine the ranks of the anti-imperialist front. There-
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fore, the more we unmask the demagogical manoeuvres
and subtle tactics of the Yugoslav revisionists, the better
we promote the great cause of the triumph of socialism
and peace.
Sofokli Lazri
Javer Malo

THE HUE AND CRY
ABOUT
A “CHANGE” IN TITO’S POLICY
AND
THE UNDENIABLE TRUTH

Article published in the newspaper
Zéri 1 Popullit

June 30, 1962




The recent hue and cry about a certain “change” in
Tito’s policy has again given rise in the West to the ques-
tion ‘“of guarantees to safeguard the independence of
Yugoslavia from world communism”., It is, however,
clear to all who have followed closely the American
policy towards Yugoslavia and the manoeuvres of Tito’s
clique to sow dissension in the socialist camp and the
international communist movement, that there is actually
no such ‘“change” nor can there be any. In any case,
the American Senators, who do not know all that the
State Department knows, demanded new guarantees.
Mention was even made of a resolution which the
American Senate supposedly passed to refuse further
aid to Yugoslavia and that Kennedy himself had later
intervened to have this resolution annulled. What a
comedy!

Nevertheless, the guarantees did not fail to come forth.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of Yugoslavia,
Kocha Popovich, paid an official visit to Washington
where he was cordially received by the head of the State
Department, Dean Rusk, and by President Kennedy -
himself. News agencies reported that the topics dealt
with at these talks, at ‘“these pleasant and interesting
talks”, as Kocha Popovich described his talks with Dean
Rusk, included “the Common Market, Berlin and the
whole question of East-West relations, the aid to be given
by the United States to Yugoslavia and, probably, an
eventual visit of Marshal Tito to Washington towards
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the end of the current year”. In other words, time-
pieces were set and new guarantees negotiated for the
days to come.

The American Ambassador to Belgrade, George Ken-
nan, who is no second-rate diplomat but is considered as
a “Number One American expert on Eastern affairs”,
stated, according to the Yugoslav Tanjug News Agency
itself, that “there is no reason to doubt that Yugoslavia is
an independent state and that it will continue to main-
tain this stand in the days to come, too”.

Lastly, Kennedy himself gave ‘“guarantees”. At his
press conference on June 7, he justified the policy of
his Government towards Yugoslavia, calling the aid to
Tito’s clique as in keeping with ‘“‘the national interests”
of the United States of America. Nothing more need
be said under the circumstances. Let those who have
eyes see and those who have ears hear, as the saying
goes.

It is thus plain that the hubbub about some kind of
a ‘“‘change” in Tito’s policy, which was started after his
speech at Split in which, for obvious reasons, hints were
dropped about some “changes in Yugoslav politics”, is
only a pill intended to put to sleep those who have shut
their eyes and stuffed their ears so as not to see and
hear that this is only another ruse and nothing else.

Both Belgrade and Washington brag about the so-called
“independence” of the Tito clique. A lie, pure and
simple! When we know that the imperialists consider
only the socialist states as dependent and in bondage and
that Taiwan, south Korea, south Viet Nam, etc. are pro-
claimed by them as champions of independence, it is not
hard to draw the conclusion that Yugoslavia, too, is as
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“independent” as these classic countries of imperialist
slavery. Nobody envies them for this kind of “independ-
ence”.

But there is nothing new in this: such words as “in-
dependence” or ‘“socialism” applied to Yugoslavia are
nothing less than masks which the Belgrade revisionists
and their friends use to cover up the truth. It is plain
that if these masks were to fall off the Yugoslav revi-
sionists would be good for nothing.

Close, all-round American-Yugoslav collaboration is so
extensive and so conspicuous that it cannot be kept
secret. The history of American-Yugoslav relations bears
full evidence of the ‘““independence” of Yugoslavia and
the role that has been assigned to it. We need to mention
only a few facts of recent years. At the 7th Congress
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia Tito stated:

“We received economic and military aid from America
at the time when it was most urgently needed, that is,
when Stalin exerted political, economic and propaganda
pressure on our country. This was of great help to us
in overcoming the difficulties we encountered at that
time.”

Let us assume for a moment that it was only during a
certain specific period that the Yugoslav revisionists re-
ceived economic and military aid from the United States
of America. Why, it should be asked, did the American
imperialists give this help to Yugoslavia at that time?

If one can describe as disinterested the “aid” which
the American imperialists gave the Greek monarchical
fascists to oppress the Greek people or the “aid” which
they are giving the reactionary cliques in the Far East,
then one can equally describe as disinterested the “aid”
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which they have been giving to Yugoslavia. There is
no case in history of imperialists giving disinterested aid.
'American “aid” has always and everywhere been aimed
at making the countries which receive it dependent eco-
nomically and politically on American imperialism. Yu-
goslavia can make no exception.

It is to the best of everybody’s knowledge that the
economic, military and political aid allocated by the
United States to Yugoslavia is not confined to any specific
period but has been continuous and in ever increasing
proportions. _

It is publicly known that from 1948 to the end of
1961, Yugoslavia, as the American magazine U.S. News
and World Report of November 27, 1961, wrote, received
military and economic aid amounting to 3 Bbillion 500
million dollars from the United States of America. News-
papers and periodicals abroad do not hesitate even
to publish time-tables listing in detail the amounts of this
“aid” given in various forms, in some cases openly and
in others not, at times directly in dollars, at other times
in surplus agricultural produce and in many cases in
armaments. Nor are conclusions lacking as to why this
“aid” is given in specific situations. Thus, for instance,
the Tito clique received large sums of dollars at the time
of the counter-revolution in Hungary, in the preparation
of which the Yugoslav revisionists took active part, and
following the speech by Tito at Pula, in which he made
a violent attack on and slandered the Soviet Union and
all the other socialist countries. On November 3, 1956
Yugoslavia and the USA concluded an agreement whereby
98,300,000 dollars worth of American surplus agricultural
produce would be furnished, and at the end of December
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of the same year the American Government handed to
Yugoslavia a cheque for nearly 6 billion dinars.

In 1957, when the League of Communists of Yugo-
slavia refused to sign the Moscow Declaration of the Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties of the socialist countries
and made public their revisionist program, as a counter-
balance to the entire international communist and work-
ers’ movement, the USA gave Yugoslavia another huge
loan. A news item reported on November 22, 1957 by
AFP said: “There have been clear indications that the
Yugoslav stand (in connection with the Moscow Declara-
tion) has given rise to great interest in the State Depart-
ment. The impression prevails in Washington that the
Yugoslav President, Marshal Tito, has again stood firm
in showing his independence from the communist bloc”.
A few days later, on December 8, 1957, Tito received the
former Ambassador of the USA to Yugoslavia, James
Ridelberger. The next day The New York Times stated
that “Tito mentioned Yugoslavia’s refusal to sign the
Moscow Declaration as a further proof of its continued
independence”. These are not sheer coincidences. But
there is more yet.

On June 15, 1958 Tito delivered his infamous speech
at Labin, the main objective of which was to justify the
revisionist nature of the program of the League of Com-
munists of Yugoslavia, a program repudiated with dis-
dain by all the communist and workers’ parties of the
world, and to give a new tone to his slanders against the
communist and workers’ parties of the socialist countries.
The speech was acclaimed by the imperialist camp, and
only three days later, on June 18, President Eisenhower
praised Tito for attempting to “create centrifugal forces”
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within the socialist camp, expressing at the same time
his readiness to strengthen the ties with Yugoslavia.

During the same period and precisely on June 19, Ro-
bert Murphy, then Assistant-Secretary of the State De-
partment, declared: “He (Tito) has never faltered in his
determination to safeguard the independence of Yugo-
slavia from intrusion into the internal affairs of his
country”. There is no doubt that all these declarations
would be followed by gifts of dollars. And that is exact~
ly what happened. On June 18 a Yugoslav military mis-
sion paid a call to the Department of Defence of the USA
and asked that military equipment be furnished more
speedily. Newsweek said during those days: “The Unit-
ed States has decided to give Yugoslavia a political
priority in the American aid, and a loan as well”.
Further down it added: “The United States of America
will give Yugoslavia a special aid in the form of a 10-15
million dollars as well as 80-20 million dollars worth of
surplus agricultural products, and plans are being
examined to sell to it armaments directly”.

What do all these things speak of? The complete har-
mony of the Yugoslav policy with that of the imperialists
leaves no room for us to consider it casual. This policy
persistently pursued by Belgrade has been received with
enthusiastic approval in the imperialist camp. The Yu-

goslav leaders have even been encouraged by these peri- t
odic “aids” to tread on this road. “The elastic trend |

shown by America towards Yugoslavia in the past,” The

New York Times wrote, “was justifiable from the stand- 1

point of our own interests”.

American aid did not fail to pour forth during 1959 |
as well as the following years. It is publicly known that
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this year’s aid amounted to the gross sum of 156,300,000
dollars.

But the catastrophic consequences of the economic
policy of the Yugoslav revisionists were clearly mani-
fested in 1960. It was the time when the Yugoslav lead-
ers were about to launch a new system of foreign trade
and rate of exchange, through which the penetration of
American capital in Yugoslavia would be greatly facili-
tated. The revisionists stated at that time that they
needed 350 million dollars fo meet the difficult situation
of payments. It was precisely at this point that the
American Department of State sent to Belgrade its
Under-Secretary, Douglas Dillon, one of the most power-
ful men on the New York Stock Exchange. Following
his talks with the Yugoslav leaders he stated: “The USA
has tried to help Yugoslavia for a number of years to
consolidate its position as an independent country . . .
Yugoslavia and the USA maintain constructive mutual
relations which are reflected in economic collaboration,
in an ever increasing exchange of men and mutual pro-
grams of technical development”. He said further: “We
continue to look for fields of collaboration in which our
common efforts will bring about the rise of well-being
and security for our peoples”. Just how much the well-
being of the Yugoslav people has improved through this
collaboration with the USA Dillon is well aware. This
was further elucidated by Tito’s recent speech at Split.
It had been made clear in time by the American press
as well. On December 26, 1961 the American news
agency UPI gave this tableau of the situation in Yugo-
slavia:
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“Changes have been introduced in Yugoslavia in these
years that have pleased the West but on the contrary
have made the Kremlin uneasy. Forced collectivization
has been practically eliminated by the Tito regime. The
economy of the country has increasingly been adapted
to Western trade. Some aspects of free trade in in-
dustry have come to the fore. Internal and foreign
trips have been encouraged. Some Yugoslavs continue to
have a ‘Marxist conscience’. They still like to show (pro
forma of course) time and again that they are good so-
cialists, that they are opposed to the capitalist system.
Because of this they often align themselves with the
leaders of the African and Asiatic bloc against the United
States and Western imperialism”.

How then can one say that American “aid” is lavished
on Yugoslavia without economic and political conces-
sions made by the latter?

But let us return to Dillon’s visit. As expected and
as it had always happened whenever American per-
sonalities visited Belgrade, the Tito clique received
more dollars. This is a fact. It is likewise a fact that
the Belgrade revisionists gave further pledges to the
“Generous Uncle”. Wherefore all this generosity?

“Why is the Government of the United States trying
to strengthen the communist regime in Yugoslavia at the
same time as it is trying to fight the other communists
throughout the world?” asked U.S. News and World Re-
port in one of its last year’s issues. And at the same
time it gave its answer: “The Americans should put the
question: ‘Do Tito’s interests coincide with ours?. View-
ed from this standpoint, our policy towards Tito is cor-
rect’”. Here is the reason. Everything is plainly said.
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But, as it was then explained, this article was written in
order to appease some short-sighted individuals in
America who, listening to Tito’s phraseology, took him
for a real communist. It was the same people, as it can
be remembered, who raised their voices against the 130
fighter planes which Kennedy’s Government would be
giving to Yugoslavia and against training Yugoslav pilots
in American military bases. Some went even so far as
to say that the Kennedy Administration would re-
examine American policy towards Yugoslavia. But
these rumors were speedily hushed up. On October 18
last year Dean Rusk stated in one of his press confer-
ences that he “has not the least doubt that the policy of
American military aid to Yugoslavia has helped the lat-
ter preserve its independence vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc”,
and that “since 1948 Yugoslavia has not only safeguard-
ed its independence, but it has been a source of dissen-
sion in the bosom of international communism”. More-
over, to remove any misgivings about the stand the
Yugoslav revisionists maintained at the conference of
non-aligned countries in Belgrade, the head of American
diplomacy deemed it necessary to state that “the stand of
the Yugoslav Delegation at the conference of non-aligned
countries does not show that Yugoslavia has departed
from the road of her independence”.

Dean Rusk’s various speeches and statements, although
camouflaged in diplomatic phraseology, lay bare the ser-
vices which the Yugoslav revisionists render to Ameri-
can imperialism, especially in their role as sowers of dis-
sension in the international communist movement and
in their work of disrupting the national-liberation move-
ments. In this connection it is worth citing another sig-
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nificant statement made by Dean Rusk on February 5
of this year. In his controversy with Senator Paul Kit-
chin, Head of the Special Committee of the House of
Representatives, the Secretary of State declared: “The
American aid given by Eisenhower and Kennedy con-
solidated the independence of Yugoslavia and made Tito
a leading example of how to successfully detach a com-
munist country from Soviet imperialism”. He made this
statement more explicit when he said that “the Ken-
nedy Administration is convinced that Yugoslavia takes
no part in the international communist plot to under-
mine the independence of other countries”.

Dean Rusk called “the first decision” to “help” Yu-
goslavia as “full of vision and daring” and wound up
by saying that “the results have surpassed our expecta-
tions”. Or, as his assistant, Herlan Cleveland, stated re-
cently when speaking about the aid that the United
States had given Yugoslavia: “I think we have received
a good reward for our money”.

