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- Summary

»

Evidence is mounting that relations between the
Sovicts and the more autonomous Communist partics
of Western Europe, the so-called Eurocommunists,
- are entering a new and more difficult phase. This time
the issue is democratic frecdoins, which the Eurocom-
munists profess to champion and wiich the Soviet
bloc states conspicuously violate.

Some of the evidence is available in the public
domain, where Eurocommunist spokesmen piously
decry the lack of political democracy in the Soviet
Union, and Soviet propagandists sternly warn the
Western Communists against falling prey to *“bour-
geois™ plotsaimed at pitting the Communists of the
West against those of the East. Other evidence

indicates that the Sovicts are becoming cver more
worried about the degree to which Eurocommunist
doctrines arc contributing to dissidence within the
USSR and Eastern Europe, and ever more determined
to do something about it.
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The Berlin Conference: A Dubious
 Achievement

The worsening of relatious between Mos-

cow and the “Eurocommunist®” parties—the -

most important of which are the Italian,
French, and Spanish—comes only months
after the Conference of European Communist
Parties (CECP) in East Berlin, This gathering,
in June 1976, was intended by its Sovict
sponsors to serve as a rcaffirmation of the
unity of the international Communist move-
ment—minus such renegades as the Chinese—
and as a reaffirmation of Sovict prcemmcnce
withln that movement.

ln the end, the Soviets had to take solace
- chiefly in the fact they had succeeded ih
bringing together the leaders of almost all the
European partics, -including such long-time
apostates as Tito of Yugoslavia. Beyond that,
the results of the mecting fell far short of
Moscow's original expectations. Instead of a
document which paid at lcast indirect obei-
sance to its central role within the movement
and established a gencral line for that move-
ment, Moscow had to settle for an anodyne
document which skirted these and most other
contentious issues. The impression of disarray
was accentuated by ihe published proceedings
of the conference, as the Eurocommunist
lcaders took the opportunity to strike osten-
tatiously independeat poses in thoir speeches
to the gathering.

“The equivocal results of the Berlin con-
ference had been presaged by the difficultices
Moscow experienced in bringing of?f the mect-
ing. Both the bonds of unity within the
movement and Moscow's authority had come
under strain in 1975 and 1976 because of
developments in Portugal, The conspicuously
antidemocratic  actions of the Portuguese
Communist Party (PCP) had weceakened the
credibility of the newly minted democratic
credos of the Eurocommunist parties, and
impelled thera to distance themselves from
the PCP and its Sovict mentors, Moscow itself
contributed to the breach, as its vocally

aggressive support for the actions of the PCP
met with increasingly strident disclaimers from
the Eurocommunist partics. Moscow’s - sup-
port for the militant tactics of the PCP in
particular contributed to the conversion of

* the French party, which had been relatively

docile since 1969, but which once again
became an outspoken critic of Soviet actions,

Nevertheless, nothing that happened at

"~ or before Berlin was of sufficient weight to

persuade the Soviets that the advance of
Communism in Western Europe was not in
their long-term interests, despite the irrita-
tions of the moment. These irritations cen-
tered on the Eurocommunists’ rejection of So-
viet authority within the movement, and the
doctrinal innovations of these parties—
especially their verbal commitment to demo-
cratic pluralism and their formal rcpudtatlon
of onc-party rule.

Against this, the Sovicts were able to
weigh a broad coincidence of foreign political
vicws, particularlv a gencral hostility to Amer-
ican political, economic, and military pre-
eminence within thc Atlantic community.
This fully coincided with the long-term Soviet
objective of sccuring the-eventual weakening
of the Amcrican presence in Europe and the
neutralization of Western Europe as a politlcnl
power factor.

