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EUROPE

Madrid meeting of Eurocommunists

By Bernard H. Mess

At the conference held in Mardid on
March 3 and, 4 the leaders of the Com-
munist Parties of I'rance, Italy and Spain
gave their official blessing t¢ Eurocom-
munism, the term commonly employed to
describe their new bureaucratic approach
to socialism.

Certainly, the new direction of their
parties, which scek to construct socialism
in liberty and democracy, had been an-
nounced before in several bilateral en-
counters, But in Madrid for the first time
the heads of the leading Communist Par-
ties in Western Europe joined together to
describe the precise contaurs of Euro-
communism, which differs as much
from the socialism of the Second Interna-
tional gs from that of the Third. Through
their final declaration and iis major omis-
sion—it contained no reference to repres-
sion in socialist countries—they also made
known their refusal io wse the notion of
Eurccommunsim s 2 weapon against the
Soviet Union.

The main purpose of the conference
was t0 support the Spanish Communists
in their fight for democracy and effort to
achieve full legalization. Similar fraternal
meetings have already been held between
Spanish Socialists and Christian Demo-
crats and their European couunierparts, but
unlike the other parties, who are able to
hold lurge public assemblies, the Com-
munists were restricted to the privacy of
their hotel rooms.

Only at the last moment did the gov-
ernment authorize a public news confer-
ence with the three leaders. Nevertheless,
the first meeting of Spanish Communists
with their Italian and French comrades on
Spanish soil in 40 years had a tretmendous
impact on the Spanish press and public
opinion.

»-Detente a precondition for socialism.

In their declaration the leadeis cxpressed
their intention to achicve socialism in de-
mocracy and liberty ““with a plurality of
political and social forces while respect-
ing and enlarging all collective and indi-
vidual liberties.”” In addition, they stressed
their commitment to detente, to achieving
arms reduction, overcoming the military
division of Europe and securing full com-
pliance with the terms of the Helsinki Ac-
cords. Later, in the news conference they
made it plain that they consider the pursuit
and strengthening of detenie as an abso-
lute precondition for the cousiruction of
socialism in Iiberty.

The statement omnitted reference to the
repression of dissidents in socialist coun-
tries. All three parties have deplored the
absence of liberties and condemned the re-
cent repression there, but they did not
want their meeting ¢ be interpreted as a
counter o the Soviet Union. More ser-
iously, they fear that the recent campaign
on behalf of the dissidents will be used to
scutile detente, fuel the arms race and fan
the embers of the Cold War,

Several Western lcaders—Carter ap-
parently is not one—share this concern.
For this reascn French President Giscard
d‘Estaing, whose governmeni has a large
investment in Franco-Soviet cooperation,
rcfused to see the Soviet dissident Andrei
Amarik, who was hauled away from the
Elysee Palacce by French police. Cutflank-
ing the French president in kis zeal for lib-
erty, Communist leader George Marchais
agreed to talk with Amarik on the radio.
ilc was thus able to point cut that while he
shared Amalrik’s concern about liberty in
the Soviet Unicn, the dissident did not
seem to share his concern about detente
and the defense of liberty in France,

»Solidarity with USSR,

The Spanish at Mardrid would have liked
an explicit reference to the absence of lib-
erties in the East. Faced with a riva! Com-
munist faction supported by the Soviets
since 1970, they have been the most viru-
lent critics of the Soviet Union among the
Euro-Communists. An explicit condemna-
tion would have doubtless strengthened
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None of the parties has abandoned Leninist
orthodoxy regarding the revolutionary role
of the industrial working class or the van-
guard role of the party. Nor has any of the
parties renounced its solidarity with the
Soviet Union as the first socialist country...

their legal case before the Spanish tribunal
assigned to judge whether they are “‘a to-
talitarian party attached to a foreign pow-
er.”

The French and Italians, however, had
no desire to worsen their relations with the
Soviets, who have reacted with great vio-
lence to Carter’s intervention on behalf of
the dissidents and who at that very mom-
ent were conferring in Sofia with the ideo-
logical chiefs of the Eastern European
Communist parties to formulate a re-
sponse.

In the press conference that followed
the three Western party leaders attempted
to delineate the parameters of Eurocom-
munism, distinguishing it sharply from
Social Democracy. Contrary tc common
belief, none of the parties has abandoned
Leninist orthodoxy regarding the revolu-
tionary role of the industrial working
class, the vanguard role of the party and
the organizational imperative of democra-
tic centralism. The Italian leader Enrico
Berlinguer, whose party is often thought
to be the most democratic of the three,
was quite strong in his condemnation of
factions within the party.

Nor has any of the parties renounced its
solidarity with the Soviet Union as the first
socialist country and anti-imperialist force
in the world. When questioned about his
criticism of the Soviets, Santiago Carrillo,
the Spanish leader, denied that there was a
new ruling class in power and recognized
their social, economic and anti-imperialist
achievements as those of socialism.