The facts we have mentioned speak for themselves,
they show that the Tito clique are from first to last in
the service of American imperialism. This is confirmed
not only by the assistance, statements and praises which
the leaders of American imperialism have always lav-
ished and continue to lavish on the Belgrade revisionists
but also by the revisionist policy and activities of the
Yugoslav leaders who keep pursuing the same objective,
namely, to sow dissension in the socialist camp and pro-
long the life of imperialism. Participation in the Balkan
Pact, which connects the Tito clique with NATO, bears
full witness to this; Tito’s open attacks on the socialist
camp, likening it to the imperialist bloc, bear witness
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to this; and the numerous slanders against the Soviet
Union, against the socialist system, bear witness to this.

* It was Tito who called the decision of the Soviet Gov-

ernment to resume nuclear tests “a thing that has alarm-
ed the whole world on a very large scale” and called the
Economic Counecil of Mutual Assistance “a serious ob-
stacle” to economic cooperation, “bearing resemblance
to” the Common Market. Going all the way to embel-
lish the capitalist system, to preach revisionist ideas
about war and peace, about coexistence, about revolu-
tions, about the nature of imperialism and so on is an-
other proof of this.

To whose benefit. and in whose service the Yugoslav
revisionist leaders carry out their policy and activities
is also clearly demonstrated by their hostile stand to-
wards the struggle of the oppressed peoples to free them-
selves from American imperialism and other colonialist
powers as well as towards the revolutionary war of the
working class against capitalist exploiters. Doesn’t the
stand of the Yugoslav revisionists towards the struggle
of the Congolese people for independence—i.e., their
considering American intervention as “a factor that
helped stabilize the situation”, a very ‘significant and
valuable factor” — speak of this? To praise Kennedy’s
“Alliance for Progress” which aims at prolonging the
period of bondage for the Latin Americans, and to preach
that American imperialism “is beginning to realize that
times have changed” and that it is “showing readiness
to correct mistakes and adjust wrongs”, as the Yugoslav
revisionists have done — is this not to the advantage of
American imperialism and prejudicial to the fight of the
Latin American peoples for freedom? To praise Wash-
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ington’s “endeavours” to solve the Laotian problem be-
cause American imperialists “are really eager to see a {

peaceful and neutral Laos”, as the Yugoslav revisionists
have done —is this not to the advantage of American
imperialism and prejudicial to the struggle of the Lao-
tian patriots for freedom?

Tito’s clique is in fact not different from the other
allies of the USA except for its “socialist” and “neutral-
ist” mask which it is obliged to wear, and its special role
as a “Trojan horse” in order to sow dissension in the so-
cialist camp and in the international communist and
workers’ movement. One thing is certain: If now and
then Rusk and other American politicians find it ex-
pedient to blurt out certain fragments of the truth in
order to quiet down those who do not know as much
as the State Department, they do a thousand other things
to keep this mask on.

In the present state of things, when the Yugoslav revi-
sionists are meeting with complete failure in their eco-
nomic and political system and their activities have been
so openly exposed in the international arena, the Tito
group have to resort to shrewd tricks and find new ways
of sowing dissension in the socialist camp and the inter-
national communist and workers’ movement. Both the
American imperialists and the modern revisionists deem
it expedient today to paint in deeper red the mask of
the Tito group which has lost colour. And that is what
they are doing. At the same time that Kocha Popovich
went to Washington to strengthen relations with the
USA and to coordinate his policy with the American Gov-
ernment, Tito, in his speech at Split, pretended he was
making ‘“socialist improvements in Yugoslavia”. These
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manoeuvres are inseparable parts of that notorious big
international plot of imperialist reaction directed against
socialism and peace.

Therefore, we would be doing a great disservice to the
socialist camp and the international communist and
workers’ movement if we slackened our vigilance against
the danger of Yugoslav revisionists, or, what is worse,
if we nourished illusions that they are correcting their
mistakes and embarking on the right road, illusions that
the socialist elements are being strengthened in Yugo-
slavia, that socialism is being built there, and so on and
so forth.

The international communist and workers’ movement
has more than once emphasized that it behooves the com-
munists throughout the world to expose and denounce
the activities of the Yugoslav revisionists thoroughly.
This is indispensable to the consolidation of the unifcy
of the socialist camp and the international communist
movement, of the anti-imperialist front of peace and so-
cialism.

And yet, what is actually happening? While al'l fgcts
go to prove that Yugoslavia, far from building socialism,
has embarked on a comprehensive, all-round drift towards
capitalism, the modern revisionists try their utmost 'fo
prove the contrary. But such statements as “Yugoslavia
is a socialist country” and “socialism is being built in Yu-
goslavia” and the like are mere bluffs which cause no
harm to the imperialists but which allow the mode.rn
revisionists of all stripes to throw their arms around Tito
and justify him to a certain extent in the eyes of the
world. In other words, Tito is the link which connects
the other revisionists with imperialism at a time when
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this cannot yet be done openly and directly. Vain are “'f
all efforts to conceal this truth, though the “arguments”
used in explaining why imperialism helps “socialist” Yu- }

goslavia and why the revisionists tighten their connec-

tions with the treacherous Tito clique are diverse. If “so-

cialism is being built in Yugoslavia” then what explana-
tion can be given for the fact that the imperialists aid
the Tito clique? According to this logic either the im-
perialists are no longer imperialists and are baginning to
set their hearts on building socialism, or Yugoslavia is
not building socialism and the imperialists are actually
helping to reinstate capitalism. Either the one or the
other. The modern revisionists categorically deny the
second and stick to the first. If so, then let them say
it openly.

If Yugoslavia is a “socialist country” we are justified
in asking: How many kinds of socialism are there in the
world? According to modern revisionist logic there must
be two kinds of socialism: one kind of socialism hostile
to capitalism, against which the imperialists wage a re-
lentless fight, and another kind of socialism harmless to
capitalism, which the imperialists aid unsparingly. Yu-
goslav “socialism” therefore is harmless to capitalism,
otherwise the imperialists would not be aiding it. The
truth is that Tito’s “socialism” aided by American im-
perialism has nothing in common with socialism. Tito’s
clique simply uses it as a mask. It is like saying that
there are two kinds of imperialism: a bad one, hostile to
the working class and to all the laboring people, exploit-
er and warmonger, and a good one that looks after the
welfare of the working class and of all the laboring peo-
ple, liberator of the peoples and peace-loving. But there
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are not two kinds of socialism for Marxist-Leninists, just
as there are not two kinds of imperialism.

It is not very easy for the modern revisionists to justify
their shaking hands with Tito so generously today. To
make friends with him they have to renounce the 1960
Moscow Declaration which has designated the Yugoslav
revisionists as traitors to Marxism-Leninism. But the
modern revisionists have recently let it be understood
that they are determined to do even this. After all did
they not say immediately after the 1960 Moscow Declara-
tion was signed that this historic document, drawn up and
signed by all the representatives of the 81 Communist
and Workers’ Parties of the world, was a document of
compromise? And these are the consequences. Com-
promises are of short duration and that is why the revi-
sionists began to violate the 1960 Declaration and set
aside one of the most essential iterns: the attitude to-
wards Yugoslav revisionism.

Of course, those who are opposed to what was jointly
decided upon and clearly written in the 1960 Moscow
Declaration are obliged to go on manoeuvring.

This is only a question of tactics. Naturally, at the
present phase the modern revisionists are obliged to
maintain a certain “distance” from the Tito group, who
are highly compromised by their open connections with
imperialism. But this “distance” does not at all affect
the main thing, namely, the ideological reconciliation
which binds the revisionists to one another in their op-
position to Marxism-Leninism. This “distance” does not
at all affect their blatant manifestation of mutual
sympathy and collaboration. On the other hand the
Belgrade revisionists are not so foolish as to fail to un-
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derstand the “necessity’ of this “distance”. This is what
the “Trojan horse” is after: once the walls are down the
rest follows suit. This was what happened in 1956 too,
but the Hungarian. events, with Tito’s group and the
American imperialists jointly organizing a counter-revolu-
tion, did not come up to their expectations. A lesson was
drawn from the mistakes and work has now been started
on a more comprehensive plan.

Thus under the masks of “peaceful coexistence” and
“normal state relations”, the process of fusion began.
The statements of “normal relations” were replaced with
“good relations”, followed by the exchange of numerous
delegations, by the extension of economic, cultural and
other relations. In short, the modern revisionists mus-
tered their forces through “fruitful and all-round” col-
laboration for the struggle against Leninism. This pro-
cess of collaboration is in full swing and is intended to
take more concrete form in the days to come.

The fig' leaf which is still in use for pretending
that “we have opposite ideological views with Yugo-
slavia” is counter-balanced and neutralized by the other
slogans about ‘“‘socialist Yugoslavia” and such statements
as ‘“identical views on the most important international
and political issues”. What is yet to come is a full
identity of views not only in politics but also in ideology
and aims.

Another “reason” why it is necessary to make friends
with Tito has recently been spread around. It is rumored
that the Americans are trying to take advantage of the
economic crisis which Yugoslavia is undergoing in order
to organize a ‘counter-revolution there”. And it is
added: it is therefore just and Marxist-like to “rescue”
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Tito from this imperialist “danger” by pursuing a policy
of conciliation towards him, regardless of what is said
in the 1960 Moscow Declaration. And thereby hangs an
amusing tale: the imperialists will overthrow Tito. Why?
In order to establish socialism? This remains to be said
and everything will be crystal clear. But it is yet too
early for this. But then what need is there of saying
everything? The revisionists are especially careful not
to say everything.

How long this will last is, for the time being, un-
important. The unequivocal and determined stand of
the international communist and workers’ movement
towards the Tito clique is a stumbling-block which the
modern revisionists cannot fail to take into account. But
the revisionists have not taken into account the con-
sequences resulting from their reconciliation with Tito.
Plain common sense tells us that so long as Tito is tied
up with the imperialists, reconciliation with him is a
step towards reconciliation with the imperialists. What-
ever the modern reévisionists do, whether they are fully
reconciled to or keep a certain “aloofness” from ‘“Yugo-
slav comrades”, whether they speak of “disagreement”
with them on certain matters or make any ‘“comradely
criticism” to them, what is said in the 1960 Moscow
Declaration remains unaltered, namely, that the Yugo-
slav revisionists are traitors to Marxism-Leninism and
the Marxist-Leninist Parties are duty bound to continue
to expose them.

In his speech to the electors, Comrade Enver Hoxha
was therefore right to stress that “the Communist and
Workers’ Parties of the world, the communists through-
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out the world, acting on the Moscow Declarations, will

continue to thoroughly expose the modern revisionists,
will tear off the mask of the Belgrade renegades and
their bosses, the American imperialists, and will frustrate
all their plans”,

MODERN REVISIONISM
HELPS THE FUNDAMENTAL STRATEGY
OF AMERICAN IMPERIALISM

Article published in the newspaper
Zéyi i Popullit

September 19 and 20, 1962




On August 7 this year the leader of the Yugoslav
revisionists, Tito, gave an interview to the American
newspaperman Drew Pearson of the Washington Post,
In this interview which we published in our paper on
September 18, 1962, Tito displayed once again his true
nature, the nature of a renegade from Marxism-
Leninism, of a servant and an experienced agent of the
American imperialists in their struggle against com-
munism and the movements for national liberation and
peace in the world, and of the imperialist go-between
for Khrushchev’s revisionist group.

Facts and day-to-day occurrences clearly demonstrate
that imperialism, with American imperialism in the lead,
is becoming more and more aggressive and warlike,
Through Kennedy, Rusk and its other spokesmen, Amer-
ican imperialism has of late proclaimed once again its
“fundamental strategy”, i.e. to exterminate the socialist
countries and the people’s revolutionary movements for
national liberation, and to establish its domination of the
world. It is feverishly striving to attain this funda-
mental objective by all methods and in the economic,
political, military and ideological spheres.

By their views and activities the modern revisionists,
especially the treacherous Tito revisionist clique, are
rendering great service to the imperialists, headed by
American imperialists, in carrying out their strategic
plan. Tito’s last interview is a proof of this.
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Tito denies the secparation of the world into two !
antagonistic systems, cancels all distinction between j
them and expresses his regret that the “unity” of the
capitalist world has been ruptured and the world so- |

cialist system, which he identifies with a political and

military bloc, has been established. Tito openly denies {
the existence of the fundamental contradictions of our |
epoch — contradictions between socialism and capitalism, |
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, between the ]

oppressed peoples and imperialism, between the forces
of peace and those of war, between democracy and reac-

tion —and preaches putting an end to all struggles !

against imperialism and reaction, and to all revolutionary

and national liberation movements. In his interview 1
Tito made an open confession of the ultimate aim of the

revisionists, namely, the integration of socialism into

capitalism and the establishment of complete imperialist

domination over the world.

On the one hand Tito preaches that imperialism has
changed its aggressive and warmongering nature, saying
that its exponents have now become “wise”, “peace-
loving’ and “spokesmen of the aspirations of mankind’;
he champions the policy of war and aggression of the
imperialist powers, especially of the American impe-
rialists, shows grave concern for the prestige of the USA
(that is why he suggests that the USA should abolish
atomic weapons in its initiative in order to raise this
prestige), extols the economic potentiality of the USA,
and so forth. On the other hand Tito slanders the
peaceful foreign policy of the Soviet Union and of the
other socialist countries, calling it a militaristic policy
determined by military circles, puts the economic and
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political organizations of the socialist countries in the
same category as those of the imperialists, and belittles
the magnificent achievements of the Soviet Union.

In the role as the “Trojan horse” Tito drives wedges
into the unity of the socialist camp, especially into the
friendship of the Soviet people towards the Chinese.

At the head of the spokesmen of the views and aims
of the modern revisionists Tito, in his recent interview,
openly pointed out the objective towards which the
revisionists should proceed at the present time. People
still have a fresh memory of Tito’s speech delivered at
Pula in November 1956. He was then the first to call
upon all modern revisionists, masked and revealed, to
“come out of their shells” and take a more active part
in the fight for the triumph of their revisionist line, to
carry to the end their war against ‘“‘Stalinism” and ‘“dog-
matism”, to courageously do away with the consequences
of the “cult of the individual”. This was the way which
Tito recommended to the modern revisionists. The
Khrushchev group and those who follow them pursued
this road with determination, sparing no methods or
means which included demagogy and intrigues, plots and
intervention, pressure, blackmail and open threats.