Straightforward calculations of foreign
political advantage are not the only factors
that have affected Soviet attitudes. ldco-
logical conviction also has played a role. The
Sovict leaders sce and portray themsclves as
the lcaders of a world movement. In practice,
since the defection of the Chinese, this claim
has been justified in large part by Moscow's
continuing relationship with the large Western
partics, the most importunt nonruling Com-
munist partics still maintaining close ties with
Moscow, It is understanduble that the Sovict
leaders have been refuctant to sign the obitu-
ary of the international Communist move-
ment by ending their relationship with these
partics, just as the latter have been reluctant
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to run the risk of Internal schism that an
cnding of the historical rclationship with
Moscoyﬁwould cntail,

Soviet Attitudes Toughen After Berlin

L spite of the factors arguing for conti-
nuity, however, Moscow’s willingness to live
with the compromise achicved at Berlin had
scriously croded by the end of the ycar. The
cvolution in Sovict attitudes is traccd in

| the posi-
tions taken by Sovict officials 1" a series of
meetings between November 1976 and March
1977.

The first was the Warsaw Pact summit of
bloc leaders in Bucharest in-late November
1976. While there is no cvidence to demon-
strate that the question of relations with the
Eurocommunists _was directly addressed at
this mecting, reporting
indicates that the subject of Jissent within the
bloc came in for considerable attention, The
problem of r¢lations with the Eurocom-
munists, therefore, must, have come up at
lcast on the periphery of the discussions, since
many East European dissidents have repcat-
edly sought—and occasionally rcceived—
cxpressions of support from the Eurocom-
munist partics. The [talian party, for cxample,
played an active role in pleading for clemency
for thc Polish workers sentenced to prison
terms after the disturbancs of June and July
1976.

One Jrcport s more specific

about the attitudes the Soviets cxpressed at -

the next such meeting—a conlerence of bloc
idcological officials held in Sofia in the
middle of Dcccmbcr.c_

this time the

Sovicts came down clearl n the slde of a

tough approach, both on whut measures were
necessary to restore order within the bloc and
on thc appropriate attitude toward the Euro-
communist partles. Ow the latter question, the
Soviets reportedly argued that the popular-
front tactics favored by the Eurocommunist

parties could not be_approved because these
purtics had abandoned the concept of the
“dictatorship of the proletariat™ (one-party
rule) and “*proletarian intcenationalism™ (scli-
darity with the Sovict Union). The deepening
chasm between the Communists of East and
West was indicated when the conferees de-
bated—but were unable to agree on—a propos-
al to split.and weaken the deviant Western
partics. Nevertheless, the Sovicts uppurcntly
then went ahcad with threats to do just this
anyway.*

The same hardening Sovict attitude was
revealed in talks with loyal Western European
Communists the following month.
d the Communist
lcaders attending were treated to a deauncia-
tion of the Eurocommunists by Mikhail-
Suslov, the senior ideological spokesman of
the Politburo and a notorious hard-liner.
Suslow rcportedly charged that the ltalian,
French, and Spanish partics formed un *“‘axis
of Eurocommunism™ and were attempting to
wenn the other Western parties away from the
Soviet Union. Suslov urged his listeners to

.. resist these blandishments and to cooperate.

with the Soviets to rebut criticism from

abroad.

The most recent mcumg was of scnior
bloc ideological officiuls in Sofia on 2 and 3
March 1977, dates which appear to have been
chosen to colncide with a “Eurocommunist
stnmit" of Italian, French, and Spanish
Communist lcaders in Madrid. According to
one report, the Sovicts stated at the Sofia
conference that they intended to crack down
on their own dissidents and pressed hard for a
similar crackdown on political dissidents
throughout Eastern Europe.

ThCE,. - :rcporl-

ing does not mdlcuu the substance of the
discussion of Eurocommunism. Onc source

~ claims that the East Germans and Bulgarians

*Simfarly, they reportedly were unable to agree ou the
measures necosuary 1o restore order within thelr awn ranks.




were most hostile to the Western partics and

the Hungarians most sympathetic. The Soviets

were described as “very, very cautious,” but
visibly displeased by the Hungarian attitude.
In any case, it seems clear that the Soviets
could . not press at Sofia for a tougher line on
political dissidents in Eastern Europe without
taking into account the impact such a cam-
paign -would have on their relations with the
.Eurocommunist partics, since thcse relations
“have been strained more than anything else in
recent months by the_ conspicuous and politi-
cally embarrassing denial of political freedom
in the Soviet Union and Easterh Europe.