»-A liberal critique.
Like Carrillo, the Eurocommunists gen-

erally restrict their criticisms to the Soviet
political system, to its ‘‘bureaucratic de-
formations,” the insufficiencies of social-
ist democracy and limitations on funda-
mental liberties. In foreign affairs, they
reproach the Soviets for putting their state
interests ahead of those of the world re-
volution or of simply identifying the two,
but they recognize the role the Soviet Un-
ion plays in struggles for national libera-
tion in limiting the possibilities of imper-
ialist intervention and thus in making a
democratic socialism in Western Europe
possible.

The Eurocommunist critique of the
Soviet Union is essentially a liberal, poli-
tical one that differs sharply from Maoist
and Trotskyist attempts to find a new rul-
ing class. It seeks to understand its contra-
dictory development as a socialist country
without capitalist exploitation but with
bureaucratic deformations inherited from
the Tsarist past that were intensified dur-
ing the struggle for survival in a capitalist
universe, and crystalized by the personal
despotism of Stalin.

Much of their divergence with the So-
viets stems from what they see as a resur-
gence of Stalinism since the downfall of
Khrushchev in 1964. They are not ready to
exonerate Lenin from some of the blame
either. The historical analysis by the
French Communist historian Jean Ellen-
stein, The Stalinist Phenomenon, recently
published by Lawrence and Wischart, is
significant in this regard.

»Soviet criticism cautious.
The Soviets have been cautious in react-
ing to Eurocommunism. Never very en-

thusiastic about it, they did not begin their
public criticism of the Western European
parties until they began their bilateral talks
in 1975. This winter the Soviet monthy
New Times singled out the writings of El-
lenstein for criticism. Henry Winston of
the American party chose Carrillo as his
target.

During the Madrid gathering Pravda
published its most explicit disavowal
of Eurocommunism: ‘‘Experience has
shown that it is impossible to realize so-
cialism within the framework of the bour-
geois state and bourgeois democracy....
Peaceful violence is inevitable in the pro-
cess of transition from capitalism tc so-
cialism.’’ Such orthodoxy had not been
heard since the time of Stalin.

The Soviets are obviously apprehen-
sive about a socialist movement that
may threaten the stability of Europe and
its division into two blocs. They are fear-
ful that a democratic socialism estab-
lished outside their orbit and without their
help will constitute an irresistible attrac-
tion for reformist elements in Eastern
Europe.

Yet, as much as they may fear its suc-,
cess, they cannot afford its defeat, for
the Eurocommunists are the historic car-
riers of their revolutionary project and
their only real friends in Western Europe.
Erich Honecker, head of the East German
party—not to be suspected of anti-Soviet-
ism—appears to have understood the
stakes involved when he recently expressed
the wish that the French and Italians will
“be able to create socialism in the colors
of France and Italy.”’

»{talian revolution not for tomorrow.

Because the barriers to be overcome are
considerable, the Eurocommunists, who
will need all the help they can get, can-
not afford a break with the Soviets.
Of the three parties, the Italians have
maintained the best relations with Mos-
cow in the past two years. Their dissi-
dence is the oldest and their gradualist
strategy of ‘‘historic compromise’’ the
least threatening to the established order.
So long as the compromise pertains to im-
mediate democratic tasks, the Soviets can-
not have any theoretical objection since
they have always favored the creation of
large popular fronts for national and dem-
ocratic purposes.

Unlike that of the French and Spanish
parties, who have clearly announced their
strategic perspectives, the direction of the
Italian party—and the meaning of the his-
toric compromise—remains highly ambi-
guous. For the moment it would seem that
because of the extreme dependence of
their economy on trade with Western Eu-
rope, the Italians have given up hopes of
achieving socialism in one country and are
working on the longer-range project of
transforming Western Europe.

The success of-the Common Program in
France might speed up the process and al-
ter this perspective. But obviously, if the
socialization of the Italian economy must
wait upon the overthrow of capitalism in
West Germany, the Italian revolution is
not for tomorrow.

Meanwhile, the practical implementa-
tion of the historic compromise marks
time. So far the Christian Democrats have
been able to resist pressures for such a
compromise. Premier Giulio Andreotti
seems determined to keep the Commun-
ists out of the government and in the sha-
dows of his power untii the next elections,
which he hopes will register their decline.
The party’s policy of critical support—
Andreotti is kept in office through Com-
munist abstentions—has yielded some
concessions, but no real dividends for the
working class or the faltering Italian eco-
nomy. .

1t has begun to cause disaffection in the
ranks of trade unionists and party sup-
porters. The revolt of Italian students
apainst the estabished parties, dramatized
in the physical assault on the Communist
trade union leader Lama, reveals the dan-
gers of a one-sided historical compromise
with Christian Democracy. |
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The
questions

In his election campaign, Jimmy Car-
ter tried to distinguish his foreign policy
from that of the “‘lone ranger”’ Henry
Kissinger. The statements of President
Carter and his secretary of State Cyrus
Vance on human rights and Third
World commodity relations and their
emphasis on reaffirming the trilateral
alliance among industrial capitalist
countries have made it appear that Car-
ter is setting out on a new foreign policy
course. But do these appearances de-

note real changes or are they merely de- |-

signed to creat a different image be-
nind which the same overall policies
will be pursued?