This was the first step. In his recent interview Tito
urged the revisionists to courageously take the second
step: to proceed boldly towards reconciliation and affilia-
tion with the imperialists, towards ‘‘economic and polit-
ical integration” with the capitalist world, in other
words, towards capitulation to the imperialists. In the
interview Tito told the revisionists openly that “economic
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integration is our perspective” and ~that “political
integration comes after economic integration”. He even
tried to provide a “theoretical” basis for this revisionist
line of action.

It is interesting to note that in the interview given to
the American newspaperman Tito became the interpreter
of Khrushchev’s views and ideas to the imperialists. He
described Khrushchev as a pacifist who is set on rap-
prochement and friendship with American imperialism
by all means. Tito told the American newspaperman
very clearly that he is well acquainted with Khrushchev,
knows what he thinks, has nearly the same views and
the same aims and uses the same tactics as Khrushchev,
that they heed each other’s words and that he is certain
that an agreement with Khrushchev is possible. Tito
advised the American imperialists to have patience and
not to “dramatize” things, for the devil is not so ugly
as they say.

It is equally interesting that the Khrushchev group
said nothing in response to Tito’s interview, nor did they
contradict Tito’s interpretation of Khrushchev’s ideas,
tactics and aims. This is significant indeed. This means
that Khrushchev and his group approve of what Tito
said in his interview and thereby confirm once again
that they agree with the views and activities of this ex-
perienced agent of imperialism.

It is, therefore, important that we should analyze in
greater detail the revisionist views expressed in Tito’s
interview, looking at them in close connection with all
the concrete views and actions of the modern revisionists.
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1. SUPPORTERS OF THE IMPERIALIST POLICY OF
WAR, AGGRESSION AND OPPRESSION

The main concern of the revisionists has been and still
is to convince communists and the people that impe-
rialism has changed its oppressive, exploiting and aggres-
sive nature, to persuade communists and the people to
give up their revolution and national liberation struggle
and in this way to justify their opportunist and pacifist
policy which is detrimental to the interests of the people
and renders good service to the imperialist bourgeoisie.
This line of the revisionists has been clearly expressed
in Tito’s recent interview. In this interview he said
among other things: “Why is it necessary for people to
fight today and what problems are they to solve? . . .
Hitler in his days had the crazy notion of dominating the
world. But for wise people, for people who are fully
aware of and feel the aspirations of humanity, I see no
‘raison d’étre’ for such an idea as to wage war. The
world has already passed the period when people fought
for economic reasons. History has recorded a whole
series of wars from the highwaymen’s adventures to the
occupation of colonies. But the countries of Asia and
Africa are no longer colonies, no longer territories sub-
Ject to contentions among the Big Powers, for these ex-
colonies are now independent countries. The develop-
ment of productive forces in the advanced countries has
reached a very high level and for them there is no need
to conquer other countries for the purpose of securing
the means of production, for they can produce these
themselves and in ample quantities. . . . Besides, war is
a hindrance to world integration. . , . Therefore war is
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an absurdity, for which no one feels any necessity. But
wars appear on the horizon because people have armed
themselves to the teeth and do not know what to do with
their armaments. . . . It is equally absurd to let the
military circles determine and suggest to their govern-
ments and people what they should do.”

These theses of Tito’s make up the nucleus of the argu-
ments of the Yugoslav revisionists with regard to the
fundamental issues of our times, to the problem of the
struggle between two opposing social systems, the
struggle for peace, the struggle of the peoples against
oppression and colonial exploitation, the struggle of the
working class and of all workers against capitalist
domination, etc. They are a badly-disguised adaptation
from the “fundamental strategy” of American impe-
rialism. They are at the same time a more explicit and
more fundamental essence of the views of all modern
revisionists on the main issues of present world develop-
ments.

~ HAS THE AGGRESSIVE AND WARMONGERING
NATURE OF IMPERIALISM CHANGED?

One of the main topics that Tito discussed in his inter-
view was that of war and peace. Speaking on this mat-
ter Tito repeated his notorious theses that imperialism
did not present any danger today and that it was no
longer the carrier and initiator of aggressive wars. Ac-
cording to the revisionist Tito it turns out that there is
no reason whatsoever to have wars at all, that “the world
has already passed the period when people fought for
economic reasons”, that “viewed from all angles war
between states is absurd”, that imperialism has changed
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its nature, it is no longer imperialism, it 1s no longer the
source of aggressive wars, for the imperialist countries,
he says, have attained a high level of development of
their productive forces, secure everything in sufficient
quantities at home and therefore need no longer go after
conquests (!). Moreover, according to Tito, no danger
exists today that the imperialists will launch wars, be-
cause at the head of the imperialist nations stand “wise
men”’ and “peace-lovers”, like Kennedy and Co., who
“express the aspirations of mankind”(!).

In a slightly different way the Khrushchev group stand
more or less on the same ground. People are already
well aware of the dangerous opportunist illusions dis-
seminated by the Khrushchev group that “a world free
from wars, armaments and armies” can be realized right
away, that Eisenhower, Kennedy, de Gaulle and the
other heads of imperialism are for peace, that the im-
perialists would use the resources released by disarma-
ment to help the backward countries develop their
economy and their culture, etc. In his article, “The
Urgent Problems of the Development of the World So-
cialist Movement”, published in the journal Communist,
No. 12 of August 1962, Khrushchev states almost quite
openly that there is no more danger of an aggressive war
against the socialist countries on the part of imperialism,
for the imperialists have “renounced” war as a means
of solving the contradictions between the two systems,
for “the reasonable personalities of the West” (in other
words the heads of imperialism) “are continually tending
towards a more realistic way”. “The imperialists,”
Khrushchev continues, “have taken our challenge to
compete in economic development to heart. ... We are
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gradually drawing the capitalist countries onto the road |
of peaceful competition between the two systems.” Ac- |
cording to Khrushchev, the imperialists have at present §
almost given up their military preparations for aggres- |
sive war against the socialist countries and “aim at |
mobilizing all their resources to fight the world socialist |
movement in the field of economy, politics and ide- :
ology”. Khrushchev arrives at the conclusion that “the |
question at issue today is: which system will show more ;
vitality, that is, which system will give the peoples more

material and spiritual well-being in as a short time as

possible. It is precisely in this field, I think, that the |
hardest battles between socialism and capitalism will be |

fought”,
From what premises does Khrushchev proceed and

arrive at the conclusion that the danger of imperialist |
aggression against the socialist countries is out of the
question? As he himself points out in his article he f§
proceeds from the change in the balance of forces in the §
international arena in favor of socialism, from the fact §
that the “imperialists cannot fail to see that in the §
development of modern weapons which correspond to |

the latest achievements of science and technique, the so-

cialist camp is not lagging behind, but in many instances }
is ahead of them”, that although the imperialists “refuse 1
to give up their fight against the socialist countries, yet |
this struggle in the military field leads them to a blind |

alley so long as both sides, the socialist countries and

the capitalist countries, possess powerful nuclear armed {

forces”, that under these circumstances the imperialists
today cannot hope ‘“to solve the historical rivalry be-

tween socialism and capitalism through war”, that the 1
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imperialists do not do this of their own free will but they
are compelled to do it “as a result of the new balance
of forces in the international arena arising from thfr
growth of the power of the socialist system”.

It is more than true that the balance of forces in the
international arena has changed in favor of socialism,
that the world socialist system has become today. a
colossal international force, that the Soviet Union
possesse$ modern weapons of war and in many aspects
is superior to the imperialist powers. This, paturally,
is a real fact which the imperialists cannot fail to take
into account, a factor which holds them in leash and
compels them to think twice before they de.cide to under-
take aggressive action against the countries of the so-
cialist camp. But can one so readily draw the conclu-~
sion from this, as Khrushchev does, that at present the
imperialists have given up or are giving up their aggres-
sive designs against the socialist countries and .tltlat th.e‘y
are really inclined to carry out peaceful competition with
socialism? By no means.

While Khrushchev and his followers try to persuade
the people that the imperialists have given up or are
giving up their attempts to launch an :jtggresswe war
against the socialist countries and are seriously embark-
ing on economic competition with socialism, the repre-
sentatives of imperialism themselves have openly stated
and continue to maintain that all the strategy of impe-
rialism, especially American imperialism, is imb}led
with the idea of preparing for an aggressive war against
the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries for
they consider the war, especially nuclear war, as a means
of solving international problems. They never make a
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secret of the main objective of their policy, namely, to {
abolish the socialist system and establish imperialist ;
domination over the world with American imperialism

in the lead.

And everyday facts show that the imperialists do not ‘

only talk about war against the socialist countries but

they are actually preparing for it. Is the unbridled |
armament race which has taken on colossal proportions }
in the imperialist countries not a proof of this?’ Do we |
not see a proof of this in the encirclement of the socialist °
countries by a dense network of American military bases, |
in the consolidation of the aggressive military blocs and :
their feverish activities, in the revival and rearming of }
the military revanchists of West Germany, in the at-
tempts to revive Japanese militarism in the Far East, in |
the creation of hotbeds of war in various parts of the |
world so as to pass from local wars to a world war, a §
war principally against the socialist countries, and so on, |

and so forth?

We can include within the framework of this imperial- ]
ist strategy a number of recent war preparations and .;

dangerous activities of American imperialism, such as

the new tests of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, ;
the fighting in south Vietnam, inciting Chiang Kai-shek 1
to attack the People’s Republic of China, the dispatch ]
of armed forces to Southeast Asia, the continuous prov-

ocations in Berlin, the savage bombardment of Havana,

the preparations for a new plot to launch new aggres- |
sion on socialist Cuba, the undermining of disarmament }
talks at Geneva, the continued flight of “U-2" spying i
planes over the territories of the Soviet Union and the ]
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People’s Republic of China, and President Kennedy’s
decision to mobilize another 150,000 reservists in the USA,

In face of all these facts — the aggressive activities
and war preparations of imperialism — who can guaran-
tee that the danger of imperialist aggression against our
countries is non-existent? Who can guarantee that the
imperialists will not make other plans and one day un-
dertake a crazy military adventure against the socialist
countries just as Hitler did in the Second World War?
There is no absolute guarantee of this.

The war danger today is even actual in view of the
fact that the armament race continues ever so feverishly
and that the weapons of war are continuously being im-
proved, and under these circumstances war may even
break out, as experts maintain, due to some error on the
part of the men who handle the means of war, due to
defects in the signal-giving apparatus, etc.

It is likewise evident that military circles are exerting
more and more influence on the policy of the imperialist
countries. Even Khrushchev himself is compelled to
affirm that in the imperialist countries there“are “sworn
enemies of socialism”, “crazy people”, “people who have
lost their senses”. They openly declare that they prefer
“to die under capitalism rather than live under com-
munism”. And these are by no means men of no sig-
nificance, but high military and political personalities
who hold key positions in imperialist military staffs and
governments. B

We cannot pass on without mentioning that the
Khrushchev group itself “called attention” only three
months ago to the danger of an aggressive imperialist
war against the socialist countries. In his message ad-
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dressed to the Soviet people on June 1, 1962 concerning 1
the raising of retail price of meat and dairy products ]
we read among other things: “We do not live in cosmic |
space. So long as imperialism exists, the risk of fresh
wars exists too. It is no secret that international reac- }
tion, with the USA in the lead, brandishes its weapons,
keeps up a feverish armament race and concocts plans j
for an unexpected rocket and nuclear assault on the §
USSR and other socialist countries. Its politicians and |
generals speak openly of this, the President of the USA, }
John Kennedy, spoke openly of it. He stated: ‘under ;
certain circumstances we may take the initiative in the }
nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union’.” j
The question then arises and justly so: How can' this
statement of the Khrushchev group square with what }
Khrushchev writes in No. 12 of the journal Communist?
Could imperialism have made such a radical change dur- 1
ing the recent three or four months as to give up its ‘2
aggressive intentions and activities against the Soviet |
Union and the other socialist countries? This is hard to
believe. If looks as though the Khrushchev group need-
ed an interpretation of that kind at that time and now
it needs another. This is not the first time that the
Khrushchev group trifles with Marxist-Leninist prin-
ciples, adapting them in a pragmatic way to the exigen- |
cies of the day. k
Khrushchev’s views, which he also expressed recently
in t.he article published in the Communist, are openly at
variance with the Leninist teachings on imperialism and
with the programmatic documents of the international
communist movement, that is, the Moscow Declarations
of 1957 and 1960. It is clearly emphasized in the Dec-
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laration of 1960 that “the aggressive nature of imperial-
ism has not changed”, that “so long as imperialism exists
the basis for aggressive wars exists too”, that “the peo-
ples of all countries realize that the risk of a new world
war has not yet been eliminated”, and that “only the
triumph of socialism throughout the world will ulti-
mately eliminate the social and national cause of wars of
all kinds”. Proceeding from these theses of principle
and the actual policy and activities of the imperialists,
the Declaration adds as an obligation “not to under-
estimate the risk of war”, and it is forcefully stressed
that “the peoples are called upon to exercise as high a
vigilance as ever”.

Why did Khrushchev need to declare that the impe-
rialists have given up preparations for aggression against
the socialist countries and that they have taken the call
for peaceful economic competition with the socialist camp
to heart? -Apparently he needs this to justify his op-
portunist policy of open reconciliation with the impe-
rialists and of establishing broad economic and political
collaboration with the imperialist countries of which we
shall speak in greater detail. Here we only stress that
these views of Khrushchev’s are very detrimental to the
security of the socialist countries and to world peace.