Soviet Threats

OthcrE eports indicate that
since Januarv the Toviets have begun to
threaten direct retaliation against parties
which persist ‘in public criticism of the treat-
ment of political dissidents within tic Soviet
sphere. According to thesc reports, the Italian
Communist Party (PCI) has been the target of
particularly blatant pressure. Two Sovict of-
ficials visited ltaly in January, reportedly to
try to outflank the PCI leaders by taking the
Sovict casc on human rights-directly to the
PCI rank aud file. They are reported to have
arranged to fund a new pro-Sovict publication
as a means of conveying Sovict views to Ital-
ian Communists.

The same two Soviet officials accom-
panicd their lobbying with some tough talk in
their contacts with PCI leaders. According to
onc report, they threatened Sovict retaliation
against the PCl--specifically the public expo-
sure of past PCI collaboration with Moscow—
If the [talinn party did not moderate its criti-
clsm of Moscow's performance on human
rights {ssues,

Anothaile Jlnims that Italian Purty
Scerctary Giovanni Cervetti, who visited Mos-
cow in late January, made the teip in response
to a Soviet demand that the PCI send a
representative to “explain®™ the PCl's criti-

cisms of Sovict uctions.C J

s;gaﬁ(

t 3CPSU Secrctary Ponomarev, who met
with Cervetti, denounced the *‘anti-Sovict™
statements of the PCl and warned that the

. Soviets would launch a frontal attack on the

PCI if it persisted.*

Information on Soviet dealings with the
French and Spanish parties is much sketchier,
but therc arc some Indications that thcse
partics also have become the targets of Soviet
pressure. Therc are reports that Soviet and
bloc subscriptions to the French Communist
Party (PCF) newspaper—a small but impor-
tant source of revenve for the PCF—were cut
back sharply in Januury as a sign of Soviet
displeasure. To thc same end, the Soviets
reportedly have denied a visa to a ranking
PCF official. A lengthy attack on a French
Communist historian which appeared in the
Soviet journal New Times in January proba-
bly was mcant as a warning shot.

We have no specific information of any
Soviet threats against the Spanish party, but it
is notcworthy that the samc two Sovict
officials who were in Italy in January traveled
on to Spain. It is fair to surmise that the
Spanish_ Communists heard much the same
message that was conveyed in [taly.

Nor are these partics the only oncs the
Sovicts have sought to intimidate into silence
on the question ol hwingn rights. According
to another [T ; report, in mid-
February the Sovict bloc ambassadors in
Copenhagen were preparing to warn the lead-
cr of the Danish party against taking a
“foolish™ position on the human rights issuc.
They reportedly intended to back their warn-
ing with n reminder that continued bloc
support was essentlal to the survival of the
Danish party.

Moscow's resort to crude bullying is a
denarture from recent practice. Even during

’*C‘ Tclalms that the Saviets have sugar-canted
the plit by promising gencrous fnanclal ald if the PCL
com plies with thelr withes.




the height of the Soviets' quarrel with the
Spanish and Italian Communists in 1975 and
1976 over the propriety of Communist ac-
tions in Portugal, there is no cvidence that
Moscow employed direct threats or blackmail
to attempt to force them to capitulate. In
1974, the Soviets had gone to considerable
lengths to patch up their quarrel with the
Spaiish Communist Party (PCE), even though
it had questioned the legitimncy of the
socialist system as practiced in the USSR and
Eastern Europe. :

Pressure: A Two-Edged Sword
Moscow’s pfevious reldctancc to crﬁploy

direct pressure—either financial or political—

was founded on doubts about the efficacy’ of

these. methods and uncertainty about the:

consequences. Doubts on both points un-
doubtedly were fostercd by the Soviet experi-
ence after the invasion of Czechoslovakia in
1968, when Soviet attempts to suppress West-
ern Communist critics had mixed results.:

Of the three future centers of Eurocom-
munism, only in France—where the PCF soon
gave up its criticism of Moscow’s actions—
could thc Soviets in 1968 and 1969 be
satisfied with the icsults of their cfforts.
Results were much less positive in Italy; the
PCl eventually put aside its quarrel with the
Soviets, but has yet to reconcile itscif with
the Sovict-supported government in Prague.
In the case of the Spanish party, Moscow's
efforts boomeranged, even though the Span-
ish party was subjected to morc intense
pressure than either the Italian or French. The

Sovicts went so far as to try to break up the-

Spanish party and replace it with a ncw.
. pro-Sovict organization. :

The Soviets not only failed to bring the
Spanish party to its knees, but countributed to
making it Moscow's most consistent and
outspoken critic among the Eurocommunist
partics. The Spaniards have gone much fur-
ther than cither the French or [talians in
suggesting that the totalitarian features of the

RET

Sovict system are cndemic, rather than a
product of the personal aberrations of Stalin
or any other individual. They attribute these

-defects to the Soviet Union's “Asian™ and

“despotic™ heritage, all by way of arguing; of
course, that the Soviet historical experience
will not be repeated if Communism comes to
power in Western Europe.

Moscow today has no grounds for confi-.

dence that direct pressure and blackmail will
have any greater long-term effect than they
did after 1968. In thc case of the Italian
party, withdrawal of financial and political
support might we!! prove incffective in halting
criticism of Moscow. for very long. This party
now has much more varied financial resources

‘than in 1968—including a large statc subsidy

provided under a new clectoral law—and s
much less vulnerable to financial pressure.
The Spanish party was able to resist Soviet
pressure from 1968 to 1974, when it was a
small, illegal organizution depending on the
charity of other partics. There is no rcason to
believe that it will prove weaker now that it is
in the process of establishing itself in Spain.
Ouly in the case of the French party, whose
willingness to stand up to Soviet pressure has

proved “limited” in the past, could Moscow ~
cntertain a reasonable hope of forcing a

retreat by threats.

There is no reason to believe that these
facts arc lost on thc Sovicts. Moscow's de-

cision to scek to club the Furocommunists

into submissicn, nevertheless, suggests that it
sees little altcrnative to strong action.

Soviet Actions Are Defensive

To a large coxtent, the Eurocommunists
have forced the Soviet hand by showing an
increasing inclination to criticize the internal

practices of the Sovict state. This is a signifi-

cant departure from past practice. Even. whan
their past qubrrels with the Soviets were most
bitter-as over the invasion of
Czechoslovakia—most  Western  Communist.

leaders tricd to make it clear that disagree-
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ment on a single point of principle did not
signity disillusionment with the essentials of
the Soviet system.*

Beginning with the Portuguese crisis of
1975 -which. coincided with the risc in the
political fortunes of the PCI and PCF-the

Eurocommunist parties hdave become more -

and more outspoken and swecping in their
criticisms of the Soviet system, By the end of
" 1976, it had become almost routine for the
ltalian Communists to decry the lack of
political democracy in the USSR, for the
Frecnch Communists to denounce the perse-
cution of dissident luminaries such as Leonid
Plyushch and Vindimir Bukovskiy, and for the
Spanish Communists to dismiss the Soviet
system as having more in common with
Russian traditions than with Marxist teaching.

Nor was there any sign at the beginning
of the year that this trend was being reversed.
On the contrary, in January 1977C

ﬁ that the PCl was in the process of
estfTishing a high-level party commission
whose sole purpose was the formulation of a
sweeping critique of the whole Soviet system,
At about the sume timc:C' 13 the plans
for a “Eurocommunist summil in Madrid
began to circulate, and were accompanied by
speculation  that the Western Communists
were intent on creating a rival Communist
center.