IN THESE TIMES decided to ask four
prominent American historians to eval-
uate the Kissinger policies and to assess
any differences with the Carter admin-
istration’s approach. We asked them to
respond, either consecutively or as a
whole, to three questions about Ameri-
can foreign policy:

1. How did Henry Kissinger’s poli-
cies change American foreign policy?

2. What do you expect the differ-
ences, if any, to be between Kissinger’s
policies and those of the Carter admin-
istration?

3. What do you expect to be the im-
pact of the Carter administration poli-
cies on the world and on American so-
ciety?

From the Lone Ra nger
~ toMr. Peanut...

Is American forelgn pollcy changing under Ca rter?
Four prominent American historians offer their opinions.

.
William A
Williams

The central issue has always
been—and remains—how.
to make tactical adaptations
that do not subvert the
strategic essence of empire.

Allow me to suggest that it is a mistake
to concentrate on Kissinger (or any other
individual) in discussing the changes in
contemporary American foreign policy.
Specific people do become important, per-
haps even vital, at various points in his-
tory: think only of Hoover in the 1920s
and Churchill in the 1940s. In that sense,
Kissinger is worth a page or two in a fu-
ture textbook. But what is important in-
volves the domestic and social forces that
became obvious during the Kennedy ad-
ministration: those social forces caused
the changes—adaptation is a more accu-
rate term—that have occurred during the
last decade. )

A good many earlier policy makers re-
cognized the necessity for such adapta-

tion: one can make a strong argument,

for example that Eisenhower and Ken-
nan sensed the essentials of the new real-
ity during the 1950s. Even Nixon pre-
viewed his China policy during the 1960s.
For all those people, however, the cen-
tral issue has always been—and remains—
how to make tactical adaptations that do
not subvert the strategic essence of empire.
Nixon and Kissinger dragged that issue

out into the open and dramatized the need
to devise a coherent foreign policy for late
corporate capitalism. None of them, alas,
have Churchill’s gutsy honesty: to wit, we,
Nixon and Kissinger, are not appointed to
the job of presiding over the liquidation of
the American empire.

But that is, of course, the very defini-
tion of the job.

So we come down on the issue. The
weaknesses of those efforts to resolve the
dilemma of empire can be subsumed un-
der the ramifications of one proposition:
the alienation inherent in capitalism has
produced a fundamental miSconception of
power.

1. Kennan, an unusually intelligent and
knowledgeable man without much insight,
had a belated vision of that heart of dark-
ness. (Ed. note: George Kennan was an
American diplomat and fdreign policy
theorist.) He complained (or perhaps
whined is a more accurate term) bitterly
that American leaders had read his call
for the containment of the USSR (read
Revolution) in narrowly military terms.
But the essence of late corporate capital-
ism is the take-over bid: Kennan defined
the issues in terms of wind-up toys and
middle-class walls (a classically capitalistic
metaphor), and hence his claim to having
been misunderstood tells us more -about
the pervasiveness of the capitalistic out-
look than about the misconceptions of
Kennan’s superiors (in his view, his infer-
iors).

2. Kennedy inhaled increasingly strong
whiffs of the true nature of power at the
Bay of Pigs, in Vienna, and during the Cu-

ban missile crisis. He was in truth a slow

learner, but he told us in his own way (the
American University speech) that the stra-
tegy of the take-over bid was obsolete.

.

The stockholders, as it were, were no long-
er voting by proxy.
3. The policy making institutions (Rocke-
feller, Brookings, MIT, Rand, etc.) were
by that time far on down the road. They
knew how to read the handwriting on the
wall. Look at it this way: Nixon never had
the nerve to be a leader. If he had, Water-
gate would have been a teenage pimple in
the course of our maturation into a soph-
isticated multinational tyranny. Kissinger
understood all that, and did his mundane
(he is mundane, whatever his personal
flair) best to create a new empire.

As for Carter, I am ambivalent. Is he
the reincarnation of Theodore Roosevelt,

"Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin D. Roos-

evelt? Or perhaps a bionic combination of
Thomas Jefferson, Andrew Jackson, and
James Polk? It is too soon to say. But I do
have a feeling that the corporate peanut
farmer has a feel for economic realities
that we had better watch with care. He is,
after all, the master of the take-over.

Carter and his friends will do their best,
and it may prove to be a most sophisticat-
ed best, to preserve the empire.

In that sense, and it is vital, all the rhe-
toric about Kissinger and Carter is beside
the point. We need strategically different
visions of America—and what it means to
be an American.

Now if Carter and Z-Big had any sense
of History, which most obviously they do
not, they would take a page from the stra-
tegy of Charles Evans Hughes, who was
Secretary of State in the 1920s. They
would convene a conference on disarma-
ment and say this:

We propose to scrap half of our nuclear
weapons and concentrate on making a -
revolution.

Hughes was mistaken in thinking that