This is evident today as it is also stressed in both
Moscow Declarations that “as a result of the growth
of the forces of peace” throughout the world and in par-
ticular of the consolidation of the world socialist system
with the Soviet Union in the lead, it has become possible
{o avert a new world war and the local wars which im-
perialism wages. The confidence in the possibility of
averting imperialist wars reassures the peace-loving peo-

89




ples of their own strength, arouses their optimism in §
safeguarding peace, and mobilizes them for a more de-
termined struggle to that end. But in spite of the great |
changes in the balance of forces, in spite of the new |
possibilities that have been created to avert war, the
danger of war and the possibility of the imperialists
launching it, still exists as long as imperialism exists,
for there is no absolute guarantee that there will be no |
war. To stress the danger of war as well as the pos- i
sibility to avert it, does not at all mean to frighten the |
peoples or to arouse in them a feeling of panic and in- |
security, but to acquaint them with the situation as it
exists in the world and to make them highly vigilant
and properly prepared, so as not to be caught unawares i
and to ward off imperialist aggression in time. .
The struggle to preserve and consolidate peace is in- "
separable from the struggle to expose imperialism, espe- |
cially American imperialism which is the main strong- {
hold of aggression and war in the world. It should be }
made clear to the people whence the danger of war comes ;
and who threatens peace, for otherwise their struggle
for peace will be futile and without a goal. To speak :
of peace in the abstract without at the same time ex-
posing the imperialist warmongers and, what is more,
to create illusions about “the good and peaceful inten- |
tions” of the imperialists, as the Khrushchev group is |
actually doing, to say that imperialism today has re- |
nounced and is renouncing its aggressive action against |
the socialist countries, and so on and so forth — all this
is very dangerous indeed for it lowers the vigilance of }
peace-loving peoples, leads to the weakening of the de- §
fensive forces of the socialist countries on which depends }
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the preservation of peace, weakens the struggle of the
peoples against the imperialist warmongers and helps
the latter to carry out their designs with less difficulty.

OPPONENTS OF THE PEOPLES ANTI-IMPERIALIST
NATIONAL LIBERATION WAR

The aggressive and warmongering nature of imperial-
ism with the American imperialists in the lead, manifests
itself not only in imperialism’s hostile activities against
the socialist countries but also in its aggressive attitude
towards other peoples and countries and towards world
peace in general. The imperialists are carrying out ag-
gressive acts in various regions of the world every day,
they are seriously threatening peace and the security
of the peoples every day. American imperialism’s gory
hand is seen everywhere, in Asia, in Africa, in Latin
America, and in the fight against the progressive revolu-
tionary movement in Europe. Everyday experience rejects
the absurd revisionist preachings that the aggressive
and warmongering nature of imperialism has changed,
that in our times the economic basis for imperialist
wars has itself disappeared, and that imperialism has
renounced economic expansion, as the renegade Tlto tries
to make us believe.

Then why did the USA forces fight against tiny Guate-
mala if not to protect the interests of the United Fruit
Company? Why did they launch an act of aggression
against Cuba if not to protect the interests of the trusts
dealing in sugar-cane? Is not the fighting in the Congo
for uranium and other resources? Did not Franco-
British aggression against Egypt have as its aim the in-
terests of the shareholders of the former Suez Canal
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Company in addition to those of politics and strategy?
Was not the landing of American troops in Lebanon and |
that of the British troops in Jordan to protect the in-
terests of the oil monopolists in the Middle East? Was |
not the seven-odd-year-long fighting in Algeria prompted, i
among other motives, by those of protecting the en- §
slavers’ interests of the Rothchilds in the Sahara and :
the shareholders companies and French colonialists in |
Algeria? ‘
Of course the present days are not those of the “high- }
waymen’s adventures” but of the civilized plunderers }
who not only plunder the spoils of war but the wealth
of whole states and whole continents. The Latin Amer- |
ican countries, for instance, are very rich in iron, copper, |
coal, zinc, naphtha, tin, lead and other minerals. But
all this wealth is in the hands of the monopolists of the
USA; 60% of the foreign trade of the Latin American |
countries is in the hands of the United States which de- i
termines the price of goods itself. Thus, for instance, \
Colombia received from the “Alliance for Progress” fund |}
an aid amounting to 150 million dollars but Colombia |
lost 450 million dollars from the price the USA set on }
coffee. American monopolists have invested 10 billion
dollars in Latin America and while they draw an ever
increasing amount of income from these investments,
Latin America is as poor as it has always been. From |
1950 to 1955 the USA invested 2 billion dollars there
and gained 3.5 billion dollars of which 1.5 billion went |
to the USA. It has been reckoned that Latin America ]
has lost 2 billion 679 million dollars through these |
transactions during the last seven years. The Latin |
American countries boast of a population of 200 million, |
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140 million of whom labor under conditions of slavery,
writes the Siempre of Mexico, 70 million have no means
of subsistence, 100 million are illiterate, 140 million lack
foodstuffs. Where lies the reason for this misery if not
in large-scale plunder of a whole continent by the trusts
of the USA which possess the oil wells, the iron mines,
the large sugar-cane and coffee plantations, the seaports,
the telephone and electric companies?

In spite of the blows that the colonial system has re-
ceived, the imperialists are doing their utmost and using
all means to maintain colonial exploitation in the newly
liberated countries. They are doing their utmost to keep
their old positions, especially their economic and military
positions, and to get the new Asiatic and African states
hitched on to their aggressive political cart. To attain
this, they make use of all methods and means, from colo-
nial wars, as in the case of Laos and Congo, to the cor-
rupting of the leaders of the national bourgeoisie. Under
the pretext of helping the under-developed countries the
colonial powers try to maintain their all-round rule over
these countries and turn their independence into a sym-
bolic one. In those countries from which they were
forced to withdraw, the colonial powers still hold sway
over the people in other forms of colonialism, such as
neo-colonialism and military penetration. The imperial-
ists never cease to wage colonial wars in Asia, Africa
and Latin America. No year passes without a war waged
by the colonialists in one corner of the world or another.
The colonial wars in Angola and Oman, the preparations
to invade Cuba, American aggression against the patriotic
forces of Vietnam and Laos, the persecution of patriots
in Congo, Kenya, Rhodesia and elsewhere — all this
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shows that the imperialists do not hesitate to use all |
possible means to keep or re-establish their old positions.
Why does the United States maintain nearly half of its
effective armed forces in the Asian, African and Latin ]
American countries if not to keep the people in those |
countries in constant fear, so as to strengthen its colo- }
nialist positions and to be prepared for armed interven- |
tion where these positions are threatened by national §
liberation movements? Is it for pleasure voyages that |
the United States keeps its 6th Fleet in the Mediter- |
ranean, its 7th Fleet in the Pacific and will be creating |
a 5th Fleet in the Indian Ocean? In terms of military §
aid the American imperialists have given France 4.5 bil- |
lion dollars, Britain more than 1 billion dollars and Bel- ]
gium 1.2 billion dollars. A good part of this “assistance”
has been used for colonial wars. ]
Under the pretext of assistance and through economic
pressure and bribery the USA has drawn into its military |
blocs a number of Asian, African and Latin American f
states or has bound them to itself through bilateral trea- |
ties. Pakistan, Thailand and the Philippines join the !
CENTO and SEATO blocs which were set up by the USA {
to suppress the national liberation movements on the |
continent of Asia. In the Far East the USA is busy |
creating the NEATO bloc with the participation of Japan, |
south Korea and Taiwan. In the American hemisphere §
the USA is trying to turn the Organization of American ]
States into a military bloc directed against Cuba and the 4
national liberation movement in Latin America. An in- |
strument in the hands of colonial powers is to be found 4
in the so-called “Defensive Pact” concluded last year be- |
tween the member countries of the African Union and |
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Malgache, which are bound by military pacts with
France, one of the principal partners in NATO. The
NATO powers have 17 military and 7 naval bases on
the African continent which are used in fact to oppose
the national liberation movements of the African peo-
ples and the independence of the countries of this con-
tinent, ’

These facts demonstrate that imperialism makes ex-
tensive use of aggressive wars, that colonialism is still
up and doing and spares no means to hold its own. But
the existence of these facts in themselves and the ex-
istence of aggressive wars by imperialism shows that
it dreads the national liberation movements that the
struggle for national liberation has grown and .has gr?at—
ly extended in breadth, that it has become an 11.rre51‘st1ble
force, a primary factor in our times in destroying impe-
rialism, a factor for progress and consolidating the cause
of peace.

The revisionists are certainly not so blind as to fail
to see this reality, but they want to assist imperiali;m
by lowering the vigilance of the peoples and by creatm'g
a split in the ranks of the national liberation and anti-
imperialist fighters. If, as Tito claims, there are no more
colonies and no more colonialism, because the advanced
imperialist states “produce everything themselves” and
thus “need no more” conquests and expansion, then,
according to his reasoning, the oppressed people need
no longer fight for their national liberation, need no
longer consolidate their independence and develop their
economy independent of the imperialists. Thus through
these theses the revisionist Tito aims to persuade the
people to give up their national liberation struggle and
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their resistance to the neo-colonial policy which the USA |
and other imperialist powers pursue; he urges these |

peoples to “collaborate” with imperialism and to receive
“aids and credits” from it since it “no longer” cherishes
evil designs against them, in other words, he urges them
to submit completely to imperialism. The Tito clique
itself is a most clear example in this connection for it has

received from the USA and other imperialist powers |

more than 5 billion dollars,
But the Yugoslav revisionists do not confine them-

selves to the ideological and theoretical field alone, they !
take vigorous actions as well. Under the pretext of |

“positive non-alignment” the Tito clique has tried to
hitch the neutral countries to the American imperialist

cart, has tried to curb the anti-colonialist and anti- |}
Imperialist spirit in these countries which have just won |

their freedom and independence and to alienate them
from the countries of the socialist camp. The yacht,

Galeb, belonging to the leader of the Yugoslav revision-

ists has more than once put to sea in order to take this
“neutral” missionary of American imperialism to various
countries in Asia and Africa whenever the interests of
imperialism has demanded it. A new excursion of Galeb
is under preparation to go to Latin America now that
the people’s national liberation movement has spread
throughout the continent.

The views and activities of the Khrushchev revisionist
group are also detrimental to the cause of the peoples,
to their national liberation and anti-imperialist move-
ments. They subordinate the liberation struggle of the
oppressed peoples to general and total disarmament; they
claim that “disarmament is the primary condition that
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will bring about independence”, “the most important
factor for bringing about the liberation of the colonial
peoples”, that it is even “the main objective of the peo-
ples fighting for national liberation”.  This actually
means that the enslaved peoples should discontinue their
national liberation struggle and should strive to achieve
general and total disarmament which, according to the
Khrushchev group, will secure freedom and indepen-
dence for the peoples “through negotiations” (!). All these
things are nothing other than beautiful dreams and
dangerous illusions.

There is no gainsaying the fact that general and total
disarmament is beneficial to all the peoples of the world,
including the peoples who are struggling for freedom and
national independence. It is precisely on this account
that the just proposals of the Soviet Government for dis-
armament have met with general approval and the
support of the progressive peoples of the world. But ex-
perience and day-to-day events show that the imperial-
ists are offering dogged resistance to disarmament, that
they have rejected and continue to reject all reasonable
proposals and are systematically undermining disarma-
ment talks. Under these circumstances it is a crime to
hinder the people’s struggle for their national emancipa-
tion from colonial and imperialist rule, and condemn
them to a life of want and misery as well as to waiting
until general and total disarmament is achieved. The
decisive factor in liberating the oppressed peoples, as
the Moscow Declaration of 1960 stresses, is their deter-
mined struggle against the imperialist colonialists. “They
can only attain complete victory on the basis of the
powerful national liberation movement.” This is the
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common stand of the whole international communist
movement on this question.

Contrary to the wishes and plans of the revisionists |
the peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin America who are |
fighting side by side against the imperialist invaders can- !
not afford to lay down their arms and wait until im- |
perialism consents to disarmament. They need arms in
order to disarm the imperialist invaders in their coun- |

tries.

By opposing imperialism, weakening its positions and 1

narrowing down the sphere of its domination, the na-
tional liberation movement of the oppressed peoples has
become one of the main strongholds of peace, an effective
fmd important factor in imposing disarmament on the
Imperialists. By their fighting, these peoples render a

"direct contribution to the defence and consolidation of

peace. They second and upheld at the same time all
_rnovements for peace, all actions in favor of peace and
In opposing the aggressive and warmongering schemes
of the imperialists which constitute a grave menace to
all peoples. The movement of the partisans of peace on
its part should feel duty bound to support the national
liberation movement of the oppressed peoples uncondi-
tionally and in great measure. The national liberation

movement and the struggle for peace and disarmament

are two fronts of the struggle against the same enemy
imperialism. ’

The attempts of the Khrushchey group to alienate the
movement of the partisans of peace from the national
liberation movement which it should support, and to
subordinate the national liberation movement entirely to
the policy of disarmament — attempts which were
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clearly evident once again at the World Congress for
Peace and Disarmament held in Moscow during June of
this year — weaken both the national liberation move-
ment as well as the movement for peace, causing great
damage both to the cause of emancipation of the peoples
and the cause of world peace.

At present the imperialist powers with the USA in the
lead, are doing their utmost to maintain, by new methods
and in new forms, the colonial exploitation of the peo-
ples of former colonies, and to consolidate their economic,
political and military positions in the newly liberated
countries, They are trying to draw and hitch these coun-
tries to their carts and to arouse the hostility of their
leaders towards the socialist countries. To attain this
end, the imperialists are trying to establish military dic-
tatorial regimes in these countries as their puppets, they
are trying to buy off national bourgeois elements and
to place them in the service of their own interests. The
Khrushchev group and their followers, on the other hand,
distorting the Leninist principle of peaceful coexistence,
uphold and support the elements and reactionary circles
of the bourgeoisie in former colonial countries, such as
the Indian reactionary circles who in their foreign policy
manifest an ever increasing tendency to affiliate them-
selves with the imperialists and to maintain a hostile
attitude towards the socialist countries, whereas in in-
ternal policy they persecute the democratic and progres-
sive forces in the country, siding more and more with
reaction. While trying to weaken the defensive power
of the socialist countries, as in the case of the People’s
Republic of Albania, the Khrushchev group has even
gone so far as to sell armaments and airplanes to the
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reactionary circles of India, who actually use them to
Suppress communists and progressive people and carry
out armed provocations against socialist countries.