Instability Within the Bloc

These developments were in themselves
alarming cnough to Moscow. They occurred,
however, at a time when Moscow's ability to
tolerate  the criticism of its allies—still in
evidence at the Berdin conference in June
1976--had sharply diminished because of the
spread of political unrest and dissidence in
Eastern Europe and in the USSR itsclf. The
specific causes vary but the condition s
general,

*The Spanish Communists have bcen a signiticant
cxception to this general rule of conduct since 1968,

The potential for serious trouble is
greatest in Poland, a country with a
dcep strain of anti-Russian nation-
alism and a recent history of worker

_~-unrest and . street violence. The

latest wave of unrest was triggered
by proposals for food price hikes in
June 1976. Worker demonstrations
against this action crupted, and the
jailiig of some of the alleged
leaders of the demonstrations has
led to a new surge of political ac-
tivism among the intelligentsia and
on the part of the powerful Cath-
olic Church.

In Czechoslovakia, there has been a
renewal among intellectuals of the
reformist sentiments associated with
the “Praguc Spring™ of 1968. De-
mands for reform were put forward
in a document called Charter 77,
which won a symbolic significance in
Europe far out of proportion to the
strength of the Czechoslovak dissi-
dents.

In East Germany, the immediate
source of unrest has been revived
interest in emigration to West Ger-
many that has been fostered in large -
part by the Helsinki agreement’s
guarantees of the right to travel and
ot reunification of familiecs.

In Hungary, apart from a modest
show of support for the Czech-
oslovak Charter 77 group, there has
been no evidence of unrest. But the
Sovicts confront another potential
problem: the Kadar government has
been ahead of Moscow in its liexible
handling of dissenters. Even though
this in large part reflects the lack of
any direct challenge to the regime,
the Hungarian cxample could be
cited by advocates of change in the
USSR or the other more rigidly
controlled bloc countrics.
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¢  Even in Romania, whose leaders are
among the most heavyhanded and .
whose people are among the most
cowed in Eastern Europe, there have
been isolated manifestations of intel-
lectual unrest ;

Wc have no evidence that devclopments
in any East European country have reached a
critical point, that is, a point where popular
-unrest threutens the security of the regime or
a point where dissidence and dissent have
penetrated the ranks of the leadership. In
other words, we have no immediate reason to
believe that.a repetition of the Polish up-
heaval of 1970 or of the Czechoslovak experi-

ment - with demacratic refonns in 1968 is

immment )

There is every reason to belicve, how-

ever, that Soviet reporting and perccptlons are
more alarmist than_our own.
; Soviet analysis of the
situation in Eastern Europe suggests that the
Sovict lenders are very nervous. Their reac-
tions to developments there are colored by a
conviction that their futal crror in Czech-
oslovakia was in permitting the situation to
get out of hand. This conviction makes them
peculiarly sensitive to signs of incipient tiou-
ble in Eastern Europe.

Morcover, the anxicties of the Soviet

lcaders may be sharpened by continuing

problems in the Soviet Union itself. Intellec-
tuai dissidence continues unabated, despite the
virtual decapitation of the dissident move-

ment through the cxile or imprisonment of

many of its cstablished lcaders. Like the.

majority of thecir East Europcan brethren,
some Soviet dissidents now urc aiming their
main cfforts at demands for official compli-
ance with the human rights provisions of thc
Helsinki accord. Moreover, these dissidents
claim to be able to scc a growing willingness
on the part of their sympathizers—always
much more numerous than the activists—to
align themselves with their cause.

Simultaneously, there have been rumors
of worker discontent over shortages in food
supplics stemming from 1975% poor harvest.

It is widely believed in Moscow that the boinb

blasts which occurred carly in 1977 were
carricd out by workers embittered by short-
ages of food in outlying areas. There are also
widespre.d rumors of scattered wock slow-
downs and other protests against dislocations
in food supplics.

Moscow's toughening stance toward the
Euvrocommunists must thereforc be seen in
the light of anxiety over dissidence both in

- Eastern Europe and at home. The criticism of

foreign Communists is more dangerous to
Soviet interests than those of even the most
powerful non-Communist voices. The fact
that Moscow continues to insist that both the
bloc parties and the Western partics are united
in a single intcrnational revolutionary move-
ment lends a certain legitimacy to the demo-
cratic programs which the latter have for-
mulated. East European and Soviet dissidents
can—and do-cite the programs of these
parties to demonstrate the Marxist legitimacy
of the reforms they espousc.

For the bloc regimes and their domestic
opponents, it matters little whether the Euro-
communists arc sincercly committed to the
democratic gouls which they profess. As long
as they publicly stand by thcse programs,
they will continue to scrve as a source of
support for East European dissidents and a
reproach to their governments.

The Eurocommunists have not been cii-
tircly involuntary contributors to the ferment
in Eastern Europe. The Spanish party has
openly attacked Moscow for its treatment of
dissidents and fuilure to observe clementary
human rights. Even the more cautious French
and Italian Communists have deplored the
suppression of political liberties in the bloc
an¢ have spoken out in defense of individual
dissidents. There have also been direct con-
tacts between bloc dissidents and Eurocom-
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munist representatives, At the turn of the
year, tor example, ltalian Communists report-
edly met with Czechoslovak dissidents and
with Roy Medvedyev, the Sovict historian,
The PCl party press has also published the
works of Mcdvedycv, a libcral Marxist, cven

though they still circulate in the USSR only

in samizdar (underground press) copics.

Results of Moscow's Efforts

The menacing messages which Moscow
has been passing to the Western partics since
the beginning of the year are intended, at a

minimum, to put an end to this sort of’

intervention into the affairs of the CPSU and
the other bloc partics. For the moment,
Moscow’s efflorts appear to have met with
SOME SUCCOSS.,

This success was most visible in the
results of the Eaurocommunist summit in
Madrid in early March. Despite speculation

that the summit would produce a Eurocom-

munist declaration of indepcndence from
Moscow, and despitc the avowed intcntion of
the Spanish Comtmunists to win.an unquali-
ficd denunciation of Sovict-stylec Communism,
the actual results were much more modest.
The communique issued after the summit
reaffirmed the attachment of the Eurocom-
munist leaders to the democratic valucs of the
West, but completely avoided the delicate
question of the suppression of these values in
the arca dominated by Sovict power.

The actual turnabout had occurred carli-
cr, at about thc time that Eurocommunist
arms were being twisted most violently by the
Soviets

ovict pressure in January led
the [talians, at least temporarily, to abandon
their plans for a high-level analysis of the
defects of the Soviet system. At the same

time, the tone of the dtaliun party’s public
commentary on developments in the bloc
modecrated. The change was first visible in a
speech delivered by party leader Berlinguer in
Milan on 26 January. Berlinguer was mark-
edly reticent on developments in Eastern
Europe, and sounded a new and tougher note
in his treatment of domestic issues.

The Soviets have apparently been cqual-
ly successful—for the moment—in stemming
the tide in France. The French party has becn
notably more subdued in its comments on
human rights issues since February, and the
PCF's Marchais was the most conspicuous of
the Eurocommunist lcaders in his avoidance
of the topic at Madrid. Only the Spanish
party appears to have been undcterred by any
Soviet threats it may have heard.

As long as the French and Italian Com-
munists refrain from pushing their quarrel
with Moscow, the Soviets clearly are not
disposcd to press their side of the dispute.
Even though Moscow’s public statcments have
become more and more open in warning of
the dangers of idcological contamination and
“anti-Sovictism"* in exposure to Western par-
liamentary politics, they have refrained from .
identifying the Eurocommunists as the targets
of thelr warnings. Publicly they have held to
the fiction that Eurocommunism is a label
which is used only by the bourgcois press and
arii-Communist politicians. .

Can Moscow Hold the Line?

Despite the obvious reluctance of cither
the Soviets or Eurocommunist leaders to
pursue their quarrel to thc point of open
schism, thcre is some rcason to question
whether the present polemical cease-fire is
anything - more than a momentary inter-
ruption in thc long-term trend toward the
splintering of the Europcan Communist move-
ment. Differences begun to emerge openly
after Khrushchev's de-Stalinization campaign,
and over the years were intensified by cach of

cccot?t




the bloc’s internecine conflicts, particularly
the occupation of Czechoslovakia in 1968.