.It is thus clear that although the Khrushchev group
trlgs to give the impression that it is a supporter of the
national liberation movement of the peoples, its views
acts and attitudes are far from helping to ,consolidate:
the struggle against imperialism and for freedom and na-
Flonal independence, but on the contrary, they weaken
it, crfeate greater difficulties for the struggle of the pro-
%Iresswe anti-imperialist forces and encourage the reac-
lonary, pro-imperialist an i-sociali s i
nourly hberatedpecountri’es. d anti-socialist forces in the

TITO CLARIFIES HIS POSITION

The Yugoslav revisionists also deliberately confuse
the. concrete problems in present international life bf
which the solution rightfully preoccupies the min(i of
all peoples of the world; they place the sign of equality
betwee.zn.the policy of the imperialist countries and that
of sto-c1ahs:t countries in order to protect the imperialists
anq in fact throw the responsibility for tension in inter-
naimor;;l relations on the socialist countries.

n the interview accorded to the correspon
Washington Post, the leader of the Yugosli\v iggfsfofnits}lz
came out openly in support of the imperialist policy con-
cerning the questions of Germany, Berlin and disarma-
ment.

.;t 1s a known fact that in order to justify its recon-
ciliation with the treacherous Belgrade clique the
Khrus%lchev group proclaimed far and wide that the Yugot
slav views on these matters “fully coincided with the
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foreign policy of the Soviet Union”, that Yugoslavia sup-
ported the proposals of the Soviet Union, the German
Democratic Republic and all the other socialist countries
regarding the peace treaty with Germany and the solu-
tion of the problem of West Berlin by turning it into a
free demilitarized city, and that Yugoslavia supported
the Soviet proposals on disarmament.

But in his recent interview Tito made his position very
clear to those who seem to have misunderstood him (!?).
He stated: “The Berlin question is a problem which the
big powers that came off victorious in the Second World
War still hold in their hands and will settle themselves.
These powers are the Soviet Union, USA, Britain and
France and so long as this question lies within their com-
petence I see no special possibility for its solution. Ac-
cording to my opinion this matter should be left to the
Germans to decide themselves.” This cut and dry and
“very principled” solution means that the Berlin prob-
lem will drag on and never find a solution. The idea
that “this matter should be left to the Germans to decide
themselves” is practically meaningless, demagogical, dust
in the eyes of the naive and an “argument” for further
deceit for those who support the Tito clique. There is
only one way to solve the Berlin problem and that is
to carry out to the letter and as soon as possible the
proposals of the Soviet Union by signing the treaty
of peace with both German states, and if that is impos-
sible, with the German Democratic Republic alone and
at the same time by turning West Berlin into a free de-
militarized city. As regards the solution of the German
problem, that indeed is one for the German people to
settle so long as there are two German states with dif-
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ferent social and political systems. The signing of the
peace treaty with both German states about which Tito

kept silent in his interview, would serve this end. |

Whereas Tito’s hazy views are nothing else than a tact-
'ful withdrawal, an echo of the stand of the American
1@p~erialists and their allies on the so-called “free elec-
thI‘lS”,. which imperialist propaganda turns out now and
then in connection with the solution of the German
problem. Tito thinks it is high time to make another de-

parture from this question, too, in order to appease both

the American imperialists and Adenauyer.

In connection with the problem of Berlin, Tito goes
even further. He encourages the imperialists to stand
their ground. Replying to another question by Drew
Pearson he said: “Khrushchev has given broader in-
terpretations to his former stand regarding Berlin and
the whole affair has become less critical.” This and the
whole tone of the interview points to the fact that Tito
favors rf\n “easing” of the Berlin issue, he favors further
concessions in this sense and further delay in solving it
Flrom thi§ point of view the foreign policy of the Yugo—'
slav revisionists fully coincide i i
Khrushchev and his gZoup. s i the poliey of

Qn the question of disarmament, too, Tito champions
quite openly the stand of the American imperialists. He
not only refrains from any comments to condemn the
unbridled armament race which the imperialists have
launched or their attempts to foil disarmament but on
the‘ contrary tries to blackmail by accusing the Soviet
Union of an armament race on the same scale as the
USA. Moreover, the only thing that disturbs Tito is the
prestige of the USA being recently lowered in the eyes
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of the world due to its aggressive, warmongering activ-

ities. Speaking about an agreement to ban atomic weap-

ons, the leader of the Yugoslav revisionists, in his capac-

ity as a loyal servant of American imperialism, took

the liberty to suggest to his master: “Under the cir-

cumstances, if the United States of America would take

the initiative for this, this would be of great political

significance to it. . . . With an agreement of this kind

the USA would win politically more than if it continued

nuclear tests.” In other words, Tito tells the American

imperialists that there is no harm in nuclear testing but

that they would not benefit as much politically from it.
Besides, Tito stated to the American newspaperman that

“nuclear tests do not bring anyone military supremacy”’

and that “such tests have only purely political signif-

icance”. This statement made by Tito following the de-
cision of the Soviet Government to resume nuclear test-
ing as a consequence of the last series of nuclear tests
made by the USA means that he opposes this justifiable
decision of the Soviet Government which aims at raising
the defensive power of the Soviet Union, and of the
entire socialist camp.

It is thus clear that the “support” which Tito seemed '
to give to the proposals of the Soviet Government and
of the other socialist countries with regard to the ques-
tions of Germany, Berlin and disarmament was nothing
short of a bluff, a demagogical statement which Tito and
his revisionist friends needed to prepare the ground and
add another “argument” for his penetration into the
ranks of the socialist camp in order to play his role of
splitter more easily. And those who took upon them-
selves the task of “rehabilitating” the Tito clique or,
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more precisely, of fully reconciling themselves with Tito, |
trampling the 1960 Moscow Declaration underfoot, have j§

often used and continue to use the “convincing argu-
ment” that towards the questions of Germany, Berlin
and disarmament Tito maintains the same attitude as the
socialist countries, and that “in foreign affairs the So-
viet Union and Yugoslavia have the same views”.

The policy of bluffing is however not lasting, as every-
one can testify. Tito used it this time too as long as it
suited him. Such manoceuvring in politics is not unusual
among revisionists of all types, the Yugoslav revisionists
not excluded, and we have not come into contact with
them for the first time. And it cannot be otherwise. The
Tito clique has acquired some skill in this kind of work,
but this is not so much its merit as the merit of its allies,
the modern revisionists, who, for reasons well known,
allow this clique of traitors to manoeuvre as and when
it pleases.

In contrast to the road pursued by the modern revi-
sionists Marxism-Leninism teaches us that peace, peace-
ful coexistence, national independence, disarmament and
the solution of other international problems cannot be
begged as a boon from the imperialists, they must be
imposed on them. Talks between statesmen are un-
doubtedly useful but people cannot pin their hope of
securing peace on these meetings and talks alone. Ex-
perience has shown that leaders of imperialist states
have gone to such talks under the pressure of public
opinion, not favorably inclined to reach any specific
- agreements to preserve peace but aiming to deceive the
people, pretending they are for peace, to gain time and
to prepare for war behind the backs of the people. Reply-
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ing to the question of the interviewer on how America
could persuade Khrushchev that it, too, was for peace,
Tito said: “Talks should be carried on and not only
once but many times.” ‘

When for a number of years in succession the imperial-
ists have rejected all proposals on disa-rrpament made
by the Soviet Union and the other countries of the so-
cialist camp, when they foil all attempts to cqnclude
a peace treaty with Germany to solve the Berlin and
other international issues, it is obvious that the endeav-
ours of the Tito clique, the Khrushchev group ar}d ther
revisionists are very risky and arouse dangerous illusions
as they try to persuade the peoples that peace may be
secured, general and total disarmament may be achieved
and the other important international issues may ]E)e
solved through the approval, good wishes a}nd free will
of the imperialists and only through ta}ks with the heads
of imperialism, or international mee-tmgs‘controlled by
them. The problem of maintaining peace is the p.roblem
of the peoples themselves. It is only by dra\mn.g' tlzhe
masses into the fight against imperialism, by mobilizing
them for concrete actions in favor of peace that the' hand
of warmongering imperialism can be sta_yed, that it can
be compelled to subscribe to peace, c_hsarmame‘nt aqd
peaceful coexistence.  Talks and various m'eetmgs in
favor of peace can only yield positive results if jchey are
backed by the struggle of the international working class
and the masses. '

It is clear to everyone who examines closely the views
and deeds of the Tito clique and of the Khrushchev re-
visionist group and is not befooled by their demagogical
phrases, that their goal is to alienate the peoples and
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the communist and workers’ parties from the determined

struggle against imperialism, from the national libera- ;

txgg movement and from revolution, to strangle their
n.nl.ltant revolutionary spirit and throw them into pas-
sivity. This wholly opportunist line of action of Khrush-
chev and his group is nurtured by the illusion which
they prt?claim far and wide, namely, that imperialism
has !ost its aggressive and warmongering nature and that
the important problems facing the peoples of the world

today can be solved by “peaceful” methods and in agree-

ment with the imperialists. In addition to this. the
Khrus:hchev group is apparently of the opinion th;.t by
pursuing a conciliatory and opportunist policy towards
t‘he imperialists it will succeed in making the imperialists
“peace-loving” and “reasonable” and create in this wa
favorab‘lre conditions for rapprochement and al]-rounzi’
economic and political collaboration with the capitalist
WOI.‘ld., with imperialism, particularly with American im-
p‘e.mal.lsm, a thing which constitutes one of Khrushchev’s
pr‘mc1paI objectives. It is not hard to comprehend that
thlS. entirely anti-Marxist and opportunist line which
s?crlfices ’;he vital interests of the peoples for the sake
of reconciliation with i iali i
only the ol the imperialists, serves, in fact,
The onPrtunist and treacherous line of the Khrush-
chev revisionist group is being unmasked from day to
day and they are losing credit in the eyes of communists
and the peoples throughout the world. That is wh
Khrushchev is obliged now and then to manoeuvre wit}};
Ademagog.y and pronounce some ‘“harsh words” against
1mper1ahsm. But these are nothing more than a coat of
paint on a policy that is fading.
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1. RAPPROCHEMENT WITH IMPERIALISM IS THE
GENERAL LINE OF THE MODERN REVISIONISTS

The synthesis of all revisionist views expressing the
ultimate goal which the modern revisionists have set
themselves is rapprochement and subsequent merge with
imperialism, in other words, the so-called “integration”
of the world. In his interview with Drew Pearson Tito
stated openly that “economic and political integration is
our perspective”. The whole line of action which the
modern revisionists pursue leads to the ultimate reali-

zation of this perspective.

THE ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL INTEGRATION OF THE
WORLD IS THE REVISIONIST VERSION OF KENNEDY'S
THEORY OF “PEACEFUL EVOLUTION”

The idea of “economic and political integration” in
the world is nothing new in the theories of the Yugoslav
revisionists. But the fact that Tito raises this question
with force at this time is not fortuitous.

It is a known fact that much is made of the “economic
and political integration” of the capitalist world today
in Western countries. This has found tangible expres-
sion in the form of “European Economic Union” (The
“Common Market”). Integration in the capitalist world
is nothing other than an attempt to solve, or at least to
mitigate, the contradictions and difficulties of present-
day capitalism, to alleviate in some way or other the sore
spots to the benefit of the big capitalist monopolies and
to the detriment of the broad masses of laborers; it is a
counterbalance to the growth of the power and attractive
force of the world socialist system, which is giving daily
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proof of its superiority over the capitalist system; it is a |
form of collective colonialism which aims at subjilgating
the less advanced countries and maintaining colonial rule }
over them by new methods and means, it is an instru- {
mgt}t of the “cold war” which serves to strengthen the :
military aggressive blocs of the imperialists as a basis "
for'political union by creating the corresponding super- :
nation organs of administration; it is a contrivance to ]
prepare for an aggressive war against the Soviet Union |

a.nd the .othe»r socialist countries, and to suppress the na-
tional liberation, revolutionary and democratic move-

ments in various countries. Monopolist integration has |
been and continues to be part and parcel of the funda- {
mental. strategy of American imperialism which aims at
exbfe'ndlng European integration to include the Atlantic |
region and later the entire world with the USA in the }

lead, in other .words, to establish American imperislist
world domination. “As soon as full European Union is

achieved,” President Kennedy has said, “we will be --

ready to discuss ways and means of C T
i establish
tangible Atlantic alliance. . ishing a

will serve as a nucleus for an eventual union of all free

men, of those who are today free and of those who will

some .day regain their freedom.” This is what the im-
perialists, particularly the American imperialists, under-
stand by “integration”, ’

In his interview Tito also spoke of “world integration”
Bl.'lt he did not specify the kind of integration he was'
th1r.1king of as whether it is on a socialist basis or on a
capitalist basis, and his vagueness was not unintentjonal
for a serpent never lets its fangs be seen. He only said
that he did not favor integration “that is of a discriminat-

108

This Atlantic alliance ‘

ing character” and that he “does not subscribe to such
an integration”. In spite of his carefulness to hide his
tracks, his theory of integration, in fact, means to merge
socialism into capitalism and to let American imperialism
swallow up the world.

Tito says that in order to achieve integration all kinds
of wars should be discontinued for “wars keep us away
from integration”, and he makes no distinction between
wars. Thus, according to him, in order to achieve the
integration of the world, it is necessary to give up the
revolutionary struggle of the working class and of all
workers to overthrow the capitalist order and make so-
cialism triumph, it is necessary to give up the national
liberation struggle of the peoples against oppression and
imperialist exploitation and to abandon the ideological
struggle of socialism against capitalism, against the
aggressive and warmongering designs and activities of
imperialism. What does this actually mean? This means
to keep intact the capitalist order, and to let the impe-
rialists have a free hand to carry out their policy of
aggression the ultimate goal of which is to overthrow
the socialist order and establish capitalism wherever it
has been overthrown. This would mean that the so-
cialist countries would be swallowed up by imperialism
and the integration of the world would be achieved on a
capitalist basis.

It is plain to every Marxist-Leninist and to every man
who is a realist that under conditions of a world divided
into two antagonistic systems it is futile to talk about
integration of any kind, be it economic or, less still,
political, for a unified world where socialism and capi-
talism would merge together cannot even be conceived.
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The world could be united only on one social basis, either
on a capitalist basis or on a socialist basis. There is no
middle course nor can there ever be. The Yugoslav
revisionists consider the creation of a unified world, an
integrated world, possible even today, because, according
to them, the existence of two opposing systems, socialist
and capitalist, is not something objective, conditioned by
the laws of development of human society in our epoch,
but an artificial division into military and political blocs
which, according to the program of the Yugoslav Com-
munist League, “has brought about the economic division
of the world’ and “hinders the process of world integra-
tion and the social progress of mankind”.

But we all know that the world was formerly “unified”
and that there existed but one single world system,
namely, the capitalist system. This “unity” was rent
asunder as a result of the triumph of the socialist revoly-
tion in Russia and in a series of other countries, as a
result of the establishment of the world socialist system.
It is thus clear that Tito regrets that the former “unity”’
of the capitalist world was destroyed and considers the
creation of the world socialist system something negative
which “hinders the process of world integration and the
social progress of mankind”, Therefore according to
Tito’s logic, in order to create a unified world it is neces-
sary to do away with the cause of this division, namely,
the existence of the world socialist system. Thus it
follows that Tito is speaking of the economic and polit-
lcal integration of the world on the basis of capitalism,
in other words, of integrating socialism into capitalism.

It follows from all this that Tito publicly upholds the
“fundamental strategy” of Kennedy, one of whose main
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goals is “to create the possibility of a long constructive
evolution of the communist bloc and the influx of t}}:-)
communist states into the community of the free w.orld .
The theses of the Yugoslav revisionists on “economic and
political world integration” in fact presuppose the peace~
ful integration of socialism into capitalism, thg aboP'upn
of socialism and the re-establishment of full imperialist
sway over the world.

PERIALISM UNDER THE

RAPPROCSE?KEN(’)I‘F X’VFIJXI(!JEII*’II‘}L COEXISTENCE

In his capacity as an agent of imperialism and a princi-
pal revisionist, Tito speaks more c.)penly about the. per-
spective of integration into capitalism and of submlssm.n
to imperialism. But the views and acts of the other revi-
sionists lead objectively to the same road.. .A }_)roof of this
lies in the views of the Khrushchev revisionist group on
the fundamental issues of our epoch anq especially its
anti-Marxist conception of peaceful coexistence. .

On the one hand, the Khrushchev group overfestlmatt.es
the power of the imperialists, is scared by the.lr atomic
blackmail and threats of war and the'ref‘ore tries by all
means to be on good terms with impel“.lall?m and to come
to understanding and reconciliation with it, by flatter{ng
and making concessions of pr'incipl.e, concessions which
lead as far as to the sacrifice of the interests of the world
revolutionary and national liberation movements. On
the other hand, by overestimating our forces and under-
estimating the power of the impeljiahsts. tl'le Khrush?hev
group spreads the illusion that 1rnper1al‘18m, esp{ec1al'ly
American imperialism, has changed or is changing 1‘Fs
nature, has become peace-loving, has renounced or is
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renouncing its aggressive and warmongering designs
against the socialist countries and other peoples, and has
earnestly embarked on a peaceful economic competition
with socialism.

Although these are two contradictory assessments they
lead the Khrushchev group to one and the same revi-
sionist conclusion: actual renunciation of the ideological
and political struggle against imperialism, discontinuance
of unmasking its policy of war and aggression, cessation
of help to the national liberation struggles and revolu-
tion, and establishment of all-round economic and
political collaboration between socialism and capitalism.
This is in fact the line of rapprochement and blending
together with imperialism, a line which constitutes the
essence of the anti-Marxist conception of the Khrushchev
group regarding peaceful coexistence.

According to the Khrushchev group, peaceful co-
existence is “the general line of the foreign policy of the
socialist countries” and “the only right way to solve all
the vital problems that face human society at present”.
Therefore, according to the Khrushchev group, all other
tasks and problems as well as the world revolution and
the national liberation struggles should be subordinated
to peaceful coexistence while the peoples should cross
their arms and await their national liberation until the
realization of the policy of peaceful coexistence. This
in reality means that oppression and exploitation of the
peoples by the capitalists and the imperialists should
continue ad infinitum,

We do not deem it necessary to analyze in detail the
anti-Marxist and revisionist conception of the Khrush-
chev group on peaceful coexistence for this subject has
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been dealt with in great detail in the former articles and
publications of our Party. We only want to p'o‘mt out
that this conception has nothing in common with the
teachings of Lenin and with the theses of both Moscow
Declarations on peaceful coexistence. In the 1960
Moscow Declaration it is pointed out that: “In a world
divided into two systems the only correct and reas.onable
principle in international relations is th.e principle _of
peaceful coexistence of states with dlfferen‘F social
systems.” But peaceful coexistence, the Declaration gces
on to emphasize, “does not mean renunciation o‘f class
struggle, as the revisionists claim”. Peaceful coexistence
among states of different social systems is a f’orm of class
struggle between socialism and capitalism, it “does n(?t
mean reconciliation of socialist ideology with bourgg-ms
ideology. On the contrary it presupposes the intensifica-
tion of the struggle of the working class, of all the.a com-
munist parties to assure the triumph of socialist ideas”.
It is likewise stressed in the Declaration that “the success
of the revolutionary class and national-liberation strug-
gle promotes peaceful coexistence”, since it leadg ‘.co “the
weakening and continuous narrowing of the pomfmons of
imperialism”. The Declaration stresses that to flgh't for
peace and peaceful coexistence “means bo be .hlghly
vigilant, to expose the policy of imperialism 1nde£at1gably,
to be on one’s guard against the machinatlc?vns and
intrigues of the warmongers, to arouse the righteous
indignation of the peoples against those who pursu‘e.a
policy of war, to organize all peace-loving forces still
better, to continuously intensify mass actions for peace,
and to strengthen ties and co-operation with all states
which have no interest in new wars”.
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The anti-Marxist, revisionist conceptions of Khrush- 4
chev and his group regarding peaceful coexistence as the
line of rapprochement with imperialism and of discon- |
tinuance of al]l the struggles against it, are closely con- 1
nected with their opportunist preachings on the ways j
of transition to socialism, which try to deviate the atten- 1
tion of the working people and communist and workers’ -
parties from a determined and effective struggle to over- §
throw capitalism and from the socialist revolution, and

make them wait until the policy of peaceful coexistence

has created favorable conditions for socialism to be ,‘
established by peaceful methods. Thus the Khrushchev -]

group lays one-sided emphasis on the peaceful transition
to socialism, ignoring the urgency of preparing for both
eventualities, peaceful and non-peaceful transition to so-
cialism, at the same time. It claims that the possibilities

of peaceful transition to socialism are continually in- ,:

creasing and, what is worse, it sets forth the peaceful
road as a plain parliamentary road, a plain majority
triumph in the bourgeois parliament, ignoring altogether
the fundamental teaching of Marxism-Leninism on the
necessity of doing away with the bourgeois state ma-
chinery and replacing it with the organs of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat.

Khrushchev’s propaganda agents have of late gone so
far as to consider state monopoly capitalism in the capi-
talist countries as one of the principal factors for the
decline of bourgeois monopoly and almost, yes almost,
as the first step towards socialism. Thus in winding up
the discussions at the international forum of Marxist
scientists in Moscow on the actual problems of modern
capitalism, a summary of which was transmitted by the
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TASS news agency on September 3, 1962, A. Arzumanian,
director of the Institute of World Economy and Interna-
tional Relations of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR,
said among other things: “Now, at the thir(fl stage of the
general crisis of capitalism, state ownership cannot 'be
considered as an ordinary reform. It is connected with
the revolutionary struggle to do away with monopolies,
to overthrow the rule of financial oligarchies. Through
a correct policy of the working class based on the irg-
petus of the struggle of the broad masses of pe.ople, it
can become a radical means of doing away with the
domination of the bourgeois monopolists. The state
ownership of industry and of banks is now becoming the
slogan of the anti-monopolist coalition.” And what .dlf-
ference is there between this conception and the notorious
and extremely opportunist point of view of the pr(.)grarn
of the League of Yugoslav Communists as embodied in
such statements as “the specific forms of state capitalist
relations can be . . . the first step towards socialism” and
“the ever growing wave of state capitalist tendencies in
the capitalist world is the most eloquent proof of the fact
that mankind is heading more and more and in an
irresistible manner towards the epoch of socialism”?
We need not dwell here long in order to argue in detail
how groundless these openly opportunist views of the
Yugoslav revisionists and of the Khrushchev group are.
We need only mention that not very long ago th.je prop-
aganda agents of the Khrushchev group, debating 'the
draft program of the League of Yugoslav Comm}ln1§ts,
stressed that ‘“the growth of state monopoly capitalism
would mean further strengthening of the monopolies,
further concentration of economic and political power in
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their hands, would mean that the monopolists would
utilize the state for their own selfish interests at the ex-
pense of the workers” (see the article “On the Draft Pro-
gram of the League of Yugoslav Communists” published
in Communist, No. 8, 1958). Commenting on the above
statement on the program of the League of Yugoslav
Communists, the present secretary of the Central Com-
mittee of the CPSU, B. Ponomaryov, wrote in Communist,
No. 8, 1958 that this was “exactly what Bernstein and
Kautsky had said that capitalist society integrates itself
spontaneously into socialism”. It turns out that the
Khrushchev group was wrong in former days to oppose
the Yugoslav revisionists, and Bernstein and Kautsky
since they are essentially propagating the same oppor-
tunist viewpoints (!).

In connection with this matter we cannot help recall

that in his time Lenin sharply criticized the bourgeois

reformist evaluation of state monopoly capitalism as a
non-capitalist order, as a step towards socialism, an
evaluation which the opportunists and reformists need
in order to question the necessity of a socialist revolution
and to make capitalism look prettier (see Lenin: Works,
Vol. 25, pp. 414 and 415, Russian edition). Lenin stressed
tirmly that “steps towards larger monopolies and bigger
state ownership of production lead for certain to more
ruthless exploitation of the working masses, to further
oppression, to making resistance against exploiters more
difficult, to the strengthening of reaction and military
despotism and, parallel to this, to an extraordinary
growth of profits for the big capitalists to the detriment
of all the other strata of the population” (Works, Vol.
24, pp. 276 and 277, Russian edition). The above thesis
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of the Khrushchev group is in flagrant opposition to the
1960 Moscow Declaration which maintgins: “By ex-
panding the rule of monopolies in the life of a nation,
state monopoly capitalism joins the stre.ngth of. the
monopolies to the strength of the state 1ntf) a single
mechanism to save the capitalist order and increase 1:,0
the maximum the profits of the imperialist bourgeoisie
by exploiting the working class and plundering the broad
masses of the population.” . e
By making much of the “ever growing possibilities
of peaceful transition to socialism Khrushchev takes the
shadow for the substance. But what do the facts of
present-day life show? They show that. monopol'y
capital is making its reactionary and anti-democratic
nature more evident. It does not even upholld the
liberties of former bourgeois democracy, it .demes t}.me
popular masses the opportunity to express their free will
and elect the true defenders of their interests to state
organs. When the bourgeoisie finds that even those
limited rights which the constitution accords to Worl§ers
constitute a menace to its rule, it renounces them with-
out ceremony, makes arbitrary changes in its electoral
system, proclaims the elections “illegal”, and (:loes not
hesitate to suppress the organs elected, as, for instance,
it recently did in Argentina. In fact ~the nflono.poly
bourgeoisie has established fascist regimes in some
countries and it is showing a continuous tendency to
establish similar regimes in other forms in a series-of
other countries. Do not the terrorist operations of OAS
in France, the persecutions of the Communist Party and
the activities of the “ultras” in the USA, and the
establishment of military dictatorships in the countries
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of_ Latin America, in south Korea and elsewhere show |
this tendency? Today the reactionary bourgeoisie is }
depending to an ever increasing degree on the armed }
forces——army, police and gendarmerie — to safeguard
1t.s rule and suppress every revolutionary and progres-
sive movement of the working masses. How can this
reality be ignored and be underestimated when the 5
Khrushchev group itself is in some cases compelled to ]
own (naturally in a make-believe way)? How can the |
Khrushchev group lay stress only on the peaceful way :k
of trt':lns.ition and claim that the possibilities for it are |
growing every day in the present circumstances?
Recent attempts of the Khrushchev group to establish
all—roupd economic collaboration with the imperialist
countries and with their monopoly groups come within §
the framework of rapprochement and appeasement with i
the imperialists. In his article published in Communist i
No. 12, Khrushchev stresses that taking into account “the’ ]
objective trends of internationalization of production ]
opgrating in capitalist countries we formulate our own
pohcy and take our own economic measures”. But what
is this policy and what are these economic measures |
abput which Khrushchev is speaking? Among other }
things he wants an extension of economic collaboration |
not. only with separate capitalist states but also with 1
their economic unions, specifically with the “Common 3
Market”, and what is more, not only in the field of trade ]
but also in that of production, “to deal with deficient
raw materials, to increase the resources of energy, to ]
make common use of waterways and so on”. ’
Socialist countries, of course, are in favor of carrying
on trade with capitalist countries on the basis of mutual
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benefit, and this is. beneficial to the peoples of both
parties, to the easing of international tension and to the
improvement of relations between states. But the
line which Khrushchev pursues for collaboration and
establishing economic relations with the capitalist world,
viewed in the framework of his general opportunist line,
clearly testifies to the tendency of the Khrushchev group
to enter into unprincipled relations with imperialism.
This is more plainly seen if we take into account that
while the Khrushchev group is gravely concerned about
strengthening economic ties and collaboration with the
capitalist world and coming to terms with it, it does not
hesitate at all to impair economic co-operation among
the countries of the socialist camp, going so far as to
discontinue all economic relations, even ordinary trade
transactions. The most eloquent example of this is the
anti-Marxist, discriminating attitude of the Khrushchev
group towards the People’s Republic of Albania, which
is already publicly known. And this happened at a time
when, in view of the imperialist attempts to create a
unified economic, political and military front directed
first and foremost against the socialist camp, thé socialist
countries were faced with the urgent and imperative
duty to strengthen their unity and internationalist co-
operation in all fields, a thing to which Khrushchev him-
self gives lip service, of course not to put it into effect
but to disguise his anti-Marxist and revisionist activities
against the unity of the socialist camp.