: ' The divergence of interests between Mos-
covs and the major Western parties is real. For
the first titne since the Cold War years, these
parties—at least the French and Italian par-
ties—have a real hope for participation in
government. But to do so, they must convince
their electorates—as distinct from their mili-
tant cadres—of their democratic convictions
and national character. The need to make
their political platforms and promises credible

has driven the Eurocommunists to take posi-

tions more and more critical of the dictatorial
practices of the Soviet and other bloc partics.
It is questionable whether the Eurocom-
munists can back away from their carlier
criticism of Soviet actions without losing
much of the ground they have gained by their
past asscrtions of independence.

Morcover, their present reluctance to do
battle with Moscow results as much from
tactical and national exigencies as from Soviet
pressure. These considerations apparently in-
clude a reluctance to be too closely identified
with a cause which has come to be labeled an
“American™ onc. This at least was the con-
clusion of officials of one pro-Soviet Western
party after meetings with Eurocymmunist
leaders in February. This reluctance is tied to
an unwillingness to p:nvoke defections on the
part of old-line cadres already upset by the
party's tampering witn orthodox dogmas
(France) or its overly cooperative attitude
toward a bourgeois government (Italy).

The Eurocommunist leaders would no
doubt prefer to see the current furor over
hun.an rights in the bloc dic away, because
this would relieve them of thc unplecasant
choice between internal harmony and a politi-

cal future. Human rights will, however, con-
tinue to be an issue unless the Soviets and
East Europcans end the current wave of
pelitical dissidence without resort to contin-
ued or intensified rcpression. It is doubtful
that they can do so. '

Moreovcr, it is possible that Moscow is
no longer willing to countenance a modcrate
approach in arcas where it perceives that dis-
sidence has rcached a dangerous level. Mos-
cow’s reported efforts at Sofia to press for a
crackdown on dissidence could have serious
implications, particularly in Poland. If the
Polish authoritics should agree to a crack-
down, and subsequent repressive  measures
should lead to a violent reaction within Po-
land, the pressures on the Eurocommunists to
break with the bloc parties would mount
sharply. They might become irresistible if So-
viet troops were to become involved in the
forcible suppression of worker demon-
strations.

Similarly, Moscow's margin for tolerance
of renewed Eurocommunist “‘interference
will become ever thinner if dissent persists in
Eastern Europe. Despite Moscow’s strong
ccnmitment to the international movement,
it would undoubtedly accept a new schism if
the Soviet position in Eastern Europe were at
stake.

Even if there is no further deterioration
of the situation in F-stern Europe, the truce
may still be short-lived. The French and
[tulian Communists have softened their criti-
‘cism of Sovict and East European actions, but
they have not entirely reversed themselves.,
Ouc recent indication of this is a sharply
worded critique of Sovict and East European
efforts to replace the “battle of idcas™ with
“police repression,” which appeared on 16
March in an article in L 'Unita, the journal of

o
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the PCL. Similarly, the clumsy cfforts of the
Sovict ambassedor in Rome to suppress an art
exhibition on the theme of East Europcan
dissidence has led the PCI to criticize the

Sovicts. Irritants of this sort could eventually .

provoke tha sort of “frontal* clashes which
Ponomarev warned the Italian Communists
- against ln January.*

*This conclusion is, of course, speculative. Some ana-
lysts arguc -that, at least for the PCI, there are enduring
domestic reasons {or it to avold raising the tone of public
polemics with the Saviets, Those arise from the fact that the
PCl's efforts to entor the government require it to support a
Christian Democratic government and urge programs opposed
by leftist students, the unemployed, and many workers.
Since the PCl leadership must already worry about disaf-
fection among these groups, it can be argued that it will be
extremeoly reluctant to do anything which would antagonize
that minority (probably less than 20 percent) of ltalian
Commuudsts who cemain strongly loyal to the Suviet talon.
{n this view, only a majur event that presented the PCI with
an unavoidable challenge could lcad it to move beyond
isolated criticisms of specific Soviet actions.
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