The measures which Khrushchev sets forth in his
article give rise to justified doubts and suspicions among
communists and all reasonable people, because on the
one hand he stresses, for instance, that “the so-called
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economic unions of the imperialists have the same aims
as the aggressive military blocs (NATO, SEATO, etc.)”,
and that “the leaders of the Western powers make no
secret of the direct mutual ties and interdependence be-
tween the ‘Common Market’ economic organization and
the aggressive NATO alliance”, and for this reason he
calls upon communists and the people to fight against
the “Common Market” and other capitalist unions of the
kind, to expose their anti-popular and aggressive aims.
On the other hand Khrushchev however calls for the
broad collaboration of the socialist countries with these
economic unions of the imperialists in all economic fields,
including the field of production; in other words, he
calls for some kind of international division of labor be-
tween the two systems. But so long as the “Common
Market” has the same aims as the aggressive NATO bloc
as Khrushchev himself says, and so long as “it is turned
into an economic base of this bloc in Europe” as is point-
ed out rightly in the theses “On Imperialist Integration
in Western Europe” published in August this year by
the Institute of World Economy and International Rela-
tions of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR — so long
as matters stand thus, to call for broad economic col-
laboration in all fields with the “Common Market” really
means to establish broad collaboration with the NATO
aggressive military bloc which opposes first and fore-
most the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries.

Does not all this give rise to the dangerous illusion
about which Khrushchev speaks so openly, namely that
imperialism in our days has given up and is giving up
its aggressive aims and actions particularly against the
socialist camp, that it has responded to the challenge of
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peaceful competition with socialism, that it is sgriously
taking it to heart, and that ever growing poss;bilities
are daily being created for all-round collaboration be-
tween the two systems, socialism and capitalism? It is
not hard to find out how near and similar these views
of the Khrushchev group are with the anti-Marxist views
of the Yugoslav revisionists about the economic and
political integration so clearly set forth in Tito’s recent

interview.

TITO — ADVISER AND GO-BETWEEN WHO BRINGS THE
KHRUSHCHEV GROUP CLOSER TO THE IMPERIALISTS
It is now becoming ever so clear that both the im-

perialists and revisionists want to come to terms with

each other, to approach each other, and to gain the con-
fidence of each other in order to break ground for “the
economic and political integration of the world”. In his
interview with Drew Pearson Tito tried to render his
contribution precisely along this line, but no longer in
the role of the servant. He posed this time at least to
the eyes of the world as the “adviser”. The American
journalist said openly to Tito: ‘“You understand the So-
viet Union and the USA and have friends both in the
one as well as in the other. Would you be able to be-
come the go-between?” And Tito somewhat taken aback
answered: I do not choose to become an intermediary
but when I meet Prime Minister Khrushchev I will tell
him what I think. This will be my own personal opinion
and I can tell it to both Prime Minister Khrushchev and
to President Keninedy if I have the occasion to meet the
latter.” To assure the American imperialists that he
might be able to succeed in his mission as “adviser”,
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the leader of the Yugoslav revisionists stated: “Up to
now too, I have communicated with Prime Minister
Khrushchev, verbally or by writing, about how we view
international issues and I must say that I have encoun-
tered no resistance against this. Prime Minister Khrush-
chev knows how to size up opinions and I have noticed
this also among leading American personalities.” To in-
dicate that he did not intend to leave it at that, Tito
disclosed the following information: “I have been in-
vited to spend my vacation in the Soviet Union. . .. I
will go there on vacation towards the end of the year
or in the spring of the coming year. On this occasion
I will certainly carry on talks.”

The functions of an “adviser” and the idea of closer
understanding between the imperialists and the revision-
ists seemed to be very alluring to the revisionist Tito.
Therefore, in order to remove any misgivings and in
order that both parties might carry conviction that each
was a fighter for peace (by revisionist standards, of
course), Tito “advised” not without pride: “Talks and
more talks must be carried on and not only once but
many times, and continued contacts must be maintained
for that is the way to proceed toward ‘the consolidation
of peace’ and to remove mistrust.”

Tito advised his imperialist masters not to “dramatize”
things and said that he was very well acquainted with
Khrushchev and he was fully confident that one could
easily come to terms with Khrushchev. To the query
of the American journalist whether he thought that
“eventually the USA and the USSR will become good
friends”, Tito stated with full confidence that the day
would come when a thing of that kind would be attained.
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And why should it not be achieved? said he. There is
no obstacle in the way, all the ways lie open for such
a thing.

Thus it is evident that Tito does not play badly the role
of the “servant to two masters”, promoted to the rank
of adviser, and his mission for the rapprochement and
drawing the Khrushchev group closer to the imperialists.

III. THE REVISIONISTS — SPLITTERS OF THE
UNITY OF THE SOCIALIST CAMP AND OF
THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST AND
WORKERS’ MOVEMENT

Tito’s interview lays bare the other objective of the
revisionists, that of splitting the socialist camp and the
international communist movement. It is not a question
of a new role or of a new task for the revisionists. To
split the socialist camp and the communist movement is
one of the main objectives of the activities of all the
revisionists of our days.

It is a well-known fact that one of the most subtle
and dangerous forms of the fight of the imperialists and
their agents against the world socialist system is their
attempt to undermine the unity of the socialist camp from
within by setting the socialist countries and the com-
munist and workers’ parties against one another. To
realize this end of its fundamental strategy, imperialism
headed by American imperialism has assigned the main
role to the revisionists, particularly to the revisionist and
traitorous clique of Belgrade.

Facts go to prove that the Tito clique has spared no
effort to play the role of the “Trojan horse” to the best
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of its ability, not only by disseminating its anti-Marxist -
views but by its practical hostile activities against the 1
socialist countries and the communist and workers’ par- 1
ties, Everyone is now aware of the role the Yugoslav |
revisionists played in stirring up and organizing the

counter-revolutionary rebellion in Hungary, in organizing

plots against the People’s Republic of Albania, in carry-
ing on subversive acts to undermine the security of the |
socialist countries, in launching slanderous attacks
against the Soviet Union, against the other socialist coun- 1
tries, against the Marxist-Leninist parties and their lead- 1
ers, etc., in order to sow dissension and split them §

asunder.

Tito tried to cause a split through his last interview
too. The target for his splitting attacks this time was 3
the People’s Republic of China and Soviet-Chinese 1

friendship. It was not without purpose that Drew Pear-

son asked Tito: “What is your opinion on the divergence §
between China and the Soviet Union?”’ And it was not §
without purpose that Tito too went into great detail §
about this matter. He slandered the People’s Republic

of China and its peaceful foreign policy, he accused it in

a round-about way of being opposed to disarmament, to

peace, to almost all agreements and so on. He went so
far as to tell the American imperialists almost to their
face that China wanted war, not peace, that danger came
to them from China, and therefore it is towards China
that they should direct not only their attention but their
operations and provocations, their armies, guns and
rockets! And all these things were said and done at a
time when the American imperialists in close co-opera-
tion with Chiang Kai-shek’s clique and their allies of the
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aggressive SEATO bloc were concoc’ting dangerm;sg;?t:
and provocations against the People’s Rgpubhc o Ea:t
and against the consolidation of peace in the .Far ‘h.
This is another evidence of the coordlnated. pohc.y f)f the
Yugoslav revisionists and the American‘ imperialists.
Tito set forth once again, and not_w1thoujc p\frpose,
the old thesis of the Yugoslav revisionists, whlc}} is r.mw
being reiterated far and wide by all modern revisionists,
that there were socialist states that stood for peace but
there were also other socialist states that favored war.
“l am of the opinion,” Tito replied to the Ar{l(?mcan
journalist, “that the Soviet Union acts. in a .conc1hatory
way towards the problem of the Chinese islands ar.u(:l1
Chiang Kai-shek and brings its influenc.e to bear' to, ’avc;;
the aggravation of matters and a major COI.lﬂlCt.  He
added: “The same is the case with the Infhan—C'hlneSxe
border incidents in which the Soviet Union tried to
forestall any conflict.” In this he openl).' uphel'd the
American plan to create “two Chinas”, which pbvmusly
aims at perpetuating the occupation of .the CI.unese be];’-
ritory of Taiwan and of the other Chmfase 1sl,and's y
the American imperialists and Chiang Kg.l—sheks chq'ue.
In this matter, too, the Belgrade revisionists do not side
with the Chinese people and their lawful le.aders '.but
with the imperialist invaders and their aggressive pohcy.
Tito took the same stand when he came 0}1t openly in
defense of the Indian reactionary circles w1th.regard.to
the Chinese-Indian border conilict, a confhc'f wblch
everybody knows has been incited by the f.\merlcan im-
perialists in order to aggravate the relatlo'ns betw?en
the two great neighbouring countries anq in that im-
portant region of Asia in general, and which serves the
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aims oi"' the American imperialists and their policy of
aggression and war. It was precisely the same stand }
that A. Mikoyan took towards the Chinese-Indian border v:
conflic.t during his sojourn in India in July this year. §
Replym.g to a speech by the Indian Minister of State §
Mr Krishnamachari in which he openly stated that it ]
was not India but the People’s Republic of China which §
ca.rmed on aggressive acts on the Chinese-Indian border, |
Mikoyan stated: ‘“The honorable host delivered such a: ‘
good spgech that there is nothing left for me except to ]
agree with him. In his speech he found particularly |
clear and correct expressions” (Pravde, July 26, 1962).

fI‘aking advantage of the occasion, Tito tried again to
drlx{e wedges into the unity and friendship between the |
Soylet Union and the People’s Republic of China. But 1
nfel'the‘r Tito’s wedges nor the acts of the modern re-
v131f>msts to undermine this friendship, will be of any
avail, as they have been of no avail up to now. The
friendship between the Soviet Union and China VV.ill be-
come ever stronger and will flourish for centuries, for
it is not a product of casual political combinations’ but
a 'fr{en-dship of the peoples, a friendship kneaded ’with
the immortal Marxist-Leninist ideology, inspired by the
common ideal of socialist and communist construction

This is not the first time, nor can it be the last that. |
modern revisionists direct their attacks, some’times ]
openly and at other times in a round-about way, against
!;he People’s Republic of China. The modern r"evision-
ists as well as the American imperialists find an insuper-
abI.e obstacle to their plans in the People’s Republic of
thpa, a great power that stands firmly against impe-
rialism and in defense of the cause of socialism, peace
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and the independence of the peoples, they find a
stumbling block to the realization of their designs in the
Communist Party of China, a persistent fighter in de-
fense of the purity of Marxism-Leninism and of the unity
of the socialist camp and the international communist
and workers’ movement. Time has shown and will show
that all the attacks, slanders, provocations and plots of
the imperialists and revisionists against the People’s Re-
public of China will meet, as they have always met, with
failure and disgrace. Led by its glorious Communist
Party with Comrade Mao Tse-tung at the head, the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China will march ahead in triumph,
holding aloft the banner of socialism and communism,
of peace and national independence, the banner of unity
of the socialist camp and of the international communist
and- workers’ movement. !
In his interview Tito posed, with the hypocrisy typical
of all modern revisionists, as a friend and well-wisher
of the Soviet Union. He even went so far as to take the
liberty to “interpret” the foreign policy ‘of the Soviet
Union and to speak in the name and on behalf of the
Soviet Union. But the whole spirit and content of Tito’s
interview bear witness to the contrary, to his hatred of
the Soviet Union, to his old and inveterate anti-Soviet
attitude. The Yugoslav revislonists have never been nor
can they ever be sincere friends of the Soviet Union as
Khrushchev tries' to describe them. The Yugoslav re-
visionists are and will continue to be the same as they
have been: agents of American imperialism, who try to
get promotion from the rank of servants to that of ad-
visers; they are experienced provokers and plotters

against the unity of the socialist camp.
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In their activities of splitting the unity of the socialist

camp and the international communist and workers’
movement the imperialists and the Yugoslav revisionists }
receive ample incitement and encouragement from the }
anti-Marxist and anti-socialist stand and activities of the

Khrushchev group itself. The Khrushchev group has

been engaged in acts of dissension and splitting for quite §
some time and went so far at the 22nd Congress of the §
Communist Party of the Soviet Union as to launch public
attacks of hostility against a Marxist-Leninist Party and
a socialist country, namely, the Albanian Party of Labour
and the People’s Republic of Albania, calling for open 3
counter-revolutionary action to overthrow the Party and |

state leaders of Albania. Following the 22nd Congress

the Khrushchev group even broke diplomatic relations

with the People’s Republic of Albania. Through its at-
tacks and hostile activities against fraternal parties and
fraternal socialist countries the Khrushchev group has
caused serious damage to the unity of the socialist camp
and of the international communist and workers’ move-
ment and has given our imperialist foes weapons to attack
us.

The Khrushchev revisionist group has never ceased
for a moment its splitting and hostile activities against
our unity. Khrushchev’s fine words about unity are
only a bluff and demagogy; they are a mask which he
needs to deceive, to gain time, so that he may calmly
carry out his splitting activities and take other and more
ominous steps against the unity of the socialist camp
and the communist movement.

Experience has shown that the modern revisionists do
not care a pin about the unity of the socialist camp and

128

the international communist movement. They are not
at all concerned about the interests of the sociali§t coun-
tries. They are trying hard to undermine this 1_1n1'ty
and trample upon the highest interests of the SO(.:lF:tht
system. We won’t dwell here on the Yugoslav revision-
ists who have stated publicly that they are opposed to
the existence of the socialist camp and who, in co-lla.bo—
ration with the imperialists, have concocted plots aga}lr}st
the socialist countries, as, for instance, the chauvinist
plan of Tito and King Paul of Greece to part‘ition Alba-
nia, or the plot organized by the Tito clique in conjunc-
tion with the Greek monarchical fascists and Amencgn
imperialism against the People’s Republic of Albania.
What is important and needs be emphasized is th‘e‘ fact
that for the sake of getting closer to the imperialists at
all costs and to the bourgeois governments and politicians
and under the pretext of “peaceful coexistence”, the
Khrushchev group does not hesitate to trample. under-
foot the sovereign rights of socialist countries. Preople
are well aware by this time of the unprincipled bargams
struck between Khrushchev and S. Venizelos in defiance
of the territorial integrity of the People’s Republic of
Albania. It was precisely the Khrushchev group wh.ich
stood up for the traitors and enemies. of. the Albanian
people, who joined the Yugoslav revisionists, tk‘le'Gregk
monarchical fascists and the American imperlahst.s in
plotting for aggression against the People’s Repub.hc of
Albania. And when our Party and our people justly
condemned the inhuman, chauvinistic Serbomanian policy
of the Belgrade revisionist band which they car:ri-ed out
against more than a million brother Albanians in Koso-
Vé, Montenegro and Macedonia, when we exposed by
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facts their policy of discrimination, the homicidal crimes; }
judicial repressions, administrative deportations and j
mass extermination of our brothers by the Belgrade |
clique, the Khrushchev group did not hesitate to reproach ]
us as “nationalists”, approving thus the inhuman and 3
anti-Albanian acts of the Belgrade renegades. It is not ;
only against the People’s Republic of Albania and the }
Albanian people that the Khrushchev group maintains :

such an anti-internationalist attitude as this.

Facts thus show that as far as the unity of the socialist ,;

camp and the international communist and workers’

movement is concerned the line of the treacherous Tito §
clique and that of the Khrushchev revisionist group coin- 1
cide and both serve, in fact, the imperialists in their de- ]
signs and plans. In this matter, too, the Khrushchev ]
group tramples underfoot and without scruple the 1960 |
Moscow Declaration which stresses that when imperialist
reaction musters its forces to fight communism, it is ]
highly essential to strengthen by all means the unity of |
the socialist camp and the international communist move- "‘
ment, for it is the supreme internationalist duty of every 1
Marxist-Leninist Party to see to it that this unity is ]

continuously strengthened.
Our Party of Labour has always stood and continues
to stand for the unity of the socialist camp and the in-

ternational communist movement; it has struggled and 1

continues to struggle with all its might and in accord-
ance with the principle of strengthening this unity on
the sound basis of Marxism-Leninism. In this unity cur
Party has always seen the indestructible force of our
camp and our movement, the important factor in
establishing socialism in our country, the guarantee for
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the successful development of the struggle for the great
cause of socialism and communism, of national libera-
tjon, of democracy and peace. Proceeding from this
principled stand our Party has faithfully followed and
continues to follow the common line of the international
communist movement expressed in the two historical
Moscow Declarations of 1957 and 1960 and has carried
out this line to the letter. In its relations with the
fraternal parties and with the fraternal socialist coun-
tries our Party has been and continues to be strictly
guided by the principles of proletarian internationalism
and by the Marxist-Leninist norms that govern the rela-
tions between communist parties and socialist countries.
Determined to strive for unity, the Party of Labour of
Albania has been, continues to be and will always be
in the vanguard to preserve and s'trengthen the friend-
ship and affection of our people for the glorious fraternal
Soviet people, to preserve the affection and respect for
Lenin’s great Party, for just as before, the Party of
Labour of Albania considers the friendship with the Soviet
people and the unity with the Soviet Union and with the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union as one of the
fundamental questions of principle of its revolutionary
activities, Our Party has never confused nor will it ever
confuse the Soviet Union and its Communist Party with
the Khrushchev revisionist group. Regardless of the
Khrushchev hostile attitude towards our Party and our
country, regardless of his attempts to impair Albanian-
Soviet friendship, this sacred friendship is kept intact
in the hearts of our communists and of all our people.
Our Party has striven and continues to strive for the
sound unity of the socialist camp and the international
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communist movement, unity based on the principles of
Marxism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism, for }
strict implementation of the Moscow Declarations, and }

for a united front against the imperialists and the rene-
gades from Marxism-Leninism, the modern revisionists.

The struggle for unity and the fight against the split- §
ters of unity, the modern revisionists, are inseparable, |
Only a Marxist-Leninist unity of this kind can be a real, -
effective and lasting unity of which the international |

communist movement stands in need.

An analysis of Tito’s interview with the American }
journalist Drew Pearson and of the deeds of the Yugo- i
slav revisionists shows them up in their true colors, in 4

their treacherous hostile role as servants of American

imperialism and its fundamental strategy. But it is |

precisely this active' service to American imperialism
that has exposed the Belgrade revisionists before the

eyes of the world. Communists, progressive men and |
women and the people as a whole see for themselves 1§

what the Tito clique represents and what danger it con-
stitutes to the cause of peace and the national independ-
ence of the peoples. In the 1960 Moscow Declaration
of the 81 communist and workers’ parties the leaders
of the Yugoslav revisionists are denounced as traitors to
Marxism-Leninism, as servants of imperialism, as
enemies to the national liberation movement and to
peace.

But the Tito clique has friends, accomplices and allies
who by means of all sorts of cunning methods try to
preserve its bankrupted “prestige” and to re-establish
its lost ‘“credit”. Working in this direction is its impe-
rialist master with the USA at the head whose aim is
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to squeeze the lemon-until it is dry; working in the same
direction are the modern revisionists with the Khrush-
chev group at the head, whose intention it is to recruit
Tito and his clique as active co-fighters and effective
allies in their opposition to Marxism-Leninism and as go-
between in their machinations with imperialism. These
bilateral endeavours have become more obvious in recent
days.

The American imperialists are raising a hue and cry
about Tito joining up with the East. Proposals are made
in Congress and in the Senate to discontinue help to
Yugoslavia for it is “shifting its ground” and ‘“changing
sides”. The Khrushchev group and its followers on their
part and contrary to the Moscow Declaration of Novem-
ber 1960 proclaim far and wide that “Yugoslavia is a
socialist country”, that “in the most important issues
the foreign policy of Yugoslavia fully coincides with that
of the Soviet Union and of the other socialist countries”
and that “Yugoslav . experience must be studied care-
fully”. By way of carrying out this admonition various
delegations have been exchanged, Yugoslavs have been
attending meetings of socialist countries, temporarily as
“observers”’, boundaries are being opened for big meet-
ings, and so on and so forth.

It is clear that both sides are bluffing, they are trying
to create illusions among the people and communists;
they help each other in order to be able to continue to
utilize the Tito revisionist clique in the manner and for
the purposes each side desires. Because in reality noth-
ing has changed. Regardless of the fuss raised in the
American Congress or Senate, Tito continues to serve
imperialism, he continues to receive credits and “help”,
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he continues to be bound from head to foot to the im-
perialist cart. Regardless, likewise, of the bombastic
statements of the Khrushchev group about “socialist
Yugoslavia”, etc., ete., socialism in Yugoslavia continues
to be a mere expression, a mask to allow the Tito clique
to undermine the socialist camp, and carry out subver-
sive acts, as is required by its role of “Trojan horse”.
In short, the Tito clique continues to be what it was
regardless of the illusions which the imperialists and
the Khrushchev group try to create about it. The Tito
clique continues to play the double role of serving two
masters, in other words, to serve both the imperialists
in their designs against communism and against the
movements for liberation and for peace as well’ as the
Khrushchev revisionist group in its fight against
Marxism-Leninism and in its designs to come to terms
with imperialism. .
The Khrushchev group had no response to Tito’s in-
terview, thus taking upon itself and approving what
Tito said about Khrushchev. This goes to show that
both the Tito clique and the Khrushchev group pursue
the same road. But the Khrushchev group could not help
but maintain an attitude of this kind towards Tito’s in-
terview for yet another reason: for else it would have
to go back on what it had said in defense of the Tito
group, and to own that it had made a mistake in its
policy of reconciliation with the Yugoslav revisionists.
Facts of recent days, however, show that the Khrush-
chev group and the Tito clique are getting closer and
closer as time goes on. It has already been announced
that L. Brezhnev will soon go to Yugoslavia while Josip
Broz Tito, upon the invitation of Khrushchev, will go

134

to the Soviet Union towards the end of this year or
during the spring of the coming year. These visits are
not without a purpose; evidently they are intended to
better coordinate their common operations and activities.

Every passing day goes to show more and more clearly
how dangerous the views and operations of the modern
revisionists, particularly the agent of imperialism, the
Tito clique, are to the cause of socialism and the struggle
of the peoples against imperialism. To keep silent and
not expose these dangerous views and activities of the
revisionists means to take upon oneself a great respon-
sibility before the communist movement and before all
the peoples of the world who are engaged in & great
struggle for their national liberation and social eman-
cipation. Therefore, as stressed with force in both the
Moscow Declarations of 1957 and 1960, it behoves us
now more than ever before to fight with determination
against modern revisionism which continues to be the
main threat to the international communist and workers’
movement, and to expose the Yugoslav revisionists as
traitors to Marxism-Leninism and as the foes of socialism
and peace, of the freedom and independence of the peo-
ples.



HIGH TREASON
RGAINST
MARXISM-LENINISM

Article published in the newspaper
Zéri ¢ Popullit

October 13, 1962



On Tito’s invitation the President of the Presidium of
the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, L. Brezhnev, paid an
11-day official visit to Yugoslavia. Both the Soviet and
the Yugoslav press proclaimed this as a return visit for
that paid by Tito to the Soviet Union in 1956.

Brezhnev was seen off at the Moscow airport by
Khrushchev. Immediately upon his arrival in Belgrade,
where he was given a pompous reception by Tito and his
clique, Brezhnev hurried to express to “honorable Com-~
rade Tito” his thanks for the “friendly invitation” -and
to convey to him on behalf of Khrushchev “hearty greet-
ings and good wishes for success in life and work, in his
struggle for durable peace and socialism”.

During the visit neither president spared himself in
speech-making. In his speeches Tito expressed great
pleasure at having been given the chance to show Com-~
rade Brezhnev “the results of developing and building
socialism in Yugoslavia” achieved under the leadership
of the Communist League of Yugoslavia. He said that
“the existence of certain differences should not be a
stumbling-block for they are a normal phenomenon
which often arises in the present world from the fact
that the actual ways of economic and social development,
and of the development of specific countries, differ, de-
pending on the various historical and other conditions”.
Tito spoke of the “assistance” and “gupport” which
Yugoslavia had offered to the national-liberation and
progressive movements in the world and to the indepen-
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dent countries in Asia and Africa. He loudly proclaimed
before the President of the Supreme Soviet that “the
attitudes of the Yugoslav Government and of the Gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union coincide or are identical on

a number of fundamental international questions”. Allud- - |

ing to the period of certain aggravation in the relations
between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, Tito laid down
the following line: “We need not call each other names.
We must put an end to this once and for all time and
become good friends. I am certain that the present visit
will be a great step towards developing the relations of
our countries.” In the speech delivered at Kraguyevac
Tito said: “We may openly tell our friends that they
have come to a country in which socialism is being built
and in which there can be no other way of development.
We will continue on this path and we have the ways and
means to build our socialist social order (of course he
made no mention of the American aid — Ed.). In wind-
ing up I would like to thank our Comrade Brezhnev and
the other friends for their visit here and the words they
said which are in complete accordance with our views
on socialism” (Tanjug, Sept. 26, 1962).

Brezhnev, President of the Supreme Soviet, member of
the Presidium of the Central Committee of the Com-
munist-Party of the Soviet Union, on his part applauded
Tito and made various statements. In his first speech
on September 24 and in his subsequent speeches at other
times he repeated that “collaboration with Yugoslavia is
to the advantage of all the countries that build socialism
and communism”. (?!). Having pointed out that “the field
of activities in Soviet-Yugoslav relations is very broad”,
he said: *“We highly appreciate the efforts and expres-
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sions in favor of peace, of friendly collaboration between
states, etc. on the part of the Government anq the Pres-
ident of the FPRY, Comrade Josip Broz Tito.” In a
speech delivered before a rally at Split, Brez'hn.ev re-
ported to the “Yugoslav comrades” on the elimination
of the “cult of the individual” and its “harmful conse-
quences”, emphasizing that “the exposure, bold der}u.nma—
tion and condemnation of Stalin’s cult of the ind1v1dL.1a1
went a long way towards building communist s.ociety v.v1th
success’’. Brezhnev expressed here also his impressions
on “socialist construction” in Yugoslavia, saying: “We
have seen how the Yugoslav peoples, united in a fraternal
community, have set to work to build their new life.”
He often referred to “the interesting and valuable talks
with President Tito and other distinguished personahtle”s
of Yugoslavia”, to “the very interesting things he saw”,
to. “the very interesting visit”, to “the very interesting

i ugh Yugoslavia”.
tnIpnt};in: tgrips tzlglro‘ugh Yugoslavia the Presidt?nt of the
Supreme Soviet of the USSR was accompaged by A.
Rankovich, notorious for having tortured and killed thou-
sands of Yugoslav communists who had dared oppose
the revisionist line of the Tito clique after 1948 and
onward.

Taking “cordial” leave of Tito, Brezhnev stressed once
more “the sincere talks with him on many problems of
the common struggle for peace and of the all-round de-
velopment of the Soviet-Yugoslav relat?ons:‘ for jche goqd
of peace and socialism”, thanked again - cgrdlally his
cherished friend, the President of the Repu'bhc, Cgrprade
Tito” and on behalf of Khrushchev asked him to visit th_e
Soviet Union. According to TASS, Tito accepted this
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